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Abstract

In a local derivational (phase-based) approach to syntestamces of resumption in German (long-
distance) relativization constructions with an empty aper and a complementizevo (‘where’)
must be analyzed in terms of movement. Against this backgipthese constructions raise three
problems for syntactic analysis: (i) a locality (backtrimgl) problem (‘How can the information
that a resumptive pronoun occupies the base position be amessible on the moved item at later
stages of the derivation, where it is required?’); (ii) a kgeon for movement theory (‘How can
movement in these resumption constructions circumvenslkamd?’); and (iii) a last resort problem
(‘Why does movement in these resumption constructions bawgoss an island?). | will propose
a specific solution to problem (i) in terms of buffers that pemarily store minimal pieces of syn-
tactic information; this approach will then be shown to awitically cover problems (ii) and (iii) as well.
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1 Introduction

Phase-based minimalist syntax is an approach to grammiaistbhath derivational andlocal: Syntactic
structures are generated derivationally in a bottom-uprmeary alternating operations like Merge, Move,
and Agree; and the accessible window of a derivation is aitall throughout — it is standardly assumed to
be confined to the minimal phase (as required under the Phgsmnktrability Condition (PIC); see Chom-
sky (2001)). As a consequence, all long-distance depeiratenust be modelled locally. Thus, unbounded
wh-movement is assumed to be composed of a series of smalkement steps to intermediate phase
edges, and similar local analyses postulating a decomposif seemingly non-local syntactic operations
into sequences of smaller steps have been given for othelonahphenomena, like long-distance reflex-
ivization, non-local case assignment, and long-distageceament (see Alexiadou, Kiss & Miller 2012 for
an overview).

Under these assumptions, a dilemma arises with constnsctidiere it seems that information from a
syntactic domain A must be used in a syntactic domain B eveugth it should not be accessible in B —
either because A is not present yet (kbak-aheadoroblem), or because A is too deeply embedded (perhaps,
in fact, entirely gone, as a consequence of cyclic spell-his can be viewed as a kind bhcktracking
problem). The two problems for local derivational appracto syntax are schematically depicted in (1).

D a. Look-Ahead
xpeo X vp v Yol [zpedz Zewp e fwe WL
N———

A B

b. Backtracking
[XP---[X’ X...[Yp...[yl Y ...[zp...[x/ 7 ...[\\'p...{\\'/ \\HHHH
B A

In what follows, | will be concerned with a backtracking plein as it arises in German relativization
constructions involving resumption across an island, g)in

2) einBuch[cp Op; [c WO ] [7picheinenMann getroffenhabe[cp der es geleserhat ]]]
a book where | a man,.. met have whoit read has

*
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The task for a phase-based analysis of examples like (2bitb make information from an earlier, more
deeply embedded domain A available in the current domain &lotal approach to syntax. More specif-
ically, there must be an operation that transports the aetepiece of information in a successive-cyclic
way across syntactic domains. Following Hornstein (20@D92, | assume that the only such operation is
movemen{among other things, this implies that Agree cannot be c)cthus, | will adopt a movement-
based approach to resumption (see Boeckx 2003, Klein 2d8ever, it will turn out that postulating
movement of some itera alone does not suffice for resumption constructions in GernTde reason is
that the A-information that is needed in B is not in and oflfteecated on the moved item (either inherently,
as a lexical property, or as a consequence of Agree, viaatdrassumptions about feature valuation, as
with wh-, caseg-, and other features of this type); rather, the A-informatithat is needed in domain B
is contextual i.e., it comes from the syntactic context of the moved itenm A. For concreteness, | will
argue that the contextual information that is needed on theethitemc in a construction like (2) specifies
whether a copy has been madendfthat is morphologically realized as a resumptive pronpanyl whether

« has encountered an island on its way from A to B.

The main claim of the present article will then be that thekbracking problem with resumption in
German can be solved if one postulassgsitactic bufferavhich temporarily store minimal aspects of the
derivational history on a moved item. The locus of this gjerégs the movement-related feature of the
moved item (e.g., [rel] for relative operators), more pseby, its value, which is viewed as a (first-in-
first-out) list that constantly changes throughout thevdgion but must qualify as legitimate in criterial
positions. The concept of buffers is shown to underlie aesyatic explanation of otherwise mysterious
properties of improper movement and remnant movement ina terivational approach in Miiller (2014);
so it is not just a technical means to account for resumpt@rstructions. From a more general point of
view, the concept of syntactic buffers emerges as the ofgpokthe concept of SasH-feature percolation
proposed in Gazdar (1981, 1982); Gazdar et al. (1985): Itatter approach, properties of the moved item
are registered on the syntactic context; in contrast, iragfpgoach to be developed below, properties of the
syntactic context are registered on the moved item.

There are some general assumptions about movement in alpdwsese approach that | will make in this
article. They are the following (see Miiller 2011): Firsi,@rases are phases (though nothing substantial
would change if one were to adopt a less local approach inhwkay, only vP and CP are phases). Second,
all syntactic operations are driven by designated feat8tacture-building featurese(fs]) trigger internal
and external Merge, and probe featureg—{])) trigger Agree. And third, intermediate movement steps
are triggered by category-neutral edge featureXd]) that can be inserted on active phase heads (where
‘activity’ will be made precise below) if they have an effamnt output; edge features are neither inherent
properties of phase heads (as in Chomsky 2008), nor are flasplred”, i.e., versions of the structure-
building features in criterial positions (as proposed byQlskey 2002 and Abels 2012).

2 Relativization and resumption in German

Varieties of German exhibit resumptive relativization swactions of a type similar to those known from
Swiss German and Southern German dialects (see Riems@igk Balzmann 2006, 2012), but with some-
what different properties. The first thing to note is that ases of clause-bound dependencies that are
completely transparent for standard movement, this reSamptrategy is not available. The examples in
(3) illustrate that movement of an empty relative operatdhe specifier of a relative clause complementizer
wo (‘where") is possible for accusative objects (cf. (3-a)il @mominative subjects (cf. (3-b)), stricly block-
ing the resumptive strategy (here involving a prones(it’)) in these contexts. In the case of dative object
relativization (cf. (3-c)), neither strategy is availaltleGerman (in contrast to varieties of Swiss German,
where both strategies can be legitimate, and optionalisesy)

) a. DadsteinBuch[cpOp; [cwo] ichti/*es; geleserhabe ]
thisis a book wherel it,cc read  have



b. DasisteinBuch[cpOp; [cwo] ti/*es; mir gefallenhat ]

thisis a book where it Me,.. pleasedhas
c. DasisteinMann[cpOp; [cwo] ich*t;/*Yihm; gedanktabe ]
thisis a man wherel himg,: thankedhave

Before proceeding, it should be pointed out that the noomgive strategies in (3-a) and (3-b) are confined
to highly colloquial, substandard varieties of German, arel generally stigmatized. In what follows, |
will not take this to be particularly significant from a thetical point of view: There is an alternative
relativization strategy involving an overt relative pramo which is clearly preferred by normative grammar
(and, accordingly, the only strategy that can be heard arirethe media); cf. (4-abd).

(4) a. DadsteinBuch[cpdas [c @D ]ichti/*es; geleserhabe ]

thisis a book [ it,cc read have

b. DasisteinBuch[cpdas [c @]ti/*es; mir gefallenhat ]
thisis a book it om Me. pleasedhas

c. DasisteinMann[cpdem [¢c @ ]ichti/*ihm; gedankthabe ]
thisis a man I him,,: thankedhave

Another clause-bound context that is transparent for mevermvolves postpositions (i.e., postposition
stranding). Suppose, following standard reasoning, thmeeondition for extraction from PP in German
is that a left-peripheral specifier position can be occupigdhe moved item (see Riemsdijk 1978, Koster
1987, Grewendorf 1989, Abels 2012, among many others). @rbtsis, it looks as though the empty
operator Op can be merged to the left of a P elemenfflik€for’) (see (5-a)), just like R-pronouns likea
(‘there’) (see (5-b)), and in contrast to regular pronouks ihn (*him’) or den(‘which’) (the latter would
also qualify as the regular relative pronoun here; see X5Rgsumption with either the R-pronoun or the
standard personal pronoun is impossible in this context (Sale)).

(5) a. DadsteinVorschlag[cp Op; [c WO ] ichnicht[ppt; fUr ] gestimmthabe ]

thisis a proposal wherel not for voted have

b. Da habeich nicht[ppt; flr ] gestimmt
therehavel not for voted

c. *DasisteinVorschlag[cpden [c @ ]ichnicht[ppflrt; ] gestimmthabe ]
thisis a proposal which | not for voted have

d. *Dasist einVorschlag[cp Op; [c wo ] ich nicht[ppda-fiir ] gestimmthabe ]
thisis a proposal wherel not there forvoted  have

e. *DasisteinVorschlag[cp Op; [c wo] ichnicht[ppflrihn; ] gestimmthabe ]
thisis a proposal wherel not for him,,,, voted  have

Interestingly, in this context where the strategy prefédog normative grammar is impossible (cf. (5-c)),
it seems that the empty operator movement strategy (cf))(B-aot only possible; it is in fact much less
perceived as belonging to substandard (or ‘dialectal’}etigs than the examples in (3-a) and (3-b), where
there is an alternative with an overt relative pronoun, aitdout a complementizewro (cf. (4-a), (4-b)) —

at least, this holds for those speakers of German who peosippsition stranding in the first place, i.e., for

!Note that C can in principle also be realized g in (4-a), which then again relegates the sentences to aatizgd sub-
standard variety of German. One may speculate that norenptehibition against usingoin relative clauses (no matter what the
relative operator looks like, i.e., whether it is an ovedrmwun likedemor an empty operator) also plays a role in accounting for the
perceived illformedness of (3-c): On this view, two factoosispire in cases like (3-c): On the one hand, it has been tivé¢ there
is a general, independently verifiable recoverability peobwith dative arguments in the absence of any morpholbgiges (see
Bayer, Bader & Meng 2001), which presumably also underhiesfact that the resumptive strategy is an option in thissjparent
context in varieties of Swiss German (as argued by Salzm@h)2and on the other hand, there is the general pres&ipén on
usingwo, which does not exist in this form in Swiss German and redivadeties of German (see Grewendorf 1988).



whom (5-b) is unproblematit.

Another context that is transparent for extraction in Gerimaolves postposition stranding within ob-
ject DPs (see Koster 1987 and Grewendorf 1989, among otheisde, the strategy in terms of regular
empty operator movement and a complementizeis available, and resumption is blocked (both with an
R-pronoun and a normal personal pronoun); see (6).

(6) a. DadgsteinPlan[cpOp; [cwo] er [pp einBuch [ppt; Uber J]geschrieberat ]

thisis a plan wherehe, o, a book,.. about written has

b. ?*DasisteinPlan[cp Op; [c WO ] er [op einBuch [ppda -r-tber]] geschrieben
thisis a plan wherehe, o, a book,.. thereEPENTH aboutwritten
hat ]
has

c. *DasisteinPlan[cpOp; [cwo] er  [ppeinBuch [pplber ihn; ]] geschriebemat ]
thisis a plan wherehe,,,, a book,.. abouthim;,,, written has

In contrast, resumption with an R-pronoun improves signfigan subject contexts, where standard move-
ment is excluded, whereas resumption with a normal pergooabun continues to be blocked; see (7)).

@) a. *DasisteinPlan[cpOp; [cwo] [ppeinBuch [ppt; UberJJMaria beeindrucktat ]

thisis a plan where a book,,, about Maria,.. impressed has
b. ?DassteinPlan[cpOp; [c WO ] [ppeinBuch [ppda-r-lUber]] Maria
thisis a plan where a book,,, thereEPENTH aboutMaria, .

beeindruckhat ]
impressed has

c. *DasisteinPlan[cpOp; [cwo] [ppeinBuch [pplUber ihny]] Maria beeindruckt
thisis a plan where a book,,m abouthim;,,,,, Maria,.. impressed
hat ]
has

20ne might think that the iterwo in (5-a) is in fact not a complementizer, but a moved wh-pronof the same type as the
wh-marked R-pronoun in (i-a), which would then be used asadive pronoun in (5-a) in roughly the same way as the wh-poon
in (i-b) is used as a relative pronoun.

0] a. Wo, hatsie [ppt; fur] gestimmt ?
wherehasshe for voted
b. DasisteinBuch[cpwas  keiner  t; kaufenwollte ]
thisis a book what,.. no-one,,, buy wanted

Such a reanalysis, however, is unlikely to be correct. Lé&kg,, the marked wh-relative pronowas the R-pronourwo cannot
bear a plural feature (cf. (ii-a)) and, accordingly, leagldlformedness under a plural interpretation in the abeesfcan explicit
distributor likealles (‘all’); and it cannot be interpreted as human either in masteties of German (cf. (ii-c); see Muller 2000
for systematic exceptions in Northern varieties, wherédhsaisentence is indeed well formed). However, in a contegt (a),
these restrictions are lifted (cf. (ii-b) and (ii-d), respreely), which supports the analysis in terms of an emptgrajor (that is not
subject to special number and animacy requirements) anthplementizer (rather than pronoun) statusvof

(i) a. Hier sind einigeVorschlage Wo; hat sie ?*(alles)[ppt: fur ] gestimmt ?
hereare some proposals wherg,,» hasshe all for voted
b.  HiersindeinigeVorschlagedabei [cpOp: [c wo] ichnicht[ppt: fur] stimmenwerde
hereare some proposals included wherel  not for voted will
Cc. *Wo; hastdu geraddppt; mit] geredet ?
wherehaveyou just with spoken
d. Dasistjemand [cpOp: [cwo] ichgeraddppt: mit] geredehabe ]
this is someone wherel just with spokenhave



Consider next cases of dependencies that are not (striddyse-bound. Here, the data are not always
crystal-clear, and there is some variation among speak&sumption would seem to be completely im-

possible with restructuring verbs likeersucher(‘try’) as in (8-a), which on many analyses do in fact not

involve a biclausal structure (as is indicated here). Tlemgtion strategy improves somewhat with non-

restructuring verbs likablehnen(‘reject’), especially if the infinitival complement is e&posed; see (8-b).

In a dependency crossing a finite CP embedded under a bridgeaveesumptive pronoun becomes tolera-

ble, see (8-c). Adding negation in the matrix clause (sed))&rther improves resumption, and resumption
becomes perfect with non-bridge predicates kkew as in (8-e).

(8) a. *DasisteinBuch[cp Op; [c w0 ] ich[vp es zukaufen Jversuchthabe ]

thisis a book wherel it to buy tried  have

b. ?*Dasist einBuch[cp Op; [c WO ] ich abgelehnhabe[cp es zukaufen ]
thisis a book wherel refused have it to buy

c. ??DassteinBuch[cp Op; [c WO ] ich gedachthabe[cp dasssie es kaufenwirde ]]
thisis a book wherel thoughthave that sheit buy would

d. ?DassteinBuch[cp Op; [c WO ] ich nichtgedachhatte[cp dasssie es kaufenwiirde ]]
thisis a book wherel not thoughthad that sheit buy would

e. DassteinBuch[cpOp; [c WO ] ich gewusshabe]cp dasssie es kaufenwirde ]]
thisis a book wherel known have that sheit buy would

The increasing degree of wellformedness of resumption fagmo bottom in (8) correlates with a decrease
of acceptability of the standard movement option. This @shfor movement of an empty operator in (9).

(9) a. DagsteinBuch[cpOp; [cwo] ich[ypt; zukaufen Jversuchthabe ]

thisis a book wherel to buy tried  have

b. DasisteinBuch[cpOp; [c WO ] ich abgelehnhabe[cpt; zu kaufen ]]
thisis a book wherel refused have to buy

c. ??DassteinBuch[cp Op; [c wo] ich gedachhabe] cp dasssie t; kaufenwiirde ]
thisis a book wherel thoughthave that she buy would

d. ?*Dasist einBuch[cp Op; [c WO ] ich nichtgedachhéatte[ cp dasssie t; kaufenwiirde ]
thisis a book wherel not thoughthad that she buy would

e. *DasisteinBuch[cp Op; [c WO ] ich gewusshabe]cp dasssie t; kaufenwiirde ]
thisis a book wherel known have thatshe buy would

As before, the well-formed examples in (9) belong to sulieash or regional varieties and are stigmatized
from a normative grammar perspective. Versions of (9-atliing an overt relative pronoun likdas
(‘that’) and an empty complementizer are fully well formead. ((10-ab)). In contrast, extraction of an
overt relative pronoun from a finite clause is not completatyproblematic. As noted by Bayer & Salz-
mann (2009), many speakers of German do not permit longsdistrelativization here (in contrast to wh-

movement or topicalization); see, e.g., (LG:&lovement ofdasbecomes even worse with matrix negation
and under non-bridge verbs; see (10-He).

(20) a. DagsteinBuch[cpdas [c @ ]ich[vp t; zukaufen Jversuchthabe ]

thisis a book  that [ to buy tried  have
b. DasisteinBuch[cpdas [c @] ich abgelehntabe[cpt; zukaufen ]
thisis a book  that | refused have to buy

3Also see Plank (1983: 11) and Grewendorf (1988: 92) for soreknpinary remarks in this direction.

“Note that the illformedness of (10-c) is not related to hohwmy of the relative pronoun and the embedded complementize
Bayer & Salzmann (2009) give examples where the morphadbfiicms of the two items are distinct.



c. ?*Dasist einBuch[cp das [¢c @ ] ich gedachhabe] cp dasssie t; kaufenwiirde ]

thisis a book  that | thoughthave that she buy would
d. *DasisteinBuch[cpdas [c @ ]ich nichtgedachhatte[ cp dasssie t; kaufenwirde ]]
thisis a book  that | not thoughthad that she buy would
e. *DasisteinBuch[cpdas [¢c 9D ]ich gewusshabe|cp dasssie t; kaufenwiirde ]
thisis a book  that |  known have thatshe buy would

Turning finally to island contexts in which standard movetrisralways blocked, resumption becomes the
only available strategy to express a long-distance depeyddhe acceptability of resumption is shown for
Complex Noun Phrase Condition (CNPC) islands in (11-a) fanddjunct islands in (11-b); both sentences
are completely unmarked.

(11) a. DassteinBuch[cpOp; [cWo] ich[ppeinenMann tcp ] getroffenhabe[cp der es
thisis a book wherel a man,.. met have whoit
geleserhat ]
read has

b. DasisteinBuch[cpOp; [c WO ] icheingeschlafefin [cpnachdenich es gelesen
thisis a book wherel fallen asleephave after | it read
habe ]]
have

In contrast, movement of an empty operator without reswongs impossible in these island contexts; see
(12-ab).

(12) a. *DassteinBuch[cpOp; [c WO ] ich[ppeinenMann tcp ] getroffenhabecp der t;

thisis a book wherel a man,c. met have who
geleserhat ]
read has

b. *DasisteinBuch[cp Op; [c wo] ich eingeschlafetin [cpnachdenicht; geleserhabe ]
thisis a book wherel fallen asleep have  after I read have

The same goes for movement of an overt relative pronoun;iseal).

(13) a. *DassteinBuch[cpdas [c @ ]ich[pp einenMann tcp ] getroffenhabe[cp der t;

thisis a book that I a man,.. met have who
geleserhat J]
read has

b. *DasisteinBuch[cpdas [c @ ]icheingeschlafetin [cpnachdenicht; geleserhabe ]
thisis a book  that | fallen asleephave after | readhave

As for dependencies that reach into PPs, recall that if PRe@nglement and there are no other islands,
resumption is blocked (see (5-a) vs. (5-d), (5-e)), inddpatly of whether the resumptive pronoun is an R-
pronounda (‘there’) or a regular pronoun likian (‘him’). In contrast, if PP is embedded in anisland, e.g., a
CNPC island, resumption becomes obligatory (see (14-g)l¥sb)). Interestingly, it is only the R-pronoun
that is completely unproblematic in this context; the secgewith the regular pronoun is much degraded in
comparison (see (14-b) vs. (14-c)). This latter fact camaty be viewed as an empirical argument that
resumption does indeed involve movement, an assumptioistftaced under a local derivational approach
to syntax: However the ban on preposition stranding in Garimaltimately derived, it seems clear that we
are dealing with a constraint anovement

5This is also supported by the fact that extraction from PRijest to freezing effects in German, on a par with its Emyglis
counterpart (cf. Postal 1972); see Miller (1998).



(14) a. *DasisteinVorschlag[cp Op; [c WO ] ich[ppjemanden tcp ] kenne[cpder nicht[ppt;

thisis a proposal wherel someong.. know who not
fur ] gestimmthat ]]
for voted has

b. DasisteinVorschlag[cp Op; [c WO ] ich[ppjemanden tcp ] kenne[cpder nicht[pp
thisis a proposal wherel someong.. know who not
da -fir ] gestimmthat ]]
there forvoted has

c. ?*Dasist einVorschlag[cp Op; [c wo] ich[ppjemanden tcp ] kenne[cpder nicht[ppflr
thisis a proposal wherel someong.. know  whonot for
ihn; ] gestimmthat J]
him;,., voted has

The realization of a long-distance dependency by resumpsicconfined to relativization in German; as
shown in (15-ab), the construction is not available withmvbvement or topicalization, even though move-
ment without resumption is also not possible in the islamtexts present here (a non-bridge verb context
for wh-movement, a CNPC context for topicalizatién).

(15) a. *[cpWas hastdu gewuss{cpdasssie t;/es kaufenwirde ]
what,.. haveyou known that she it buy would

b. *[cp SolcheBicher habeich [pp einenMann tcp ] getroffen[cpder ti/sie geleserhat ]

such books,.. havel a man,.. met who themread has

And not only that: Resumption in relativization contextc@fined to an empty operator and a comple-
mentizerwo; in particular, regular overt relative pronouns can neeoccur with resumption; see (16-ab).

(16) a. *DasisteinBuch[cpdas [c @] ich gewusshabe[cp dasssie e kaufenwirde ]

thisis a book  that | known have thatsheit buy would

b. *DasisteinBuch[cpdas [c D ]ich[pp einenMann tcp ] getroffenhabe[cp der es
thisis a book that I a man,.. met have whoit
geleserhat ]
read has

In view of the evidence from (15) and (16), one might be temptespeculate thawo in resumptive con-
structions is not actually a complementizer accompaniedrbgmpty operator, but used here in its inde-
pendently available function as a locative relative pran(gee footnote 2 above for arguments against a
non-complementizer status wb in contexts without resumption). However, this cannot gatii Ungram-
maticality results if there is no argument slot correspogdo the head noun in all the relevant constructions
in (7), (8), (11), and (14) whengo co-occurs with a resumptive pronoun. Thus, compare théregfie loca-
tive relative pronoun use afo modifying a head noun lik©rt (‘place’) in (17-a) with the ill-formed case
in (17-b), where a locative interpretation is excluded aratd is no argument variable (pronoun or other)
that the empty relative operator ©pould bind ((17-b) = (11-a) without the embedded CP proyjdime
required argument slot). Thus, it can be concludedwlth (7), (8), (11), and (14) is a true complementizer
of relative clauses accompanied by an empty operator.

@an a. DadsteinOrt [cpwo ich einenManngetroffenhabe ]
thisis a place wherel a man met have

8In line with this, the experimental (magnitude estimatimsed) study carried out by Alexopoulou & Keller (2003), gthonly
considers wh-questions in German, shows that resumptioevisr preferred to a resumption-less strategy in Germanladses;
i.e., resumption does not help to avoid islands in this cdnte



b. *DasisteinBuch[cpwo ich einenManngetroffenhabe ]
thisis a book wherel a man met have

To sum up so far: There is strong evidence that resumptioremm@n relative constructions with an empty
operator and a complementizeto is alast resortoperation. With some (minimal) idealization of the
empirical evidence, and assuming that all finite clausedangers for resumption-less relative movement
in German (as opposed to other movement types like wh-mavearal topicalization), we can state that
resumption not onlgan circumvent island effects in German (as it can in most otaegliages where the
phenomenon shows up), but actuathystcross an island to be legitimate in this language.

At this point, a remark on the status of the phenomenon in(8§),(11), and (14) is in order. It has
become customary to distinguish between two types of reBamphose where the strategy is fullyam-
maticalized(and typically able to circumvent islands) on the one hamt] those where the strategy is
intrusive (and purely a last resort operation to save constructiom®imexts where there is no legitimate
way out) on the other; see Sells (1984), Boeckx (2003), an@Ibkkey (2006). In cases of intrusive re-
sumption, the operation does not seem to belong to the graassaich, but qualifies as what is essentially a
metagrammatical device. A standard case of intrusive rpgamshows up under the (optimality-theoretic)
analysis that Pesetsky (1997, 1998) develops for the semteair in (18) in English: Assuming a high-
ranked (non-local) constraint according to which two meralzé a movement chain must not be separated
by an island (such as the wh-island in (18)), the only way #dize the input in this context is by partial
spell-out of the trace (which is assumed to have the statasopy).

(18) a. *[np Which picture of JohnjJwere you wonderingdp whether { was going to win a prize at
the exposition ] ?

b. #[np Which picture of John;Jwere you wonderingdp whether it was going to win a prize at
the exposition ] ?

As indicated by#, the use of a resumptive pronoun in (18-b) does not reallyessmt a grammaticalized
way of realizing the long-distance dependency. It is womiing out that the German relativization by
resumption construction in (7), (8), (11), and (14), altjioeonfined to last resort contexts, is decidedly not
intrusive but rather fully grammaticalized. There are @asi pieces of evidence to support such a conclusion.
First, the examples are generally perceived as completdiyral and unmarked, in all varieties of German.
In particular, they neither convey the impression of sulddad language use in the way that resumption-less
examples withwo complementizers like (3-a) and (3-b) (but, as noted, na&)jsdo, nor do they look like
the result of a meta-grammatical perfomance-based mesthatésigned to say what one wants to say in the
absence of the grammatical means to do so. Second, as showe #iere is a clear difference between the
well-formed resumption construction in contexts with arpgoperator and a complementizeo and the
constructions involving wh-movement, topicalizationdaovert relative operators in (15) and (16), which
would be completely unexpected if they all involved the sgrhenomenon (viz., intrusive resumptidh).
Finally, Sells (1984) develops some tests to distinguisimgnaticalized from intrusive resumption (also see
McCloskey 2006). A crucial difference arises in contextthwguantificational antecedents: A grammatical-
ized resumptive pronoun can have all kinds of quantificati@mtecedents (includingveryandmos}, but

an intrusive resumptive pronoun cannot. As shown by the giestin (19), resumptive pronouns in German
relativization constructions with an empty operator cde tquantificational antecedents without problems.

(29) a. JedeBuch [cpOP, [c wo] maneinschlaft [cp nachdenmanes geleserhat ]]ist nicht
everybooks whereone falls asleep after oneit read has is not
gut
good

"In fact, constructions like those in (15) and (16), even giothere can be little doubt about their status as ungrarnaiatian
sometimes be heard in actual discourses, and may theref@sshmed to be instantiations of truly intrusive resumpiche type
that Sells (1984) has in mind for English-type languages.



b. DiemeistenBlcher[cp OP; [c wo] manniemanderfindenkann[cpder sie gelesen
the most books whereone no-one find can whotheyread
hat ]] sindauchnicht gut
has are also not good

Thus, we end up with the conclusion that German has an idlaedéd last-resort operation of resumption
that is fully grammaticalized. In the next section, | develop a local derivational (morec#jmlly, phase-
based) analysis of the phenomenon.

3 Alocal derivational approach to resumptive movement

3.1 Resumption as movement

First, 1 would like to contend that in a local derivationahfse-based) approach to, it is not possible to
adopt a base-generation approach to resumption, as itégsnitie standardly assuméd:here is simply no
way how any syntactic relation could be posited between a-gaserated resumptive pronoun and a base-
generated displaced item that is separated from it by atraiby large number of phasé8.Consequently, if
cyclic Agree is excluded, resumption must be derived by mmearg, and the differences between “standard”
movement and resumptive movement with respect to locatihstaints (as well as possibly other factors,
like weak crossover) must be explained in some different (ga@g Boeckx 2003 and Klein 2013, and to
some extent Koopman 1984, Engdahl 1985, and Aoun, Chouéditdéastein 2001}

It is worth emphasizing that exactly the same consequenicts lfiar other local approaches to syntax,
even if they are declarative rather than derivational iniret?

3.2 Buffers for resumption

Given this state of affairs, and given the generalizatidmsutiisland violation in the preceding sections,
there are three questions that need to be addressed: Birstam resumptive movement in German circum-
vent islands? Second, why does resumptive movement in Genmae tocross an island (as an instance
of alast resortoperation, see Shlonsky 1992, Pesetsky 1998)? And thikd,can the locality (i.e., back-

tracking) problem be solved that arises under a local d@vival approach? This last problem consists in

8This, as such, is not unusual given, e.g., Shlonsky’s (188a)ysis of the Highest Subject Restriction (i.e., the baresump-
tive pronouns in subject positions that are close to theteatitanding site) in Hebrew and other languages (wherempson is
fully grammaticalized) as an instance of last-resort. Her@ in what follows, | will remain agnostic as to how the High8ubject
Restriction can be derived; see Klein (2013) for a recenp@sal in terms of orders of elementary operations.

9Note that this is so independently of whether there are gtemnpirical arguments against a base-generation apprivetttis
context, see, e.g., the arguments for movement based onsteaction advanced by Salzmann (2006) for (Swiss) German.

%n the same way, it is not possible to envisage an “A-bar bqumtistrategy for modelling long-distance dependencies, as it
has been suggested by Cinque (1990) for cases of displatéméseem to selectively violate certain constraints omement.

HBoeckx (2003) assumes that resumption arises as a resuianfiiig: The resumptive pronoun is a D category that stays i
situ, and the operator that has been merged as a complenigrihef undergoes movement; also see Grewendorf (2002) ¢or su
an approach to resumptive pronouns occurring with lefodation in German. This implies that movement dependenditsand
without resumption have a different source. In contrasgifK{2013) proposes that there is a single source for botkadiens,
viz., a¢P embedding a DP throughout. On this view, whether resueptisvement or standard movement takes place depends
on the order of elementary operations: If the next highespteead (e.g., v) carries out Agree with thie first, the latter becomes
transparent for extraction (as suggested by Rackowski &d&iats 2005 as a general means of rendering phases trarisiparen
extraction), and DP undergoes (intermediate) movemerte@tige of the phase, strandigigwhich is realized as a resumptive
pronoun. If, on the other hand, the next higher phase hegd (§.triggers Move (internal Merge) firspP still intervenes, and
so DP cannot be attracted to an intermediate position alaheather has to pied-pipe thgp; this instantiates the strategy of
movement without a resumptive pronoun. As Klein (2013) shavis approach in terms of the order of elementary operstio
makes it possible to straightforwardly derive the Highadj8ct Restriction.

12Thus, resumption has been modelled in terms of the same Kinteohanism underlying regular movement (vizLASH
feature percolation) in the GPSG approaches developed ling/#&a Zaenen (1982) and Sells (1984) (although the lattentwally
abandons this analysis in favour of a purely semantic agpjpand in the HPSG analyses developed in Vaillette (206d) a
Assmann et al. (2010).



the observation that, at the point where it encounters andsla moved item (an empty operator,@pthe
German sentences above) must “know” whether there is a ma@pronoun in the base position or fét.

| would like to suggest that a buffer-based approach makesfi@d account of all three problems pos-
sible. More specifically, solving the problem of passing mioimation from the bottom of the dependency
by postulating an appropriate symbol on the moved item’febufi cases of resumptive movement will be
shown to simultaneously address the other two problems amhigland can be voided, and why it has to be
voided).

To begin with, suppose that resumption involves a copy mashaapplying to DP. This implies that
regular, non-resumptive movement doesinvolve copying. In fact, | will go even further here and assu
that movement normally does not leave anything behind. Mpesifically, | contend that a strictly local
derivational approach forces the conclusion that with l@guaon-resumptive movement, there are no traces
(no copies either, and also no occurrences in a multidomaapproach), at least not as objects that syntac-
tic constraints could refer to. Attributing such a role s (copies, occurrences) invariably presupposes a
non-local approach: In a non-local approach, a constraititaces (copies, occurrences) may lead to differ-
ent results than postulating the respective constrainhenrtovement operation as such (because changes
may have affected the context of the position from which moset takes place; in fact, this is how traces
are motivated in work like Fiengo 1977, Lasnik & Saito 1998)a local approach adopting (something like)
the PIC, such contextual differences cannot arise. Thigkas the sole possible remaining motivation for
postulating traces (copies, occurrences), principlesofagtic interpretation, an issue that | have nothing
to say about (see, e.g., Jacobson 1999, Unger 2010 for ajhy@odo semantic interpretation that make it
possible to dispense with tracée$).

In a language like German, where only null operators padiei in resumptive movement, it can be
postulated that this first operation of generating a copygeumptive movement is simply excluded for wh-
phrases, topics, overt relative operators, etc. The & somewhat different in other languages, where
other movement types can give rise to resumption, and restenpovement can affect overt items. Next,
| assume, following Pesetsky (1998), Toman (1998), McGlggR006), and many others, that independent
principles ensure that the copy is spelled out as a prondrelement, i.e., as the minimal well-formed
realization of a DP. Third, and most importantly, resumpti@es not come for fred he creation of a copy
in the base position (as part of the movement operation)istexed on the moved item, more specifically,
on the value of a movement-related feature (like [wh], [top]rel]) on the moved item that acts as a buffer:
A symbol like e1e indicates that there is a copy of a category with index 1 irtithe that should be merged
with the moved item again; in other words, on the moved iteeitifiormation is present that a copy has
been split off, and is now missing. Thus, a feature [rel] oty relative operator undergoing movement
will have as its valuesne if a copy with indexn has been generated, and an empty list if no copy has
been generated; movement-related features thus do nosshaply binary values liket anymoret® The
generation of a copy in resumptive movement constructisslawn in (20) (where is a movement-related
feature like [rel]); the copy (XP remains in the base position, and the original item ()Xéihdergoes an
intermediate movement step to the phase edge, becauseRitXifeecall that | have assumed that all phrases
are phases).

135ee Lavine (2003) for an early formulation of this kind of lleam in phase-based syntax.

Al that said, | continue to enrich some examples with traé@sexpository purposes.

5This technically addresses the “deep mystery” raised bgtistence of resumptive movement that is mentioned in Msizip
(2006: 113): If resumption is available (and arguably prahée from a functional point of view because it can show umany
contexts where pure movement is blockedibecause it would seem to simplify parsing efforts), why is-nesumptive movement
possible in the first place? In the present approach, theariswhat resumption involves an additional, hence cospgration,
viz., the generation of a copy; languages, by assumption)drdeally want to avoid that, and consequently registes ¢im the
moved item.
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(20) Initial steps of resumptive movement
YP

XP;[v:ele] Y’

ZP Y

N

Y  XP|

Application of the copy operation (to items where it is pdted, like empty operators in German) is op-
tional throughout (recall, e.g., that an empty operatowilable in transparent non-resumptive contexts in
German; cf. examples like (3-a), (3-b) (both restrictedubstandard varieties), (5-a), and (6-a)). How-
ever, when it applies, as in (20), its application is regeeon the value of the movement-related feature
of the moved item. This means that after the first movemenmt, sessumptive movement and standard,
non-resumptive movement can be distinguished in a localiwdlye derivation: Moved items that are ac-
companied by a resumptive pronoun in the base position agiesi out by asne symbol on their buffer,
wheren is the index shared by the resumptive pronoun and the mogad iResumptive movement of an
item with a symbobkne on its buffer must be unproblematic as such. However, supibeg a symboéne on

the value of a movement-related feature of some moved itgoligmatemporary defectivityhat a deriva-
tion can live with for a while, but that must be remedied beftire moved item reaches a criterial position
(i.e., a position in which an intrinsic structure-buildifeature of some lexical head it satisfied, rather than
an all-purpose edge feature). For present purposes, tiugeeent can be formulated as the Buffer Filter
in (21)16

(21)  Buffer Filter.
A movement-related feature (like [rel]) must have an emistyds its value in a criterial position.

Consequently, a symbol indicating the early generationady (i.e., resumption) must be removed from
an item before it reaches a criterial position (a specifiea €,,.1s), in the case at hand). (22-a) shows a
legitimate case of intermediate resumptive movement witer8uffer Filter is satisfied vacuously because
the moved item XPis not in a criterial position yet; (22-b) shows how critéresumptive movement leads
to illformedness; here the moved item XB attracted by a head intrinsically requiring X become its
specifier. (X, foyst stand for structure-building features — edge features @merént features of a head,
respectively — that have been discharged and deleted.)

(22) a.Intermediate steps of resumptive movemntCriterial steps of resumptive movement

WP WP
XP;[y:e1e] W’ XP[7:e1e] W/
W[eXs] YP W[ee] YP
% Y’
zm’ ZP/\Y’
Y/\XP’l Y/\XP’l

Thus, the locality (backtracking) problem with resumptisisolved: The information that a resumptive

%This is a simplification; see Miiller (2014) for a more compnesive approach that also covers improper movement and
remnant movement restrictions, and that systematicaditindjuishes between well-formed and ill-formed symboluseges on
buffers of moved items; on that view, a feature value cointgia symbol likesne will invariably belong in the latter class.
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pronoun has been split off earlier in the derivation is asitds at later stages because it has been placed on
the buffer associated with the moved item.

3.3 Circumventing islands by resumption

Next, the task is to show how the presence of such a symbol ede ih possible to circumvent what is
otherwise an island for movement. Here, the worst case goewauld be that one has to stipulate that a
moved item with a symboéne on the list that acts as the value of its movement-relatetlifeaan cross
an island whereas a moved item without such a symbol cadnstill, depending on the properties of the
theory of islands that is assumed as background, simpleoagipes may be available.

I would like to suggest that given the present assumptiomitaliesumption, island circumvention
follows without further ado under the approach to localipnstraints on movement developed in Muller
(2011). I briefly outline this approach in the next subsexttend return to resumption after that.

3.3.1 An approach to islands

In Muller (2011), it is argued that island effects can be wtifrom the PIC: Last-merged specifiers and
adjuncts (and, in some cases, complements) are islandsdesiteeir entering the phase is fimal operation
taking place in a phase that is triggered by the (structuiielihg or probe) features of the phase head. After
a phase head has discharged its final (structure-buildingratye) feature, it becomes inactive. This has
a potentially fatal consequence fo the legitimacy of movwangiven that edge features required to effect
intermediate movement steps to phase edges cannot beeaiksigymore if the phase head is inactive: It
follows that no edge feature can be provided for moved itemigst-merged XPs of a phase head, and
subsequent extraction will have to violate the PIC.

More specifically, the approach works as follows. Recalt #ilgphrases are phases; that all operations
are driven by features (structure-building or probe fest)rand that intermediate movement steps require
edge features which can be inserted on phase heads only ihtive an effect on outcome and the phase
head is still active. This latter requirement can be forrnedaas the Edge Feature Condition in (23).

(23)  Edge Feature Conditian
An edge featureeXe] can be assigned to a headf a phase only if (a)r is active and (b) this has
an effect on outcome.

Activity in the sense of (23) is defined as in (24).

(24)  Activity of a phase head
A phase head is active iff it has not yet discharged all itsc$tire-building or probe features.

Furthermore, the PIC (cf. Chomsky 2001) presupposes aeuaursive definition of edge (such that the
specifier of a specifier of a phase head is not accessible futside the phase); see (25).

(25)  Phase Impenetrability ConditiofiP1C):
The domain of a head X of a phase XP is not accessible to opesatiutside XP; only X and its
edge are accessible to such operations.

Finally, one additional assumption that is required is thatstructure-building features that a head is in-
herently equipped with (i.e., subcategorization feataned features triggering movement operations) are
ordered this brings about linking (i.e., correlating the lexigatletermined argument structure with the hi-
erarchical order of arguments in syntax). Thus, inhereatgire-building features of lexical items come in

"However, as such, such a step would arguably not be radidifirent in nature from what is standardly assumed, vimt t
resumptive pronouns (and, possikpgyps in some cases, see footnote 10) can find an antecedentecansighaque domain whereas
traces (or copies that are not phonologically realizedhoain
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stacks (first-in/last-out lists). Edge Features assigneatcordance with (23) always end up on top of an
existing stack, and are discharged before the structutdity feature below is. Consequently, the lowest
structure-building feature on a given stack will introduare XP in the syntax for which an edge feature
(normally) cannot be provided anymore.

Let us look at the consequences of this set of assumptioneeTdases need to be taken into account:
(i) last-merged specifiers (including, by assumption, adjs, and hence also relative CPs); (ii) non-last-
merged specifiers and complements; and (iii) last-mergatpteaments (where complements are defined as
sisters of lexical items and specifiers are defined as sist&@mplex items).

Consider last-merged specifiers first. The relevant chaogeake stack of structure-building features
of the phase head are shown in (26). Hes@e] is the last structure-building feature associated with th
phase head. After discharging this feature and merging with the X# that becomes its specifier,does
not have any structure-building feature left (on the questf probe features, see below). Thereforas
inactive at this point, and an edge featusX¢] cannot be generated, given the Edge Feature Condition.
However, if an edge feature cannot be inserted on a phaserheadintermediate movement step of some
categorya in the last-merged specifier XB)to Spea is blocked, and a PIC violation will arise once the
derivation moves beyond the phase headedrkand tries to extract (given a non-recursive concept of
phase edge).

(26)  Last-merged specifiers as islands
. [efe]
— T — ~ Violates (23)
— |7 [eXe]

This derives the illformedness of extraction from subjeBtsl¥and other last-merged specifiers), as shown
for wh-movement from in-situ subjects in German in (27).

27) a. *Was habendenn[pp, t; fUr Bicher] [pp, denFritz] beeindruckt?
what have PRT for books,om, the Fritz,.. impressed
b. *[pp, Uber wen] hatwohl [pp, einBuch t ] [pp, denFritz] beeindruckt?
aboutwhomhaspPRT a book,,m, the Fritz,.. impressed

Turning to non-last-merged specifiers and complements tiexsituation looks as in (28). Here, the phase
head still has two subcategorization features on its sthskrocture-building features. The feature at the
top, viz., [ede], is discharged first. (If the XP merged in virtue ebp] is the first item merged with the
phase head, it qualifies as a complement, and if there hasdreher Merge operation triggered by a
previous subcategorization feature, XP is a specifier;Hmihalysis does not distinguish these two cases.)
Since, after discharge oéde], there is still another structure-building feature left the phase head, it is
still active at this point, and an edge feature can be gesethat attracts an item out of the non-last-merged
complement or specifier, thereby satisfying the PIC on the ayle.

(28)  Non-last-merged complements as non-islands
 [o0e] = [of]
: [ofe]

 [eXe] >~ [of6] ~- violates nothing

: [of6]

S

414
3 3 3 3

An interesting consequence is that this approach actuadlgligts a transparency for extraction for those
subjects where the phase head (v) has yet another strumitilding feature left after merging the subject.
This situation obtains with cases of scrambling to an ougecifier of v in languages like German or Czech;
and indeed, subjects turn out to lose island status if treeexiremely local scrambling to a position in
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front of it. Thismelting effecinduced by local movement to an outer specifier is illusttdtg the German
examples in (29-a) vs. (29-b).

(29) a. *Was habenppt; fur Bucher] [pp, denFritz] beeindruckt?

what have for books,om the Fritz,.. impressed
b. Was habenpp, denFritz] [ppt; fir Bicher] t; beeindruckt?
what have the Fritz,.. for books,.,, impressed

Finally, as for last-merged complements, one might at figstteexpect them to be islands in the same way
that last-merged specifiers are: In both cases, it looksagththe phase head has become inactive after
the Merge operation. This is shown in (30).

(30) Last-merged complements as islahds
. [efe]
Sl — ~- violates (23)
— | [eXe]

However, it is argued in Miller (2011) that the island staitia last-merged complement can be voided by
a probe feature on the phase head (that shows up there onratsegtack) in a way that the island status
of a last-merged specifier can never be. (31) shows how a [ealgre (kF+]) can keep a phase head that
has discharged all its structure-building features actiwvel thereby permit extraction from a last-merged
complement.

(31) Last-merged complements as non-islands
7. [efe]

[*Fx]
— |t [xF+] ~~ violates nothing
— |7 [eXe]
[*Fx]

Such a way out is available for complements but not for smasitbecause of the interaction of two require-
ments: First, discharge of a probe feature via Agree reguireommand (so it cannot help a last-merged
specifier directly); and second, strict cyclicity preclad=arrying out an Agree operation with a comple-
ment after a specifier has been merged. As a consequencagtiextrfrom a last-merged specifier is still
blocked throughout, and extraction from a last-merged dement can only take place when there is an
Agree relation between the phase head and the complemederiee for this latter prediction comes from
the observation that extraction from a complement CP i<alfyi only possible with bridge verbs, and that
extraction from an object DP also depends on the choice oéddibg verb.

Let me now show how the assumption that resumption leavesnhayne on the movement-related
buffer of the moved item accounts for the absence of islafetsfagainst the background of this approach.

3.3.2 Minchausen movement

At this point, the analysis is straightforward. With resuivgp movement, there is simply no need for an
edge feature when an island (i.e., simplifying a bit, a tastged item) is encountered: A moved Xfears
a symbolele, and thusdrings its own designated edge feattiat may transport it (but no other category) to
the specifier of an otherwise inert, non-active phase, byemeaking the crossing of what would otherwise
be an island possible. The symbab is discharged as a result of this operation. This is an iestafwhat
has been calletiinchhausemovement? (32) shows how an XPthat undergoes resumptive movement

8Baron Miinchhausen escapes from a swamp (where he is trapgée back of his horse) by pulling himself up by his hair.
The use of the name ‘Miinchhausen’ in syntactic theory foratpens that resemble such an escape from a swamp arguaddy go
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(and hence, has the symbdle as part of the value of its movement-related featyrecan extract from
what would normally be a barrier (a last-merged specifier WE)e case at hand) to the phase edge of the
next-higher category ZP (so as to avoid a PIC violation oretiguing cycle, outside of ZP) even though
Z has already been rendered inactive at the point where mavieofi XP, must take place, and therefore
cannot be assigned an edge feature attractingafiymore:ele on XP; functions as an instruction to merge
a category with index 1 anew.

(32)  Circumvention of island effects with resumptive movement
a. ZP

/\

WP Z
A YPAZ/

2\

Suppose that all the well-formed examples involving resiimngn German discussed above involve islands
can be reduced to inactive phase heads (cf. relativizatiGulbject island contexts in (7-b), relativization
in what otherwise acts as a bridge environment in (8-c) tivitation in the presence of matrix negation
in (8-d), relativization in non-bridge contexts in (8-eglativization from a CNPC island in (11-a), (14-b)
and (19-b), and relativization from an adjunct island in-t9Jand (19-a)). Then it follows that resumptive
movement is possible here whereas non-resumptive moves@at. And indeed, as argued in Muller
(2011), in all these contexts there is a phase head thatéivieat the stage of the derivation where the
phrase containing the moved item (in its left edge) is mexgid it, with one proviso: To derive the island
status of CP complements embedded under bridge verbs fandrement type relativization (see (8-c),
(9-¢), and (10-c)) — but not, say, for topicalization or wilwament — by invoking a ban on edge feature
insertion (due to an inactive phase head) and the PIC, its¢leat is has to be assumed that there can be
no probe feature for the last-merged CP in just this conteattwould keep the matrix V phase head active
and accessible. At least from a purely technical point ofvyiiis does not pose a problem in the approach
developed in Miiller (2011): It is possible to postulate atpbmpatibility of a probe feature on V (required
for edge feature generation for an item contained in a lasged CP complement) and a moved item that
needs to undergo an intermediate step in the course ofviekton®

back to Sternefeld (1991); also see Fanselow (2003) on headrment by reprojection.
9The reason is that the latter information is locally avdiadt this point. However, the technical viability of suchaatount of
course still leaves open the more fundamental questlorelativization behaves differently from wh-movement aopitalization
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This analysis has two immediate consequences, both of vitninlout to be confirmed by the evidence
from resumption in German relative clauses. Fissla can only be used to circumveonne island, not
multiple islands. And secondne needs to find an island in order to be deleted from the bufferequired
by the Buffer Filter. | address these two consequences indgketwo subsections.

3.3.3 Multiple islands

Given that, like regular structure-building featurese on a buffer of a moved item is discharged once it
has brought about a structure-building (Minchhausen)atiogr, the prediction arises that from this point
onwards, an item undergoing resumptive movement is agtnatidistinguishable anymore from other kinds
of moved items. Consequently, crossing of more than onedsly resumptive movement should result
in ungrammaticality. Perhaps somewhat surprisingly, pnediction seems to be confirmed for German.
Consider the following examples. In (33-a), there is restivapmovement across two islands: First, a
CP island is crossed (part of a CNPC context), and secondyjacsuDP island is crossed. This produces
ungrammaticality; there is a striking contrast betweengB8with resumptive movement from a subject
DP) and (33-b) (= (11-a), with resumptive movement from ajecttDP)2°

(33) a. *DasisteinBuch[cpOP, [cwo] [ppeinMann tcp ]die Maria getroffenhat [cp der
thisis a book where a man,, the Maria,.. met has who
es geleserhat ]]
it read has

b. DasisteinBuch[cp Op; [c WO ] ich[ppeinenMann tcp ] getroffenhabelcp der es
thisis a book wherel a man,.. met have whoit
geleserhat ]
read has

The same goes for cases of resumptive movement combinibgriesljunct island and then a CNPC island,
as in (34-a); again, there is a (subtle, but clear) contrétbtlvare resumption across an adjunct island, as in
(34-b) (= (11-b)).

(34) a. ?*DadsteinBuch[cp OP; [c wo] ich[pp einenMann tcp ] getroffenhabelcp der
thisis a book wherel a man,. met have  who
eingeschlaferist [cp nachdener es geleserhat J]
fallen asleephas  after heit read has

b. DasisteinBuch[cp Op; [c WO ] icheingeschlafefin [cpnachdemich es gelesen
thisis a book wherel fallen asleephave  after | it read
habe ]]
have

Still, it might be that there are instances of resumptive emognt in the world’s language that do not ex-
hibit this restrictive pattern, but actually permit mulégircumvention of island$! To accomodate such
conflicting pieces of empirical evidence, it would sufficeptstulate that the symbehe on a buffer of a
moved item can also be treated differently from regularcstme-building features in languages (perhaps as
a marked option), such that it does not necessarily disagea effecting an intermediate movement step.

in this respect.

2This account of (33-a) presupposes that extraction of tlative operator takes place before CP extraposition, byepeo-
ducing a counter-feeding interaction of operations (egtraposition would feed resumptive movement by makinggsible to
circumvent the subject DP phrase but comes too late to haveftact).

ZlRelevant examples that would clearly show this are hard tbifirthe existing literature, and judgements will invariable
complicated, given the obvious increase in parsing eff@t#l, Polish might be a case in point; see Miller (2014).
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3.3.4 Required islands

So far, we have seen that, in the current system, a naturabfvaypressing the fact that a copy of a moved
item with indexn has been generated is to assume that this is registered mbakne on the moved item’s
buffer, and that this symbol can be used to bring about amni@diate movement step of the moved item
in cases where no edge feature is available (i.e., in islantegts, given that these are reducible to the PIC
via an absence of edge features). However, it is clear tledit 8 symbol is not quite a proper edge feature,
even if it can fulfill the latter's tasks as a last resort. Thaisyatural conclusion would seem to be that a
symbolene on a moved item cannot normally be used to bring about intdiatee movement, in contexts
where an edge feature would also be available; it providestaésort when all else fails. This means that
in a situation like the one depicted in (35), whereXiPthe specifier of Y needs to undergo movement to a
specifier of the next phase head W (which is active, as sigghdéily[eUe]), the derivation can only proceed
by assigning an edge featur€Xfe], not by discharging the special symbdle recording the presence of a
resumptive pronoun in XP’s base position.

(35) W
YP/7\VV’
XPi[vy:ele] .. Wg\ \\\
[.x.]x//

As a matter of fact, a preference for category-neutral edgtufes over category-specific (index-sensitive)
structure-building symbols on buffers of moved items feloautomatically if the Edge Feature Condition
in (23) is minimally strengthened in such a way that edgeufeagjeneration is viewed as obligatory rather
than optional (in contexts where the phase head is stilecéind where there is an item that needs to be
moved to the next higher phase head, i.e., where this “haBent en outcome”); see (36).

(36)  Edge Feature Conditiofrevised):
An edge featuredXe] is assigned to a headof a phase iff (a)r is active and (b) this has an effect
on outcome.

(36) implies that an edge feature is generated when it carebergted, and given that an unchecked edge
feature would lead to a crash of the derivation in the same thalyother structure-building features do,
it must be discharged instantaneously. A symbol regigjetfie creation of a resumptive pronoun on the
buffer of a moved item, on the other hand, does not immedgidtald to a crash of the derivation; it can be
tolerated by the derivation in intermediate movement stejosvever, the presence of such a syméwel on

a moved item will lead to a violation of the Buffer Filter ifig not discharged before a criterial position is
reached. This, then, derives the last resort nature of ngsoimin German: A symboéne on a buffer must

be discharged before a criterial position is reached, aadftiy way to delete it is to use it in a context
where a regular edge feature cannot be generated — i.e.jslaad context.

Still, resumptive movement is not always a last resort pheron. The situation that resumption
can circumvent islands but does not always have to do so ifidafnrom a variety of languages, including
Hebrew (Shlonsky 1992), Arabic (Aoun et al. 2001), and If{MlcCloskey 2002), among others (see Boeckx
2003, McCloskey 2006, Klein 2013 for overviews). For langes where resumption is possible in non-
island contexts, it can be assumed that the feature can &edeln buffers if a Buffer Filter violation would
otherwise be unavoidabfé. Taken together, the space for cross-linguistic variatiothe realm of symbols
registering resumption on buffers then comprises the paifodeleting or maintaining the symbol after it
has effected an intermediate movement step, and the ogtimaiataining or deleting the symbol in cases
where it has not effected an intermediate step, with therlatioices arguably emerging as the more marked

22This symbol would thus behave similarly to what is assumegbfobe features in general in Preminger (2011).
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ones (from a conceptual point of view at least, if not basetheractual distribution of the patterns among
the world’s languages). Since the variation would seem terbpirically well established, it is not clear
whether further restrictions could — or should — be esthbtis at any rate, the current approach locates the
variation in a low-level domain (manipulation of symbolssymtactic buffers), and not in deeply embedded
parameters that yield several further consequences imtiedte unrelated domains.

Needless to say, the present approach raises many furtbstians (e.g., concerning wh-islands, which
give rise to resumption in German relativization consiomng but are not derived from the PIC via edge
feature unavailability in Muller 2011), and | have made niempt here to compare the present analysis
with other movement-based approaches to resumption thademigned to account for island violability
(see Boeckx 2003, Klein 2013). However, for reasons of spadkleave it at that?>
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