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Non-monotonic raising-to-subject

1. Introduction

Observation (Rizzi 1986: 75, footnote 9):

• Subject-raising out of an embedded infinitive across an experiencer leads to ungram-
maticality in Italian (1-a).

• If no experiencer is present, subject-raising is fine (1-b). This suggests that the problem
in (1-a) is caused by the presence of the experiencer a Piero.

(1) a. *?Gianni
Gianni

sembra
seems

a
to

Piero
Piero

[ t fare
to.do

il
the

suo
his

dovere
duty

].

“Gianni seems to Piero to do his duty.”
b. Gianni

Gianni
sembra
seems

[ t fare
to.do

il
the

suo
his

dovere
duty

].

“Gianni seems to do his duty.”
c. *A

to
Piero
Piero

sembra
seems

t [ Gianni
Gianni

fare
to.do

il
the

suo
his

dovere
duty

].

Common analysis (Chomsky 1995: 304-305):

• A raising predicate with experiencer takes two arguments: the experiencer in its spec-
ifier and the infinitive as its complement

• The experiencer in (1-a) is thus closer to the matrix T-head in terms of c-command
than the embedded subject (abstracting away from the possibility that the experiencer
is embedded in a PP headed by a).

• But then raising of the embedded subject across the experiencer violates the Minimal
Link Condition (Fanselow 1991, Ferguson 1993, Chomsky 1995) in (2), see (3-a).

(2) Minimal Link Condition (MLC):

If in a representation H . . . [. . . α . . . [. . . β . . .] . . .] both α and β are of the right type
to establish a relation R with H, then H can establish R only with α (but not with β).

(3) a. TP

. . . T′

T VP

Exp V′

V TP

Subj . . .➀

x

b. TP

. . . T′

T VP

Exp V′

V TP

Subj . . .

➀

x

No alternative:

A derivation that first raises the subject and merges the experiencer later, as in (3-b), violates
the Strict Cycle Condition (see Chomsky 1973, (4)).
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(4) Strict Cycle Condition (SCC):

If Σ is the root of the current phrase marker, then no operation can take place exclu-
sively within Ω, where Ω is properly dominated by Σ.

Other languages:

Similar facts have been reported for French (Chomsky 1995: 305), see (5-a-c), Icelandic
(McGinnis 1998: 82, Holmberg and Hróarsdóttir 2003: 1003), see (6-a-c), Spanish (Torrego
1998, McGinnis 1998: 161), and also for Greek, Albanian, and Georgian (McGinnis 1998).

(5) a. *Jean
Jean

semble
seems

à
to

Marie
Marie

[ t avoir
have

du
of.the

talent
talent

].

“Jean seems to Marie to be gifted.”
b. Jean

Jean
semble
seems

[ t avoir
have

du
of.the

talent
talent

].

“Jean seems to be gifted.”
c. *À

to
Marie
Marie

semble
seems

[ t Jean
Jean

avoir
have

du
of.the

talent
talent.

].

(6) a. *Ólafur
Olaf.NOM

virðist
seems

mér
me.DAT

[ t vera
to.be

gáfaður
intelligent

].

“Olaf seems to me to be intelligent.”
b. Ólafur

Olaf.NOM

virðist
seems

[ t vera
to.be

gáfaður
intelligent

].

“Olaf seems to be intelligent.”
c. Mér

me.DAT

virðist
seems

t [ Ólafur
Olaf.NOM

vera
to.be

gáfaður
intelligent

].

Defective intervention:

In the Italian and French examples (1-a) and (5-a), respectively, the intervener cannot move
to SpecT itself to satisfy the EPP-property, see (1-c) and (5-c). Chomsky (2000: 123) calls
this state of affairs “defective intervention.” In contrast, intervention in the Icelandic case
(6-a) is non-defective, see (6-c).

2. The problem: raising across experiencers in English

Problem:

Romance and Icelandic sharply contrast with English (and perhaps other languages), where
raising across an experiencer is fine (7) (see, e.g., Chomsky 1995: 304, McGinnis 1998: 98-
99).

(7) John seems to Mary [ t to be happy ].

(8) VP

PP

P Exp

V′

V TP

Subj T′

T . . .
x

Popular point of view:
The experiencer in English is embedded in
a PP while in Icelandic it is not (see Rizzi
1986: 76, Kitahara 1997: 63-65, McGinnis
1998: 198-215, Boeckx 1999; 2000). From
within PP, the experiencer does not c-
command the embedded subject (8) and
therefore does not qualify as an intervener.
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Complications:

• The experiencer shows signs of c-commanding into the complement of the raising
verb: It can trigger Principle C effects and is able to bind variables (see Chomsky
1995: 304, Pesetsky 1995: 105, McGinnis 1998: 201-209):

(9) a. *Mary seemed to himi [ t to like Johni ].
b. Mary seemed to every boyi [ t to like himi ].

• In Romance, the prepositional like element preceding the experiencer (for instance, à

in the case of the French example (5-a)) must be assumed to be a case marker, not a
preposition.

• The raising predicate strike does not seem to involve a PP but nevertheless tolerates
raising across the experiencer (see McGinnis 1998: 200), see (10-a).

• Passive raising across an intervening PP-argument does exhibit intervention effects
even in English (Hartman 2011), see (10-b).

(10) a. Greg struck me [ t as having been quite fortunate ].
b. *John was claimed to Bill [ t to have stolen the art ].

Previous approaches:

Kitahara (1997), Epstein et al. (1998), McGinnis (1998), Anagnostopoulou (2003), Collins
(2005), Boeckx (2008: chapter 9), Hartman (2011).

Strategy here:

Presence or absence of a PP is irrelevant (by assumption, c-command out of PP is possible).
Whether the experiencer acts as an intervener or not depends on whether a particular type of
derivation is available.

3. Theoretical assumptions

3.1. Head movement and the SCC

(11) HP

H

K H

KP

. . . LP

L . . .
x

Notorious problem:

If head-movement involves adjunction,
then it violates the SCC (e.g., Chomsky 1993,
Bobaljik 1995b, Bošković and Lasnik 1999,
Fanselow 2004), see (11).

Solution (Bobaljik 1995b; Bobaljik and Brown 1996):

• Head-movement of head K to head H involves “sideward” movement (Nunes 2001).
• Before H is merged with KP, the head K is removed from KP and placed into a separate

workspace (WSP) that also contains H, see step ➀ in (12-a).
• Being in the same WSP as H, K adjoins to H in a cyclic fashion (step ➁ in (12-b)). In

step ➂, the complex head H+K is taken from the WSP and merged with KP (12-c).
• (See the appendix for why the notion of WSP is independently needed.)
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(12) a. KP

K LP

L . . .

b. KP

. . . LP

L . . .

c. HP

H

H K

KP

. . . LP

L . . .H

H K
H, K . . .

➀

➁

➂

Modification:

• I slightly modify Bobaljik’s (1995b) theory with the assumption that the attracting
head H is first merged to a position c-commanding the head K that is to be attracted.

• In this configuration, H and K may enter into a relationship that triggers their removal
to the same WSP (steps ➀ and ➁ in (13-a)), where they are merged (step ➂ in (13-b)).
Finally, the complex head H+K is remerged with KP (step ➃ in (13-c)).

(13) a. HP

H KP

K . . .

b. HP

. . . KP

. . . . . .

c. HP

H

H K

KP

. . . . . .

H

H K
. . .H, K

➁

➀

➂

➃

3.2. Making use of WSPs

Assumptions:

• Movement of XP in (14-a) consists of two operations: removal of XP from the current
tree T (Ross 1967; see also more recently Müller 2015; 2016, Pesetsky 2016), here to
another WSP (step ➀ in (14-b)). Remerge of XP from the WSP to T (➁ in (14-b)).

• The feature F on H that attracts XP is associated with the WSP that XP is temporarily
moved to (similar to a pointer in a programming language), thus keeping tabs on XP.

(14) a. HP

XP H′

H KP

. . . K′

K . . .

b. HP

. . . H′

H KP

. . . K′

K . . .

XP

F

➀

➁

Note:

This results in standard movement if no operation is interspersed between ➀ and ➁ in (14-b)
(but see section 4).
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4. Solving the problem: non-monotonic derivations

Proposal:

• The target derivation is given in (15-a-c). It respects the MLC because at the point of
the derivation where the embedded subject is attracted by the matrix v-head (step ➁),
the experiencer is not yet part of the structure (cf. step ➃).

• (15) also respects the SCC: by assumption, when the v-head is removed due to V-to-v
movement (step ➂), its projection also vanishes (Ross 1967: 100, Kuroda 2004), see
(15-b). Thus, the experiencer is cyclically merged in SpecV (step ➃).

(15) a.

➀

vP

v VP

V TP

. . . T′

T . . .

. . . Subj
EF

➁

➂

b.

➃

VP

Exp V′

. . . TP

T . . .

Subj v+V
EF

➄

(15) c. vP

. . . v′

v+V VP

Exp V′

. . . TP

T . . .Subj . . .

EF

➅

➆

Note:

• The trees generated in (15-a-c) do not form a sequence of monotonously growing
representations: there first is a vP, which shrinks to the size of a VP, which then grows
again to the size of a vP. I therefore call such derivations non-monotonic (see Heck
2016 for detailed discussion and further motivation).

• The derivation in (15-a-c) crucially relies on there being V-to-v movement: removal of
v (and therefore of vP) is necessary for Merge of the experiencer to be able to obey the
SCC. And removal of v is triggered by V-to-v movement. Non-monotonic derivations
are therefore restricted to contexts involving (inter alia) head-movement.

• Since there is no (general) v-to-T movement in English, the derivation requires that the
subject is attracted by v, not directly by the matrix T-head. I follow Legate (2003) in
assuming that the v combining with raising verbs and passivized verbs is a phase head
that can bear an edge feature (EF), which attracts the embedded subject to Specv.
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5. Lebeaux’s (2009) puzzle

First premise (Lebeaux 2009):

A-movement exhibits “reconstruction effects” (May 1985, Hornstein 1995, Boeckx 2001).

(16) a. Two women seem t′ to be expected t to dance with every senator.
two women > every senator; every senator > two women

b. Two women seem to each other t′ to be expected t to dance with every senator.
two women > every senator; *every senator > two women

c. Mary seems to two women t′ to be expected t to dance with every senator.
two women > every senator; *every senator > two women

Reasoning:

• (16-a) may receive an interpretation where every senator takes scope over (“>”) two

women. In contrast, (16-b) lacks this reading.
• Idea: inverse scope in (16-a) requires reconstruction of two women at LF plus QR of

every senator to a position above the reconstructed position of two women, see (17-a).
Reconstruction is blocked in (16-b) because two women must bind the reciprocal each

other at LF (“trapping effect”), see (17-b).
• (16-c) is not ambiguous because two women has not undergone A-movement, thus

there is no position it can reconstruct to.

(17) a. TP

. . . . . .

V TP

every
senator

TP

two
women

. . .

V PP

P . . .

b. TP

two
womeni

. . .

PP

P each
otheri

V′

V TP

every
senator

TP

. . . . . .

V PP

P . . .

x

Second premise (Lebeaux 2009: 29-30):

Principle A and variable binding are “anywhere” Principles: to satisfy them, it suffices that
the configuration where they are fulfilled is reached at some point of the derivation (Langen-
doen and Battistella 1981, Weisler 1982, Barss 1986).

(18) a. Johni wondered which picture of himselfi Bill said t that Steve liked t.
b. John wondered which picture of himselfi Billi said t that Steve liked t.
c. John wondered which picture of himselfi Bill said t that Stevei liked t.

(19) a. Which of hisi parents did some patienti believe t that every analyst knows t

best?
b. Which of hisi parents did some patient believe t that every analysti knows t

best?
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Third premise (Lebeaux 2009: 23-28):

Principle C is an “everywhere” Principle: for it to be satisfied, it must be the case that it
is fulfilled at every point of the derivation (Burzio 1986, Belletti and Rizzi 1988, Lebeaux
1988, Sabel 1995: chapter 7)

(20) a. *Hei seems to John’si mother [ t′ to be expected t to win ].
b. *Hei seems to Johni t

′ [ to be expected t to win ].

Reasoning:

• Coreference between he and John in (20-a,b) is impossible.
• This can be explained as a Principle C violation, but only if Principle C must be satis-

fied at every point of the derivation.
• In particular, if it were sufficient to check Principle C at LF, then reconstruction of he

to position t or t′ at LF in (20-a,b) would save the structures, contrary to fact. (Recall
that, according to the first premise, A-movement allows for reconstruction.)

A hole in Principle C:

• As (18) and (19) illustrated, an Ā-moved category can fulfill Principle A and variable
binding at any point of the derivation.

• (21-a,b) illustrate that an A-moved category can also fulfill Principle A and variable
binding at any point of the derivation.

• (22-a) shows that Principle C must be fulfilled at every point of an Ā-derivation.
• But: (22-b) seems to suggest that a derivation involving A-raising need not fulfill

Principle C at every point of the derivation (cf. Rizzi 1986: 76, 80, Mahajan 1990: 19)!

(21) a. Each other’si parents are expected [ t′ to seem to the boysi [ t to be quite
wonderful ]].

b. Pictures of hisi father in his youth are known [ t′ to seem to every mani [ t to
be quite wonderful ]].

(22) a. *Which pictures of Johni does hei like t?
b. Johni seems to himselfi [ t to be intelligent ].

Lebeaux’s puzzle:

• For the positive anywhere conditions Principle A and variable binding, “yes” in (23)
means that the binding required by the principle can apply. For the negative every-
where condition Principle C “yes” in (23) means that binding forbidden by the princi-
ple must not apply.

• The “anywhere”-property of Principle A and variable binding is constant across Ā-
and A-reconstruction. Why isn’t the “everywhere”-property of Principle C?

(23)
Principle A variable binding Principle C

Ā-reconstruction yes (18) yes (19) yes (22-a)
A-reconstruction yes (21-a) yes (21-b) no (22-b)

Crucial observation:

• Note that (22-b) involves raising across an experiencer. A non-monotonic derivation
of (22-b) along the lines of (15) provides a straightforward answer for why there is an
exceptional “no” in the lower right corner of (23) (“the hole in Principle C”).

• Idea: At the point where the experiencer is introduced (step ➃ in (15)), the embedded
subject has already been attracted by the EF on the matrix v-head (step ➁ in (15)).

• Thus, at no point of the derivation does the experiencer c-command the raised
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subject. Consequently, Principle C is fulfilled, and (22-b) is correctly predicted to be
grammatical.

Final complication:

• This explanation compromises the derivations of (21-a)/(21-b): how can Principle A
and variable binding be fulfilled if the experiencer never c-commands the subject?

• Assumption: At LF, reconstruction (in terms of literal lowering) of the raised subject
may apply, thereby satisfying Principle A and variable binding.

6. Raising across anaphors

Note:

• The idea that the derivation in (15) requires V-to-v movement is reflected by the word
order: the lexical verb precedes the experiencer.

• This is, however, also the case in Romance or Icelandic. Thus, V-to-v movement is
only a necessary condition for raising across experiencers, not a sufficient one.

Hunch:

Languages that do not allow for raising across an experiencer cannot procrastinate Merge of
the experiencer (in favor of Merge of matrix v).

Prediction:

• Since Romance cannot resort to the derivation that is available in English, it is pre-
dicted that there is no hole in Principle C in Romance A-raising constructions.

• To test the prediction, one must consider a context where, exceptionally, raising across
the experiencer is possible in Romance.

Observation (Rizzi 1986: 75):

If the experiencer is cliticized in Italian/French, the intervention effect disappears (see also
McGinnis 1998: 149-151).

(24) a. Gianni
Gianni

le
her.DAT

sembra
seems

t [ t fare
to.do

il
the

suo
his

dovere
duty

].

“Gianni seems to her to do his duty.”
b. Jean

Jean
lui
him.DAT

semble
seems

t [ t avoir
to.have

du
of.the

talent
talent

].

“Jean seems to him to be gifted.”

Non-monotonic analysis:

• The experiencer clitic and the embedded subject are supposed to undergo cliticization
to T and raising to SpecT, respectively. For this to be possible, they must satisfy the
Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC, Chomsky 2000), see (25).

• To this end, experiencer clitic and the embedded subject first undergo cyclic movement
to multiple specifiers of the matrix v-head, triggered by an EF.

• When T has been merged (step ➀ in (26-a)), the experiencer is removed to the WSP to
prepare cliticization (see step ➁ in (26-a)) and thus frees up the way for attraction of
the subject (see step ➂ (26-a)).

• When T is removed, cliticization takes place in the WSP. Finally, the T-head together
with the clitic is remerged (step ➄ in (26-b)) and subject raising is completed (step ➅).
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(25) Phase Impenetrability Condition:

A goal in the complement domain of a phase Φ is not accessible to a probe outside
of Φ. Only Φ’s edge domain is accessible.

(26) a.

➀

TP

T vP

. . . v′

. . . v′

v . . .

. . .+Clitexp Subj
EPP

➁

➂

➃

b. TP

Subj T′

T

Clitexp T

vP

v . . .

. . . . . .

EPP

➄

➅

Upshot:

• A context involving cliticization can be used to test the prediction: before the clitic
experiencer adjoins to T, it c-commands the embedded subject, see (27). If the experi-
encer clitic is a reflexive, this should lead to a Principle C violation.

• The prediction is borne out (see Rizzi 1986: 79 on Italian, McGinnis 1998: 151 also
addressing French); see (28-a,b) for French and Italian, respectively.

(27)

➀

VP

Cliti V′

V TP

Subji T′

T . . .
*➁

(28) a. *Jeani

Jean
sei
SELF.DAT

semble
seems

t [ t avoir
to.have

du
of.the

talent
talent

].

“Jean seems to himself to be gifted.”
b. *Giannii

Gianni
sii
SELF.DAT

sembra
seems

t [ t fare
to.do

il
the

suo
his

dovere
duty

].

“Gianni seems to himself to do his duty.”

Conclusion:

• At the surface of (28-a,b), no Principle C violation can be detected because the experi-
encer does not c-command the subject after the latter has been raised to SpecT. Thus,
the violation of Principle C in (28-a,b) opaque (an instance of counter-bleeding).

• The fact that the present approach can account for the ungrammaticality of (28-a,b)
without further assumptions provides independent support for the derivational treat-
ment of Principle C as an everywhere principle.
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7. Reducing Lethal Ambiguity to Principle C

Observation:

Examples of the type in (28-a,b) are attributed by McGinnis (1998: 126-138) to a Principle
called “Lethal Ambiguity” (see also McGinnis 2004). They can straightforwardly be re-
interpreted as Principle C violations under a derivational view of Principle C.

(29) Lethal Ambiguity:

Coreferent categories are not al-
lowed as specifiers of the same head
(because the trace cannot be asso-
ciated unambiguously with its an-
tecedent; cf. Müller and Sternefeld
1993).

(30) * KP

βi K′

αi K′

K HP

H ti

Illustration (from McGinnis 1998):

• (31-c), from Georgian, involves A-scrambling of a dative object across a nominative
anaphor coreferent with the object. This violates Lethal ambiguity if the object lands
in an outer specifier of the specifier domain containing the subject.

• The ungrammaticality of (31-c) equally follows from Principle C if it is conceived of
as an everywhere principle.

(31) a. Vanoi

Vano.NOM

tavis tav-si
SELF-DAT

xatav-s.
draw-PRES

“Vano is drawing himself.”

b. Nino-si
Nino-DAT

tavisii
SELF’s

deida
aunt.NOM

t xatav-s.
draw-PRES

“Heri aunt is drawing Ninoi.”

c. *Vano-si
Vano-DAT

tavisi tav-ii
SELF-NOM

t xatav-s.
draw-PRES

“Himself is drawing Vano.”

Observation (McGinnis 2004):

• Object shift in Icelandic of an anaphor object to Specv (the specifier domain containing
the subject) is predicted to violate Lethal ambiguity, contrary to fact (32-b).

• McGinnis (2004) assumes that object shift is PF-movement (Holmberg and Platzack
1995, Holmberg 1999). By assumption, a PF-trace is not subject to Lethal Ambiguity
because it is a full copy and can thus unambiguously be associated with its antecedent.

(32) a. I
in

speglinum
the.mirror

ser
sees

Höskulduri
Höskuldur

ekki
not

(sjalfan)
SELF

sigi.
SELF

“Höskuldur does not see himself in the mirror.”

b. I speglinum ser Höskulduri [vP (sjalfan) sigi [v′ t [v′ ekki t ]]].
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Problem:

Object shift has semantic effects (Diesing 1996; 1997; Vikner 2001). This casts doubt on
the idea that it is PF-movement.

Present approach:

The well-formedness of (32-b) follows because at the point of the derivation where the ob-
ject lands in an outer Specv, the subject has already been attracted by T as the result of a
non-monotonic analysis of object shift (see Heck 2016 for details). Hence no Principle C
violation arises.

8. Pit-stop reflexives

Recall:

Principle A can be fulfilled at any point of an Ā-derivation (see again (33)). Abels (2003)
calls this “pit-stop binding.”

(33) Johni wondered which picture of himself{i,j,k} Billj said t that Stevek liked t.

Observation (Abels 2003: 26-33):

If pit-stop binding in the context of wh-movement co-occurs with raising across an experi-
encer, ungrammaticality results (see also Abels 2012: 21-25):

(34) a. Which picture of himselfi did it seem to Johni [ t′ that Mary liked t ]?
b. *Which picture of himselfi did Mary seem to Johni [ t to t′ like t ]?

Premise and conclusion:

• Suppose that there are no particular locality constraints on A-binding. Rather, let us
assume that locality in A-binding is a side effect of the PIC.

• Then the ungrammaticality of (34-b) does not follow from locality: the anaphor, be-
ing part of the wh-phrase in Specv of the embedded clause, is PIC-accessible for the
experiencer:

(35) VP

PP

to John

V′

V TP

Subj T′

T vP

NP

. . . himself

. . .

New explanation for (34-b):

If raising across an experiencer applies non-monotonically, then the ungrammaticality of
(34-b) follows: the experiencer is merged too late to c-command the wh-phrase:
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(36) a.

➀

vP

v VP

V TP

. . . T′

T vP

. . . . . .

. . . Subj Objwh

EFA EFĀ

➂

➃

➁

b.

➄

VP

Exp V′

. . . TP

T . . .

Subj Objwh v+V
EFA EFĀ

➅

(36) c. vP

. . . v′

. . . v′

v+V VP

Exp V′

. . . TP

T . . .
Subj Objwh . . .

EFA EFĀ

➆

➇

➈

Problem:

• In section 5, I assumed that A-movement can reconstruct for Principle A via literal
lowering at LF, in order to account for examples such as (37).

• If reconstruction at LF via lowering were possible for the Ā-moved category in (34-b),
then the ungrammaticality of (34-b) could not be derived.

(37) Pictures of himselfi seem to Johni [ t to be beautiful ].

Tentative proposal:

While A-movement may be reconstructed by literal lowering, Ā-movement may not. In
other words, reconstruction effects with Ā-movement must be the result of the derivational
satisfaction of grammatical principles.

Potential evidence:

Under the assumptions a) that in German the indirect object is merged higher than the direct
object (Lenerz 1977, Thiersch 1978, Webelhuth 1992: 194-199) and b) multiple scrambling
applies in an order preserving fashion (see Richards 1997, Heck and Himmelreich 2015), the
ban on literal reconstruction of Ā-movement derives the contrast in (38-a,b).
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(38) a. Welchen
which.ACC

Verwandten
relative.ACC

von
of

sichi

SELF

hat
has

Maria
Maria

jedemi t
′

everyone.DAT

gestern
yesterday

t t

im
in.the

Spiegel
mirror

gezeigt?
shown

“Which relative of himselfi did Maria show everyonei yesterday in the mirror?”

b. *?Welchem
which.DAT

Verwandten
relative.DAT

von
of

sichi

SELF

hat
has

Maria
Maria

t′ jedeni

everyone.ACC

gestern t

yesterday
t

im
in.the

Spiegel
mirror

gezeigt?
shown

“To which relative of himselfi did Maria show everyonei yesterday in the mir-
ror?”

9. Conclusion

• Non-monotonic raising avoids (defective) intervention effects. This may explain why
raising across an experiencer is possible in English.

• Non-monotonic raising also solves Lebeaux’ (2009) puzzle: there is no Principle C
violation with raising across an anaphoric experiencer in English because the experi-
encer never comes to c-command the raised subject.

• Languages such as Italian or French, which do not allow for raising across an ex-
periencer (thus, by hypothesis, do not allow for a non-monotonic derivation in this
context), do exhibit the Principle C effect with raising across anaphors that is lacking
in English.

• In this way, non-monotonic derivations derive Lethal Ambiguity-effects from Princi-
ple C, without invoking the concept of Lethal Ambiguity (or the concept of “Chain
Formation” of Rizzi 1986).

• Non-monotonic raising may (under various assumptions) also provide an explanation
for Abels’s (2003) observation that pit-stop binding is incompatible with raising across
an experiencer in English.

10. Appendix: the necessity of workspaces

Observation:

Provided the SCC and the existence of complex specifiers, syntactic derivations must be
able to hold several syntactic objects in parallel in separate workspaces (WSPs, see Bobaljik
1995a; Bobaljik and Brown 1996, Uriagereka 1999).

Target structure to be generated:

(39) KP

HP

H β

K′

K LP

L . . .

13



Argument:

• The derivation in (40), which makes use of only one WSP violates the SCC: β is
merged acyclically to generate the complex category HP.

• In contrast, the derivation in (41), which makes use of multiple WSPs, is able to gen-
erate (39) without violating the SCC: the complex category HP is generated separately
and only after that becomes the specifier of K.

(40) a. KP

K LP

L . . .

b. KP

HP K′

K LP

L . . .

c. KP

HP

H β

K′

K LP

L . . .

WSP1 WSP1 WSP1

➀ ➁

x

(41) a. KP

K LP

L . . .

b. HP

H β

KP

K LP

L . . .

c. KP

HP

H β

K′

K LP

L . . .

. . .

WSP1 WSP2 WSP1 WSP2 WSP1

➀ ➁

➂
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