Copies

Kyle Johnson

After offering a slight modification of the version of the gagheory of movementin Fox (2002),

| investigate how that theory would deal with semanticalgwous movement. It can’t. | con-

clude that semantically vacuous movement cannot involeesdime operation that produces
copies. Instead, | propose that it is a perversion of theahzation algorithm that translates
syntactic representations into strings, and | formula&¢ pierversion.

1. Introduction

Let’s start with the assumption that the movement relatiogyintax creates copies of the term
that is moved. There are a variety of ways to work how how thechieved. | don’t think it will
matter for what follows which of those is chosen. | will expsehe copy theory of movement
with the use oEhading Movement of the subjeaip in (1) from Specifier oi/P to Specifier of
IP will create the representation shown in (1b), where theatiad is an unspoken copy.

(1) a. Jillslept.
b. IP

N

DP IP

VAN
Jill P

K/ N
pP  vP
/NN

Jil v VP
AN

slept

Expressing movement in terms of copies allows for an adieal control over how movement
interacts with the semantic interpretation. It provides tfte possibility of “reconstruction”
effects, in which the item that is moved is either partly orolifrinterpreted in its pre-moved
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position. At the same time it allows moved phrases to be seoadly interpreted in their post-
moved position. It does so, however, by producing syntaegpecesentations in which a moved
item is present in all of the positions it moves to or from ahi$ teads to the expectation
that a moved item will be interpreted in the same way in alll@se positions. This is not
what happens, however, and so the copy theory of movemertbhawgedded to a view of the
syntax/semantics interface that allows for slight differes in how copies are interpreted.

The goal of this paper is to investigate the methods now iitkature for achieving this.
I'll divide the cases we look at on the basis of where the cbiy is spoken sits relative to the
other copies. We’'ll begin by looking at those cases in whiehlbwer copy is spoken. These
are instances of “covert movement,” where the term that igad@oes not result in a change in
the position that term is pronounced. Then we will look as#hoases in which the copy that is
spoken is higher than other copies. These are the classigpdes of movement, in which the
item that moves has had its spoken position changed thergbl.argue that the first set of
cases demand a way of thinking about the semantic intetpmetaf copies that the second set
of cases cannot coexist with. We’ll need a new theory of gi¢éhink, and so I'll sketch one
to account for the second set of cases.

2. First Case: alower copy is pronounced

The classic examples of this are instances of QuantifieiRp{®R): andwh-in-sitl?. I'll focus
on the QR cases here. QR has several interesting featualewls a quantifier to be interpreted
in a position higher than where it is pronounced, as in (2J, iaalso allows a relative clause
associated with a quantifier to be interpreted higher thagrevh is pronounced, as in (3).

(2) A syntactician|p visited every philosopher].
= every philosopher a syntactician

(3) A syntactician |p visited every philosopher that a phonologist digi
A = visitedx

We know that the relative clause in (3) is interpreted owsifithevp it stands in because that
is required to resolve the ellipsis it contains.

QR does not allow theip associated with a quantifier to be interpreted higher thaergvh
it is pronounced, however. This can be seen by observingrth#grial within that NP triggers
Principle C effects with respect to the position it is spoken

(4) * She [vpVisited every friend of Mary’s.

I'll adapt an account of this paradigm found in Fox & Nissemina(1999) and Fox (2002). The
account employs the bottom-up derivations proposed in Ghgr(l995a), the copy theory of
movementand the single-output view of the syntax/semantics intexfdor (2), QR produces
a representation like (5).

1See May (1977, 1985).

2See Chomsky (1977) and Huang (1982).
3See Chomsky (1995b).

4See, among others, Bobaljik (1995).
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(5) /|p\
IP DP,
/\ /\
every NP
/\ /\
philosopher
A /\
syntactician DP,
A\/\ /\
A /\
syntactician \ DP,
visited every, NP
— T~
philosopher

This representation treats referential indices as featilva are brought into the derivation by
determiners and are projected onto the phrases those datesrhead. Indices play an impor-
tant role in interpreting these structures. In Danny Foxdskyit is the interpretation of indices
that plays the central role in determining how copies arerpreted differently. Let’s start with
the rules in (6); (6b) is from Fox (2003), with antecedentSauerland (1998).

(6) a. Let{n,n,...,"} beindices on the same projection line. Only one n needs to be
semantically interpreted.

b. TRACE CONVERSION
For ¢’ , interprety as a function that maps an individual,to the meaning of
N

YP, ¢
S[x/n).

o[x/n] is the result of replacing the head of every constitugith the index n ing
with the headhe,, whose interpretatiorithe, ], is. \P. [the](P N A\y.y = z).

Fox sees (6b) as a version of Heim & Kratzer (1998)'s methadtefpreting indices as lambda
converters. It lets the index on a phrase turn that phraseaifitinder, in the normal way, and
makes the index on a determiner convert that determinerairkiod of restricted bound vari-
able. In a simple example like (7), for example, it would detian interpretation that could be
paraphrased with (8).
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(7) IP
IP DP,
/\ /\
IP every, NP
A /\
she | friend of Mary’s
‘\/ /\
P
A /\
she v
/\
V DP,
visited every, NP

friend of Mary’s

(8) everyz: FRIEND-OF-MARY’S(z) is such that she visited the FRIEND-OF-MARY’ S(y)
& y=u.

Applied to (5), (6b) will deliver an interpretation in whichis interpreted within the scope of
every but at the same time it will preserve the Principle C effadf7).

Fox’s Trace Conversion rule bothers many. It has the nettiesproperty of letting a whole
class of lexical items — determiners — be ambiguous. Andsibiees that ambiguity contextu-
ally by syntactic rule, something not seen elsewhere. Suéedffer a variant of Fox’s proposal
that avoids these consequences before turning to expkaiest of the paradigm in (2)—(4).

This variant builds on ideas many have had about the syntaguahtificatior Per-
haps it's closest to ideas in Beghelli (1993, 1995), Spbeti¢2003), Butler (2004) and
Adger & Ramchand (2005). Imagine, as in Matthewson (2001t Quantificational expres-
sions make use of two functional heads. One has the denottiguantifiers, and the other
is a choice function that provides the domain for the quanatiibn. For concreteness, we can
assume this choice function to have just the meaning givelet@rminers by Fox’s Trace Con-
version rule. Unlike Matthewson, but like those cited ahdets separate these two functional
heads, putting the term that expresses the quantificatitheiposition where its scope is com-
puted, while the choice function is in construction with /e The morphological form of the
choice function varies depending on the quantificationahié et’s follow Kratzer (2005) and
Adger & Ramchand (2005) and let this dependency be medigted REE. AGREE will deter-
mine the morphological form of the choice function part, amake both heads share an index.
This proposal would give to (4) the representation in (9pbethe object QRs.

SSee, e.g., Williams (1986, 1988), the papers in Szabol@§7), Hallman (2000) and Kratzer (2005).

8In her syntax, quantifiers combine directly with the headed by the choice function, and so she adjusts the
denotation of quantifiers to be of semantic type((e,h,t)). My syntax will differ, allowing them to be of the more
traditional((e,b,{{e,t,t)) type.
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e
IP Vs
/\IP
/N /\
she |
A\/ /\
DP vP
A /\
she v
/\
\/ DP
| T~
visited every, NP

friend of Mary’s
QR produces (10).

(10) IP
IP QP
/\ T
Vs NP
A /\
she | friend of Mary’s
‘\/ /\
P
A /\
she v
/\
Vv DP
| /\
visited every, NP

friend of Mary’s

This variant of Fox’s proposal preserves his syntax and s&osa but does not require a syn-
tactic rule that rewrites the semantics of lexical itemalsb straightforwardly derives the nec-
essary (11).

(11) The restrictor for a quantifier must be interpreted withe scope of that quantifier.

Other semantic treatments are possible with only sligliedihces in the syntax. What | will
say here fits a family of accounts, then.

Back to the paradigm in (2)—(4). The account of (2) vs. (4)unexp that a spoken copy
be interpreted semantically and this, in turn, requires tha relative clause holding the el-
lipsis in (3) not be pronounced within ther that serves as the antecedent for the ellipsis.
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Fox & Nissenbaum (1999) argues that this is correct, prodpan analysis that builds on Baltin
(1987)'s proposal that extraposition produces the sulggnéax which licenses antecedent con-
tained deletions. There is independent support for thigeoture from alternations like those in
(12) (originally from Tiedeman 1995).

(12) a. *| [vp said that everyone you difl arrived].

b. | [vp said that everyone arrived ] that you did
(Fox 2002:(35b), (36b), 77)

The surface position of the relative clause in (12a) doesahotv the ellipsis it contains to be
outside the roovP, its antecedent, as required. By contrast, the surfaceigosif the extra-
posed relative in (12b) is, conceivably, outside the ragpaind as a consequence the ellipsis it
contains can find a suitable antecedent.

On this account, then, the relative clause in (3) will harvengtvacuously extraposed out
of the vp that furnishes the antecedent for the ellipsis. Fox anddwisaum argue that relative
clause extraposition arises by merging the relative clamseQRd copy of th®P it modifies.
Thus, (3) will have a representation like (13).

(13) P
/\
QP

/\ /\
1A /\

syntactician DP vP
/\
a

A /\

syntactician P,
/\ /\
Vv DP Vs NP

visitedevery, NP NP CP

philosopher philosopher that a phono-

w‘ logist did [yp A]

Our semantics gives this representation the right intéaipoa and correctly resolves the ellip-
sis.
As Fox notes, interesting confirmation for his account, aydvariant of it, comes from the

alternation in (14), discovered by Fiengo & May (1994).
(14) a. * You introduced himto every friend of John'sthat | wanted you ta\.

b * You introduced himto everyone that Johnvanted to you to introduce him to.
C. You introduced himto everyone that Johrwanted you tA\.
d

?? You introduced hifrto everyone yesterday that Jghmanted to you to intro-
duce him to.
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In (14a) we see the familiar Principle C effect for materi@hm the NP, and in (14b) we see
that it holds for names within the relative clause as well(1khc,d) we find that the Principle C
effect for material within the relative clause is lifted whihat relative clause has an ellipsis to
resolve, and that it is weakened when that relative clausamoses. | don’t know why there is a
difference between (14c) and (14d), but that they should fadton the side of grammaticality
is expected on Fox’s proposal. They will get a represemdilke (15), which does not produce
a Principle C effect witthimandJohnas they are not in a c-command relatfon.

(15) P

DP,
A /\
you, |
/\
A /\
you, v
/\
VP QPR
/\
\Y PP Vs NP
introduced him P NP CP
| /\
to every, NP one that John wanted
AN you toA
one

As the ungrammaticality of (14b) highlights, this accoweguires that we find a way of prevent-
ing string-vacuous extraposition of the relative clausiessan ellipsis requires it. We need to
find something that generally prevents string-vacuousprsition, and then something about
ellipsis that overrides this prohibition. To prevent sgpvacuous extraposition, | suggest a trans-
derivational constraint which favors the “quickest” dational path to a given Spell-Out, along
the lines of Pesetsky (1989)’s Earliness Principle. I'iffmlate the condition as follows.

(16) EARLINESS
Let D={ Dy, Ds,..., D, } be the well-formed derivations from a fixed Numeration, N, to
a fixed Spell Out, S, and 1¢éD| be the number of applications of operations in D. Every
D € D for which there is a De D such thatD’| < |D| is ungrammatical.

Earliness compares all the ways that the syntax can creatgathe string from a given set of
terminals and throws out all those that take more steps theessary. Because extraposing the
relative clause in (14b) produces the same string that woeldreated by failing to extrapose
the relative clause, Earliness will block the outcome thablives extraposition. Extraposition
necessarily involves more steps.

"This vp, like many that follow, is artificially flat.
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When the relative clause contains an ellipsis, howeveliresis must permit string-vacuous
extraposition. What makes ellipsis special, | conjectigrihat it invokes an unusual requirement
on Spell Out. To know whetherz can be Spelt Out as silence, the denotation of ¥iranust
be computed and matched with an antecedent. One might ththksan the same way that we
think of the Spell Out of lexical items, where it is also nessy to access the denotation of
some term to know what its phonological form is. Considapsis to be a Spell Out instruction
that arises when a particular semantic condition is met,yaoaonceiving of ellipsis that can
be found in Merchant (2001). We might do this by letting thatax determine the placement
of a feature on certain phrases, let’s call this an “e-fegtuvhich invokes a Spell Out along the
lines of (17).

(17) Spell Out( XR) = silence and is defined only[[XP] has an ellipsis antecedent.

An e-feature on a phrase prevents Spell Out from interpyehiat phrase in its normal way,
and instead makes Spell Out render it as silence. It also sn8gell Out a partial function,
requiring that XP to have an antecedent of the sort that isogpiate for elided phrases. This
will allow a phrase with an e-feature to have a Spell Out oflysi ellipsis is resolved. For
(14c) this means that the relative clause must extraposesifto be spelled out, since that is
the only way the ellipsis it contains can find an antecededit@tome subject to (17). There is
no way of spelling out (14c), then, that does not involveaasition. This removes the shorter
derivations which normally block string-vacuous extrapos. String-vacuous extraposition of
relative clauses is possible, then, when doing so is needesolve an ellipsis.

This completes my review of those cases in which the lowey @fgwo (or more) copies
is pronounced. These cases require a very particular vidwwfcopies are interpreted seman-
tically, as well as certain tenets about the syntax, suchaaknEss, and the interpretation of
ellipsis in (17). It also requires the following.

(18) THINGS NEEDED
a. A mechanism for producing copies of terms in syntacticaggntations. This could
be achieved by letting merge fashion identical phrasesdhate an index, as in
Chomsky (1995b), or by letting movement be understood as@# single phrase
more than one syntactic position, as in Engdahl (1986).

b. A principle that allows some copies to be ignored by thenphagical interpreta-
tion of sentences. This requires a principle that forcetasecopies to be silent.
Perhaps a combination of Earliness with a phase-basedgiaii®&pell Out, such
as is proposed in Nissenbaum (2000), will do the trick.

c. A principle that forces all copies to be semantically ipteted.

I will not have much to say about how these needs are satisfibdt | will try to show is that
not all instances of movement can satisfy (18) with the seiw&awe have reviewed here.
3. Second Case: a higher copy is pronounced

The system I've adopted works not only for all cases whereragghis interpreted higher than
where it is pronounced, but it also works for some cases waegyerase is interpreted lower
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than where it is pronounced. The examples in (19), for irc#aget the correct interpretations
from the representations indicated.

(29) a. A student of hers seemed to Jane to be in the room.

/\
PP
—
in the room
b. Which picture of Jane’s did she sell? student of hers
CP
/\
QP CP
/\ /\
Q DP C IP
AN T
which picture of Jane’sdid Q DP IP
A /\
DP
/\
NP

picture of Jane’s

In (19a), a spoken copy afstudent of herss in the Specifier of the root IP, and binds a restricted
variable within the infinitival clause. This is achieved Ilejting the index on the spoken copy
be interpreted as a binder, and letting the lower, unspat@py get an interpretation like that
we've given to the spoken copies in the previous sectiond#terminer is a kind of variable,
and the NP a restriction. Interestingly, in this example,spoken copy is also interpreted as a
restricted variable, as it is the lower copy created by QRhis example, then, we see how a
copy can be interpreted as both binder and variable.
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In (19b),which picture of Jane’fias wide scope, but the restriction on its variable provided
by the unspoken copy induces a Principle C effect betwesrandJane We will have to see
guestions like (19b) as having a syntax along the lines tletleveloped for quantifiers in
the previous section. But the semantics will have to be 8lighfferent. We cannot give the
determinewhichthe same restricted-variable denotation that we have gitleer determiners.
While doing so would be fine for those instancesubichthat are bound — like the unspoken
copy ofwhichin (19b) — it would screw things up for those instanceswbiich that are not
bound — like the spoken copy @fhichin (19b). We will have to find a denotation farhich
that allows it to be interpreted in both the bound and unbquusitions. There are a variety
of possibilities on the market. One would be to preserve @mdidea that determiners are
restricted variables, or choice functions, and combiné hthh a denotation for the question
quantifier, Q, in (19b) that binds off both the higher and lowestances ofwhich Another
possibility would be to exploit an alternative semantiasg et which introduce (restricted)
alternatives that are closed off by Q along the lines deedrliy Kratzer & Shimoyama (2002)
or Beck (2006). This is not the place to decide among thesenaltives, and so | will remain
vague about the semantics of questions. Nonetheless, litisgtear how the theory of copies
developed in the first section on the basis of quantificatibfs might be extendable to cases
of question DPs like (19b).

In these cases where a higher copy is pronounced, then,¢bargcsketched in the first sec-
tion applies correctly. But there are cases of a pronouniggiehcopy where these mechanisms
fail to deliver the right interpretations. Here are a few.

(20) a. Spatzlét Thilo regelmafig.
spatzleeatsThilo regularly
‘Thilo eats gobs of spaetzle’

b. A student of hers seemed to every professor to be in the.room
c. A student of Jane’s seemed to her to be in the room.

Each of these cases can get an interpretation in which theeepmopy is not semantically
interpreted; only an unspoken copy is interpreted. In (2fam)example, the meaning ddt is
not computed at the position it is spoken. Only the copyf¥fin the underlying position is
interpreted by the semantics. The same is possible in (2@bj20c) too.

There are two interpretations of (20b) in whialstudent of hergs similarly not interpreted
in its spoken position. On both of these interpretatitnes,is bound byevery professoand the
existential quantifier associated wdhs interpreted within the scope of the universal quantifier
associated wittevery If the studertDP is interpreted inside the infinitival complement, for
instance, what we require from our present system is a reptason like (215,

8The cases in (20b) and (20c) are discussed in Hornstein (1B&%(2002) and Sauerland & Elbourne (2002).
9've assumed that the index ‘1’ thaverybrings with it has projected up to tto every professor
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(21) TP
/\
T VP
\% PP, TP
|
seemedo every professor QP, TP
/\
3 NP T VP
| T
student of hersto V PP
| /\
be DP PP
& NP in the room

student of hers

Forheris bound byevery professqgithe present system requires a representation in whiah, lik
(21), there is no copy dier in the position that we actually speak it.

Similarly, (20c) has an interpretation in which teidentpp is interpreted within the in-
finitival complement: its world variable is bound lsgem On this interpretatiodaneandher
invoke a Principle C effedf and the existential quantification associated véithas narrow
scope. Our present system requires a syntactic represenike (22) for such a meaning.

(22) TP
/\
T VP
/\
V PP TP
I N
seemedto her T VP
| T
to QPR VP
T~ /\
3 NP vV PP
| T
student of Jane’'de DP PP
/\ A
&) NP in the room

student of Janeis

As with (21), this representation does not put a copy in thetjpm where one is spoken.
These are instances of “total reconstructi&nThey flout (18c): the requirement that every
copy be semantically interpreted. Without this requiretnee would lose the fact that QR does

1%0ne issue | will dodge in this paper is why Principle C effentsnot invoked in all cases of Argument Move-
ment. On the wide scope interpretation of (20c), for instadaneandher may easily corefer. | think Takahashi
(2006)’s proposal — that threr of a DP may merge late — provides a plausible account.

11See May (1977) and Sauerland & Elbourne (2002).
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not bleed Principle C effects, as we've seen in the previeaia. We need to explain, then,
why these cases are different. So far as | know, all the cakesancopies are not semantically
interpreted are ones in which they are spoken and higher. itramum, then, we should
explain (23).

(23) If there are two or more copies af then the pronounced copy must be semantically
interpreted unless it is the highest one.

The traditional account for (23) is to let movement creafgesentations that are not semanti-
cally interpreted. The spoken copies in (20), for exampbe)at be manufactured after the rep-
resentations indicated above have gotten their final seciaierpretation. This was captured

by the “Y” model of grammar, or its phase-based variahtsy allowing there to be a parse that
feeds Spell Out but not the rules of semantic interpretafldre operation that produces this
parse is something referred to as “PF movement.”

Such an approach claims that a spoken copy will either be =ielp interpreted or com-
pleted ignored by the semantics. What we find instead, inscakpied-piping, are that parts
of a spoken copy can be ignored while other parts can be netiexgh For instance, we need to
allow the sentence in (24) to have the representation (24b).

(24) a. The girlg asked into which of each othés stories the boyslooked.

b. CP
/\
QP CP
/\ /\
Q DP C IP
| /\
which of Q DP IP
each other's stories ——~ —
the boysl vP
/\
DP vP
P
the boysv VP
/\
vV PP
| /\
looked into DP
/\
whichy NP

of each other’s
stories

In (24a),each otherand so theup containing it, must be interpreted in its spoken positidme T
locality condition on binding reciprocals will not allow b be interpreted in just its unspo-
ken position, as is indicated by the ungrammaticality e girls, asked that the boydook
into each other’s stories™® On the other hand, the preposition can only be interpreteatsin
unspoken position. Our system would not be able to intef@f}t for instance.

12See Sauerland & Elbourne (2002), for instance.
130n the copy theory of movement, the locality condition ongraas must be able to be satisfied by way of
any of the copies of that anaphor. This too, | think, speakisedralf of a multidominance view of copies.
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(25) CP
/\
QP CP
/\ /\
Q PP C P
| /‘\
into which of Q DP IP
each other's stories ——~ —
the boysl vP
/\
DP vP
—_~ — T
the boysv VP
/\
V PP
| /\
looked into DP
/\
which, NP

of each other’s
stories

Because only determiners are interpreted as variablesatiable in the lower copy is/hichy,
and this is associated witkach other’s storiesBut the binder in (25) is the Pito which
of each other’s storiesAs a consequence, the semantics that we've developedtiorsene
would give (25) something like the interpretation sketche(®6) (the details will depend on
how the semantics of wh-determiners are fleshed out).

(26) [ into which of each other’s storiesz. [the boys looked intdthe](\y.each-other’s-
stories()) N A\y.y = 7)]

The variable in the object position ofto ranges over things that are ‘each other’s stories’ and
‘into each other’s stories,” and that is quite wrong. Thegtem with (25), then, is that the lower
copy of the PP cannot be interpreted as a variable and thigsmhle PP in Specifier of CP
wrongly bind the DP?

In pied-piping constructions like (24), then, it appearattparts of the moved phrase are
interpreted in different positions. PF Movement cannotld.tWe need something other than
the normal mechanisms behind movement to explain (23).

| suggest that these instances of semantically vacuousémenmt” are instead cases where
the normal principles of linearizing a phrase marker areroveby requirements of Spell Out.
I'll sketch now a way to do that.

Yperhaps we should extend the theory reviewed in the firsbses that things other than determiners can be
interpreted as variables. Perhaps, for instance, we cauldrglize Fox’s Trace Conversion rule so that it interprets
some, presumably silent, term that selects PPs, and otheyahle phrases, as a restricted variable in the way that
this rule presently does just determiners. This would atlpaovide a way of allowing the silent PP in (25) to
be interpreted as a variable and take us a step closer tostadding how to interpret it. (There would still be
problems to overcome, however. We would have to find a way sfieng that both copies @&ach other’s stories
picked out the same individuals, for instance.) While thisation may provide a solution, its invocation of silent
variable-determiners wherever they seem to be needed seenead hoc
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The Spell Out requirements that are relevant for the cas&®Wween examining are (277.

(27) a. A C with a [Q] feature must be right adjacent to the string wha3@gfgature it
values.
b. An I° with a [+case] feature must be right adjacent to the stringseh+case]
feature it values®

These are intended merely to code the fact that the Speaifie®® and IP have the phrases
in them that € and P AGREE with. One can think of (27) as being a version of the “strong”
agreement feature that a questidhaCfinite I° have, or, to use different terminology, thers?’
feature that these heads have. Understand these to beonabdness conditions on Spell Outs.

For the “normal” linearization of a phrase marker, I'll addfayne (1994)’'s Linear Corre-
spondence Axiom, a slightly modified version of which is i8).2

(28) LINEAR CORRESPONDENCEAXIOM (LCA)
e If v asymmetrically c-commands then|~, p]|.
o LCA(lA, B])={{a, ) :aisdominated byd andj is dominated byB }.
o (1,y) =q¢er. v precedey.
e LIN(P)=LCA(| A, B])forall AandB in P that are maximal or minimal projections.

TheLcA produces a set of ordered pairs whose transitive closurstisng which includes all
of the terminals in some phrase marker. It translates “asgtmoc-command” into precedence.
It will apply to the simplevP in (29), for example, to produce the ordering in (31). (baxed
the maximal and minimal projections that enter into an asgtnicc-command relation.)

(29)

(30) asymmetric c-commanders in (29):

| DPspe /|, | DPshe VP, | DPgpe €at, | DPshe the], | DPshe NP|, | DPgpe pOil
|v,eal], |v, DPye|, |, NP], | v, the|, | v, poi|

|eat the|, |eat NP|, | eat poi|

| the, poi]

15 ignore here those conditions relevant for forcing head enoent.

18This is a better description of French than it is of English,Emglish lets adverbs intervene between the
surface position of the subject and where we thifiksl The right account will make sense of this language
variation. What matters here is only that ther, which this is an attempt to express, is a Spell Out condition
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(31) LIN(vP):
(she,v) (she, edt (eat,thé (the, poj
(v,ead (she, the (eat, poj
(v, the) (she, poj
(v, poi)
The string (31) corresponds tosher eat the paias desired.
When copies are involved, things get more complex. If we @mgsthat copies can neither
precede nor follow each other (=(32)then theLcA cannot be both complete and consistent
in a phrase marker that has coptés.

(32) *(x,y), wherex andy are copies.
For example, consider how theA would evaluate the full sentence that (29) fits into:
(33)

/N
she

Because DR.asymmetrically c-commands$ig, a complete linearization of this phrase marker
will include (she,she), a violation of (32). Let’s understand linearizations,rth be as com-
plete as possible. For any given phrase marker, lett#eproduce a set of linearizations that
are as complete as (32) will allow them to be.

(34) Form all subsetsy, of the set generated by the LCA such that:
a. o makes a consistent linearization (e.g., obeys (32)) , and
b. « orders a copy of every terminal.

We can let the well-formedness conditions on Spell Out cadosm these linearizations the
correct one. So, for instance, the two consistent, comptetarizations of (33) are (35).

This is easiest to derive on the view that copies are one phvils several syntactic positions.
8See Nunes (1995).
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(she, cant (she,) (she,edgt (eat,the (the, poj
(can't,y) (v,eabl (she,thg¢ (eat, po)

(35) a. ¢ (can't,eat (v,the (she, poi
(can't, the (v, poi)

(can't, poj
= she can’'tv eat the poi

(can't,shé (she,v) (she,eat (eat, the (the, poj
(can't,v) (v,eabl (she,thg¢ (eat, po)
b. (can't,eal (v,the (she, poi
(can't, the (v, poi)
(can't, poj

= can't shev eat the poi

Only (35a) meets the Spell Out requirement in (27b), howerat so it's chosen.
This, then, is the normal linearization procedure. For tases of semantically vacuous
movement that we're interested in, | suggest there is a hateadds linearization statements.

(36) move e, add(a, 3), a, 5 terminals.

This rule will have the effect of giving positions to termis#hat do not reflect their hierarchical
position. It will create the illusion that these terminaés/b moved. Cases of semantically vac-
uous movement, then, will be situations where the semarggusres a syntactic representation
that cannot be reconciled with its Spell Out requirememtsuich cases, (36) will add lineariza-
tion statements in order to produce a string that satisfiesSgpell Out requirements. In this
way, Spell Out requirements can force an unfaithful linestion of a syntactic representation
required by the semantics.
Let’s look at how this will work for a simplified version of (24

(37) a. Into which stories is she looking?
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b CP
/\
QP CP
/\ /\
Q NP Co IP
"\
which storiesis Co DP IP
VAN
she | vP
/\
DP vP
A /\
she v VP
/\
\% PR,
| T T~
looking into DP
which; NP
<
stories

Let (37b) be the representation that is semantically imétegl. It correctly places the determiner
which, interpreted as a restricted variable, in the scope of ridda Q which storie} and puts
into in a position that allows it to combine in the normal way with $selecting verb. Because
the Q feature is on ther, into which storiesthe Spell Out requirements will be satisfied only if
this PP immediately precede$.T his is not how (37b) would be normally linearized, however
and so (36) will be invoked to create the string in (37a).

An LcA-faithful linearization of (37b) is (38).

(which, storie$  (stories, i$ (is, she (she, looking (looking, into
(which, is (stories, she (is, looking (she, into
(38) (which, shé (stories, looking (is, into)
(which, looking (stories, int®
(which, into)

= which stories is she looking into

This is formed by taking the subset of the ordered pairs @t €A produces for (37) that
omits the shaded terminals. This is a perfectly accuragahaation of (37b), but, as noted, it
does not satisfy the Spell Out requirement on question cem@nhtizers in (27a), repeated here.

(27a) A C with a [Q] feature must be right adjacent to the string wh@3gf¢ature it values.

In (37), the [Q] feature which €values is on th@r headed bynto. What (27a) requires, then,
is that the € be right adjacent to the string in (39).

(39) { (into, which <Which,storie$}

(into, storie$

= into which stories
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To satisfy (27a), the statemenfisito, which) and (into, allegations need to be added to the
linearization in (38). Adding those statements and leaewveyything else in (38) will result in
an inconsistent linearization. For instance, it will ceeatlinearization that contains (40).

(40) { (into, which), (which, into }

Indeed, there is no subset of (38)rto, which+(into, allegationsthat orders all copies of the
terminals and is consistent. Movement, then, must do maredkd the statements that provide
satisfaction of (27a). It must add statements that do thilsaahieve a complete linearization.
Movement will need to add the statements in (41).

(41) Add: { (into, which (into, storie$ (into, is) (into, shé¢ (into, looking }

Adding (41) to (38), and then taking a subset which orderthallterminals, is consistent and
satisfies the Spell Out requirement in (27a) gives us:

(which, stories  (stories, i$ (is, she (she, looking (into, looking
(which, i9 (stories, she (is, looking (into, she
(42) (which, she (stories, looking (into, is)
(which, looking (into, storie$
(into, which)

= into which stories is she looking
This is just the string that we are trying to achieve.

4. Conclusion

Semantically vacuous movementis “Add, 5).” We are not free to add linearization statements
at will, however, as Earliness (=(16)) insists that we pasla Spell Out that is as faithful to
the syntactic representation as possible. Thus, we shapleceto find semantically vacuous
movement only in those situations where there are Spell Eguirements at odds with the
semantics.

What'’s left to understand is why the movement produced byd“Ad, 5)” obeys all of the
constraints — islands, constituency, etc. — obeyed by prodLcopies.
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