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1 Introduction

A common assumption in syntactic theory is that extractiomf adjuncts is im-
possible. This position has its roots in the definitionigénd in Ross’ seminal
(1967) dissertation, and has remained largely unchalkimgsubsequent stages in
the development of Chomskyan syntactic theory, to such tnethat a recent pa-
per, Stepanov (2007), makes the claim that ‘extraction batijuncts seems to be
banned universally’ (Stepanov 2007:81).

Over time, this assumption has come to be increasinglynated into the syn-
tactic architecture. For example, the Condition on ExtoecDomain of Huang
(1982), repeated in (1), represents a milestone in the derednt of locality the-
ory, by giving us a unified account of the islandhood of sulsjand adjuncts. As
neither subjects (at least, VP-external subjects) nomatgare properly governed,
the CED predicts extraction from both to be impossible, amdHe same reason.

(1) A phrase A may be extracted out of a domain B only if B is @rbpgov-
erned. (Huang 1982:505)

In recent years, the group of theories which I will colleety call theMulti-
ple Spell-Out approach (see in particular Uriagereka 1999 and Johnsad?) Pd@e
taken this a step further, and integrated CED effects inteeary of the basic min-
imalist structure building operation, Merge. Although lediceory implements the
basic idea in a subtly different way, these approaches &il@the following the-
orem, where both subjects and adjuncts are assumed not jectpamd to have
phrasal sisters.

(2) A non-projecting phrase is a strong island if its sissest phrase.

Pictorially, this means that in the tree in (3a) (where Imeeder should be
taken to be irrelevant), the higher node labelled B is amdsland so a dependency
formed across it, such as movement of D in (3b), is ungranualafi his, however,
is precisely the configuration which extraction out of anyuadt would instantiate.

3) a A

*Thanks to Ad Neeleman for helping me develop these ideastcaalllat CLS 43, particularly
Philip Hofmeister, Robert Kluender, Jeff Runner, and Ivag,Sor very helpful discussion. This
work was supported by a Wingate Scholarship.
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Of course, the further we move along this path of integrattbe more im-
portant it is that the basic empirical assumptions are carré, according to the
Multiple Spell-Out approach, the impossibility of extriact out of an adjunct falls
out as a theorem from properties of the basic structurelmgloperation, then it is
imperative that we really can’t extract out of an adjunct.
It seems, though, that in certain circumstances, extracid of an adjunct is
quite possible. Such examples were first noted, to my knaydeth Chomsky

(1982), who gives examples such as those in (4), and they $iage been dis-
cussed, notably, in Cinque (1990) and Levine & Sag (2003).

(4) a. The man that | went to England [without speaking]to.

b. Here is the influential professor that John went to collegerder to
impresse]. (Chomsky 1982:72)

The existence of such examples is sufficient to make us resmthe univer-
sality of the claims lying behind the CED and the Multiple Bj62ut approach.
However, simply removing such conditions from our theorygedmmar is some-
what unsatisfying. For the majority of speakers, most exasipvolving extraction
out of adjuncts are unacceptable, and any theory must iadadhething which ex-
plains this fact. A typical sample is given in (5).

(5) a. *The man that | went to England [after | spokes}a .

b. *Here is the influential professor that John went to cdlfigecause he
impressed].

A pressing empirical question therefore concerns theidigton of legitimate
extractions out of adjuncts. What exactly distinguishes dbceptable examples
from the unacceptable examples? In fact, one apparentlyrieally robust gen-
eralisation has already been proposed in this regard, bgu€ii1990) (see also
Szabolcsi 2006). This is that, while extraction is possibben certain untensed
adjuncts, it is universally impossible from tensed adjangtis, then, would derive
the difference between the acceptable examples in (4) andrthcceptable exam-
ples in (5): only the cases in (5) involve extraction out oéased adjunct and are
automatically prohibited as a consequehce.

LAn alternative hypothesis would be that the distinctiomtsen (4) and (5) is due to the presence
of a subject in the latter cases only. Although this is a ptdaslternative, | find it less likely overall
because of the existence of a few relatively acceptablesacdsxtraction out of an untensed adjunct
which includes a subject, as in (i).



This paper will take Cinque’s generalisation to be corrant explore a further
guestion which emerges in its light, namelfy tensed adjuncts should have this
property. At avery broad level, there are two major appreacsthich may be taken.
On the one hand, we could stipulate that there is somethintastcally special
about a T head or about TP, which somehow interacts with atdpmto induce the
island effects seen in (5). Alternatively, we might claimttthe semantic impact of
tense somehow induces those effects.

At first sight, neither of these approaches seem very appugali we take the
syntactic tack, then we must explain why T, or TP, is singlatifor special treat-
ment. However, there is a long tradition of saying that TE€P3omehow different
syntactically: the Extended Projection Principle of Ch&yn@981) applied exclu-
sively to [Spec,T] (in more modern terms), for example, afdwas a stipulated
exception to the general algorithm for determining basrtermovement in Chom-
sky (1986), so a syntactic approach to the ban on extraatwon fensed adjuncts,
although perhaps a little suspicious, would not be entingtiiout precedent in this
respect.

Moreover, both approaches face the challenge of explawimgtense, or T(P),
interacts only with adjuncts to produce these island effeas extraction from a
tensed complement is, of course, often possible.

(6) What did John say [that Bill did]?

In fact, space constraints will prevent me from sketchingertban the barest
of analyses of this latter discrepancy here (see Trusw@lfB@or a fuller account).
However, with respect to the former problem, we will see thate is good rea-
son to favour a semantic account over a purely syntacticuextcol' he argument
will be based on the assumption that, all else being equalwadd prefer the
condition ruling out (5) to do more empirical work as well. cBen 2 lays out a
further generalisation concerning extraction framensed adjuncts. A particular
class of untensed adjuncts are shown to only allow extnadtithe matrix VP has
certain aspectual characteristics. Section 3 summanmsegent-structural account
of this phenomenon initially proposed in Truswell (2007Aahile remaining ag-
nostic about any possible syntactic implementation tHerEmally, in section 4,
we return to Cinque’s generalisation concerning the lackxtfaction from tensed
adjuncts. We see that the semantic account developed iorsé&tutomatically
derives this generalisation, offering a unified theory a ghistinct facts, while any
syntactic account along the same lines will retain an egdndisjunctive charac-
ter. As argued in the conclusion, this suggests that the rs@reccount is to be
preferred.

(i) ?This is the problem that we went on holiday [without anganentioning].

Although such examples are admittedly far from perfect, soiative speakers judge them to be
more acceptable than the cases in (5), which suggests thptdbence of a subject is not the major
factor behind the degradation of extraction out of tensegarexs.



2 Aspectual Class and Extraction from Bare Present Participial Ad-

juncts
It is at least conceivable that either a syntactic or a seimatdry could capture
the contrast between extraction out of an untensed adjwitth is sometimes
possible, as in (4), and extraction out of a tensed adjusdty €5), which is univer-
sally impossible. However, if we look at patterns of extaddlity from untensed
adjuncts alone, we find cases of legitimate extraction widok like they are dis-
tributed along primarily semantic lines. | give one examnipltis section, concern-
ing extraction from a class of constructions that | will daéire Present Participial
Adjuncts (BPPASs), where the adjunct is built around a present pprécverb, and
is not introduced by a preposition or other phrase such esler.

Acceptable examples of extraction from such adjuncts ¥obocurious distri-
bution. (7) gives a few unacceptable examples.

(7)

o

*What does John work [whistling?
b. *What did John write the cheque [complaining abejGt
c. *What did John see the spectacle [looking throstfh

These contrast minimally with examples such as (8), wheteetkon from
the adjunct is readily possible, despite the fact that tlaelpencts are identical in
internal structure to those in (7a-b).

(8) a. What did John arrive [whistling]?
b. What did John drive Mary crazy [complaining abej®

In fact, it seems that the extraction possibilities in thesges are determined by
aspectual properties of the matrix predicate. Followingdler (1957), we may di-
vide the set of verb phrases in English into four broad ckegkeaccomplishments,
achievements, activitiesandstates, on the basis of two intersecting families of diag-
nostic tests. For example, accomplishments and activigédily allow use of the
progressive, as shown in (9a—b), whereas this is at leasaded for achievements
and states, as in (9c—d).

(9) a. lamrunning a mile (drawing a circle, building a houss,
b. Iam running (writing, working,. . .).
c. *I am spotting the plane (appearing, blinking,...).
d. *lam knowing the answer (loving you, understanding gmishetry,. . .).

On the other hand, accomplishments and achievements wdjegtiestions of
the formfor how long..., as in (10a) and (10c), while these are quite acceptable
with activities (10b) and states (10d).

(20) #For how long did he run a mile (draw a circle, build as®. ..)?
For how long did he run (write, work,...)?

#For how long did you spot the plane (appear, blink,...)?

For how long did you know the answer (love me, understamidyan-

metry,...)?
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We can make sense of these results by postulating a decdropabmodel of
event structure, in the manner first formalised by Dowty @)9and with its ulti-
mate roots in works in the generative semantics traditiam g1 Lakoff (1970). |
will assume that a verb phrase can describe an event whidmstsnf twosubevents:
a preparatory process, which takes place over a temporally extended period and
during which no linguistically significant change of statzors, and which imme-
diately precedes and directly causesumination, a pointlike instant of linguis-
tically significant change. We can then take the ability toxfa progressive as
diagnostic of the presence of a preparatory process, anahility to form afor
how long question as diagnostic of the absence of a culmination. [Eads to a
first-pass decompositional model of the aspectual classkdlaws.

(11) Internal structure of the aspectual classes (first)pass
a. Accomplishment: (Processculmination
b. Achievement: Culmination
c. Activity: Process
d. State: 0

However, things are more complicated than this, most pamtly in the case
of achievements. Contrary to a simple-minded interpratatf Vendler’'s tests,
many predicates which have come to be classed as canortioay@ments are quite
acceptable in the progressive, as in (12), while many o@rersauch more resistant,
as in (13). 1 will refer to the former asue achievements and the latter apointsin
what follows.

(12) a. I'mreaching the summit as we speak.
b. John’s dying.

(13) a. #I'm noticing the problem as we speak.
b. #John’s blinking.

The examples in (13) are rescuable, but only on particulerpnetations of
the event described by the verb. (13a) is perhaps mosttélgiif the noticing
event is taking place in slow motion, such timatice means something likkbegin
to see. Equally, (13b) is quite acceptable on an iterated inteégbien of blinking.
However, these interpretations are quite distinct fromnt@airal interpretations of
(12), which have a prospective quality to them, such thab)1fBr example, is very
similar in meaning taJohn will soon die.

This latter interpretation is very close to the interprietatssigned to a regular
progressive of an accomplishment, as in ®d)am running a mile, for example,

2The two are, however, far from identical. One major differefs that use of a canonical ac-
complishment such azn a mile entails, or at least strongly implies, that the subject isantly
performing an activity, while no such inference is possiblthe case of an achievement sucluies
A second difference is that the culmination described bydmesement in the progressive must be
much more imminent than is the case with an accomplishmenit. iS legitimate to say any of the
examples in (9a) as soon as you have started to engage intavity é&ading to the culmination, but
you must be very close to the top of the mountain before yowctam to bereaching the summit.
Truswell (2007b) provides an analysis of these contrastsdan a difference in agentivity, but the
details take up too much space to repeat them here.



means something like am engaged in an activity which will lead to me having
run a mile. The progressive forms of both the true achievements anddbem-
plishments therefore have a similar “inertial” quality, time sense of thénertia
worlds of Dowty (1979), which is absent from the progressive formhpaints,
which rather rely on coercion into activity-like interpatibns: progressives of both
accomplishments and true achievements imply that, alledgey equal, a specified
culmination will be reached in the future.

Returning to the examples in (7-8), then, we see that the disexcfall into four
different classes. The unacceptable cases in (7) consst afljunct predicate de-
scribing an activity, and modifying an activity, an accorspment, and a point, re-
spectively. Meanwhile, the acceptable cases in (8) coobkam activity-describing
adjunct modifying a true achievement, and an accomplishmespectively This
hints at a connection between the internal structure of amtedescribing con-
stituent and the subextraction possibilities, but sewsgraktions spring immediately
to mind. For instance, we would like to know why the aspectledses distribute
themselves in the way that they do with respect to the extragiossibilities. Sec-
ondly, the split in the behaviour of BPPAs modifying accorsipiments remains
puzzling: (7b) shows a degraded case of extraction from awdnstruction, while
(8b) shows an apparently parallel example, which is nometseacceptable. We
need a way of distinguishing these two cases. Finally, anldanight of the ques-
tion raised in the introduction, we need to know whether, nvive talk about “in-
ternal structure”, we are talking in purely semantic terarsyhether it is possible,
or desirable, to formulate the relevant condition in terrha syntacticised decom-
positional theory of event structure (Lakoff 1970; Hale &yser 1993). These
guestions will be addressed in the following sections.

3 Locality and Event Structure

The hints described in the previous section lead one natucatonsider the possi-
bility of an event-based locality condition regulating thistribution of movement
relations. I will now give one formulation of such a conditjavhich I will call the
Single Event Condition, and then show how, in conjunctiothwihe decomposi-
tional theory of event structure sketched in section 2,nt@ecount for the data in

3Although space considerations force me to limit myself testhdata in this paper, it should
be pointed out that extraction from a BPPA modifying an attivVP is occasionally possible, as
in (i). See Truswell (2007b) for an modification of this thgevhich covers this limited class of
exceptions.

(i) What did John lie in bed [reading all day?

Another minor qualification: | have omitted any discussiéthe behaviour of BPPAs modifying
states. This is because such constructions are generéydpgraded even in declaratives — (i),
due to Annabel Cormack (p.c.), is the most natural examplehach | am aware. As (iii) shows, if
anything, extraction from the adjunct degrades it evernurt

(i) ?1 only know Georgian [wearingHIs magic hat].
(iii) *Which magic hat do you know Georgian [wearireff



(7-8), before returning in section 4 to the issues surroumténsed adjuncts and
the division of labour between syntax and semantics.
The condition is the following.

(14) The Single Event Condition: Events form locality domains for wh-
movement.
A wh-chain is legitimate only if the minimal constituent comiaig the head
and foot of the chain asserts the existence (in the actudtijvoir a single
event.

The interest of this comes from the fact that a decomposititheory of event
structure opens up the possibility that multiple subeveats jointly compose a
single event (which | will call amacroevent). We saw in the previous section,
for example, that an accomplishment predicate can be dexsedpinto process
and culmination subevents. However, an accomplishmett asacunning a mile
continues to feel like a single event. An event, then, car lpagper subparts which
are also events, as first explicitly proposed by Bach (1984€).that (14) cares
about is that the constituent in question describes a siimggero)event: whether
that event is composed of subevents or not is irrelevantictndition.

Of course, the Single Event Condition would not be much usaefonly con-
stituents which could describe single events were singlealg@rojections or clau-
ses: extraction is possible in many more environments theset The rest of this
paper will sketch some ways in which (14) may apply beyond Haseline case.
There will be a few comments in section 4 about the interaabibthis condition
with clausal complementation constructions, but befoet,thwant to sketch an
approach, initially proposed in Truswell (2007a), to theéemsed adjunct subex-
traction data from section 2.

In all the cases of extraction from BPPAs documented in ge@j the adjunct
has described an activity, such as whistling or complainiAg we have classed
activities as processes without culminations, we do noteethem to have any
subevent structure: an activity predicate is a simple pegdiof an event variable,
asin (15).

(15) [whistlg] = AxAeAy.whistle(y, x, e)

However, there is substantially more variation to be founthe subevent struc-
ture of the matrix predicates. | will firstly describe the garof cases in (7), where
extraction from an adjunct was shown to be degraded, betmeasting them with
the cases in (8).

Work, from (7a), is also an activity predicate, and consequdmly a similar
subevent structure to thatwhistle. In contrastsee the spectacle, a point predicate,
consists of a culmination without a process. However, fromperspective of the
Single Event Condition, this nonetheless means that it reasgle event variable
with no relevant subevent structure. From the point of viéthat condition, then,
the two predicates behave identically.

(16) a. [work] = AeAx.work(x,e)
b. [[sed =AxAery.sedx,y,e)



The case ofarite the cheque (7b) is slightly more complex: here we have a
typical accomplishment predicate, and therefore we mypsesent the decomposi-
tion of the macroevent into process and culmination sutisvexoreover, there is
descriptive content attached to both the process and catimmsubevents in this
case: the predicate consists of a culmination of the chegueglilled in which
results from a writing process.

(17) [Jwrite the cheque= A e;A EAx3ey.write(x, e1) Afilled_in(chequee,)
NE = (e, &)

Now, compare this with the representations of the matrixljgeges in the two
examples in (8), where extraction from the adjuisqtossible. Although these are
similar to (17) in that, as an accomplishmeditiye Mary crazy) and a true achieve-
ment @rrive), they contain two distinct subevents, they differ from afiyhe ex-
amples in (7) in that there is no descriptive content attd¢béhe process subevent.
In other words, the truth aJohn drives Mary crazy does not depend on what John
does to drive Mary crazy, so long as Mary ends up crazy as # w@siohn’s be-
haviour. Equally, the truth adohn arrivesis independent of the manner of John’s
arrival. This means that the representation of such VPshawWe aA -abstracted
subevent variable ;ewhich is not the argument of any descriptive predicatenas i
(18).

(18) a. [drive Mary crazyl = AetAEAx3eyx.crazym,ex) AE = (e1,e2)
b. [arrive at Y] = Ae;1AEAXJez.at(x, Y, &) AE = (1, &)

We now come to the integration of semantics of the matrix Ve the BPPA.
| will assume that there are two options in this respect, botprinciple freely
available but constrained by an interaction of factors talescribed below. On
the one hand, as is commonly assumed in the literature, theoreship between
modifier and modifiee could correspond roughly to conjumctitf this option is
chosen, we end up with a semantic representation of a VP raddiff a BPPA
along the following lines.

(19) [[John works whistling tangfis= A x.(Je;.work(x, e1) A Jex.whistle(x,
tangosey))(j)

Note that extraction from a constituent with such a denotatalls foul of the
Single Event Condition (14), as this constituent descrtinesseparate events, one

4Exactly how this is best done is not a matter | will addresshis paper. | use the notation
e1 = (e,e3) to indicate, firstly, that gis composed of the proper subparisaed g; and secondly,
that & immediately precedesén temporal and causal terms. This is, though, a largelytranyi
choice.

| also ignore many issues concerning compositionality iratfiollows, for example the well-
known issue of the compositional derivation of tefidte the cheque from the addition of a bounded
direct objecthe chequeto atelicwrite, as the issue is orthogonal to my present purposes. More seri
ously, however, space prevents me from attempting to justé alternations betweenabstracted
and existentially quantified event variables in the exasiiiat follow.

5Once again, | have to duck serious questions about the catiopas derivation of such a rep-
resentation because of lack of space. Many of the pertiretatld are spelt out in Truswell (2007b).



of working and one of whistling. The corresponding inteatyge is, accordingly,
degraded, as in (7a). However, there is a second optionjvitolves identifying
the A-abstracted event variable within the adjunct denotatidh @ A -abstracted
event variable in the matrix VP denotation. If the previousgess corresponds
roughly to Predicate Modification in the terms of Heim & Krait£1998), then, this
second option is closer (though not quite identical) to Ev@entification. This will
produce representations like the following, where the dethee content within the
adjunct predicate comes to be part of the description of theixevent.

(20) [[John drove Mary crazy whistling tandps Jes, e», E.whistle(j, tangose;)
Acrazy(m,ex) AE = (e1, )

Unlike the case of (19), extraction from a constituent witteaotation like (20)
does not violate the Single Event Condition: although tleesdistinct subevents
within this representation, they jointly form a single ma®vent. The Single Event
Condition predicts extraction from a BPPA to be possibl¢ijusase it contributes
to such a denotation. As we saw in (8b), this is indeed the case

On this line of reasoning, then, we can describe the digtabwf extraction out
of BPPAs in terms of the availability of a process of idenétfion of event variables.
Whenever the BPPA2 -abstracted event variable can be identified with a variable
within the matrix VP’s denotation, then, all else being dgeatraction from the
BPPA should be possible. And a natural claim to make is thet glentification is
possible when there is no clash between the predicates malrex VP and in the
adjunct. In other words, a representation like the one in(@l be illegitimate be-
cause a working event is, intuitively, not a tango-whigtlevent, but the predicates
work andwhistle are predicated of the same event variable.

(21) *de.work(j,e) Awhistle(j, tangose)

Of course, a major case when there will be no clash betweeddberiptive
content coming from the matrix VP and from the adjunct will \wken there is
simply no descriptive content attached to the event vagifitdm the matrix VP.
This gives a way of explaining the pattern noted above witipeet to (16—-17) on
the one hand, and (18) on the other. The only cases whichedl@xtraction were
those with no descriptive content attached to the procdssveant variable in the
matrix VP denotation, and we can now say that this is becdwese is nothing to
block identification of the event variable in the BPPA detiotawith a subevent
variable within the matrix VP denotation in just such cas@sl so satisfaction of the
Single Event Condition becomes possible. In the other casesuch identification
can take place, and so the Single Event Condition will irablit be violated and
the extraction is predicted to be degraded.

4 ...And Back to Tense

The previous section spelled out one way of accounting ferdiktribution of ex-
traction out of BPPAS, based on a decompositional model eftestructure, plus
the Single Event Condition (14). To be sure, though, alteres.can be envisaged.
For instance, there are numerous ways in which a more puyatastic approach



might proceed. Although | will not develop a full syntactiteanative here, a couple
of comments about the likely shape of such an account aralar.or

Most importantly, we can see from comparison of (7a) and {{8af) extraction
from one and the same BPPA is sometimes possible and sorsetinpessible, de-
pending on the content of the matrix VP. It seems unlikelgnthithat a syntactic
account of these patterns would be based on factors relatihg internal structure
of the BPPAs in question. Instead, it would be more naturdbc¢ate the distinc-
tion in some factor pertaining to the relationship betwdenBPPA and the matrix
VP. For example, we may suggest that those BPPAs which aktnaction are at-
tached lower than those which don’t, and that the asymnsetia¢ed in section 2
are due to a syntactic height effect. Alternatively, we mgggest that some syn-
tactic relation holds between the matrix verb (phrase) bedPPA in all and only
those cases where extraction from the BPPA is possible. Waidd assimilate
these cases to the mode of explanation lying behind the CHigrenmhe relation
of proper government distinguishes those domains whidwadlibextraction from
those which prohibit it. 1 will not attempt to choose betwekase options here, or
even properly develop either of them. The only importantp@r the discussion
to follow is that both these approaches rely on factors eztdéo the BPPA.

In order to choose between the semantic account develogediion 3 and this
family of possible syntactic approaches, | will examine plossibility of extending
them to cover the original generalisation discussed inrihe@duction, concerning
the impossibility of extraction from tensed adjuncts. Asrea more parsimonious
theory in which fewer elements do more work is preferablef siher of these ap-
proaches can be put to work in deriving the ban on extractiom tensed adjuncts,
then it would be preferred.

In actual fact, the possibilities for extending a syntaettcount of the BPPA
subextraction patterns to cover the ban on extraction fremsed adjuncts seem
rather remote. As we just saw, any syntactic account of tekeilolition of extrac-
tion from BPPAs is likely to be based on factors external ® $kructure of the
BPPA itself. In contrast, in the case of the ban on extradtiom tensed adjuncts,
it seems like factorgternal to the adjunct itself are responsible for the difference
in extractability. Of course, it is in principle possibledaim that tensed adjuncts
attach at a different height from untensed adjuncts, anceep klive the syntactic
modes of explanation alluded to above. However, such a nsmouasupported by
any independent evidence that | am aware of, and indeedjathronstituency
tests, such as ellipsis and coordination, suggest thag¢desasd untensed counter-
parts such as those in (22a—b) are attached at roughly the Isaight despite the
difference in extractability, as the interested readel lv@lable to verify.

(22) a. lwentto England [after speaking to him].
b. I'wentto England [after | spoke to him].
c. The man that | went to England [after speaking]to.
d. *The man that | went to England [after | spokedo. .

As suggested in the introduction, then, the natural pladedk for a syntactic
explanation of this difference would be in factors relatiogheinternal structure of
the adjunct: there is something special about T(P) thataots with an adjunction



structure to create a strong island. Once again, exactly thiga“something spe-
cial” would be is not relevant to the current argument. Wkanportant, though, is
that it is a factor internal to the adjunct in this case, wheriéwas a factoexternal
to the adjunct in the BPPA subextraction case discusseceiprétvious section. It
seems, therefore, that any attempt at a syntactic exptamatithese two phenom-
ena must either end up as a disjunctive, rather than a ungedunt, or resort to
stipulations about the syntactic structure of the examplgaestion which lack any
independent motivation.

On the other hand, it is possible to apply the Single Eventd@mm in a
straightforward way to explain the ban on extraction fromstl adjuncts, as well
as the patterns of extraction from BPPAs. The core of theaggtion relates to
the claim that, of the two ways described above of integgative adjunct and the
matrix VP semantically, only one, based on identificatioreeént variables, can
satisfy the Single Event Condition, whereas the othergeltisregular conjunction,
always violates that condition. All we need is a reason wigntdication of event
variables would be impossible when the adjunct is tensetifl@ungrammatical-
ity of extracting out of tensed adjuncts will fall out autatically, as a consequence
of the Single Event Condition.

One reason to presume that tense will render identificati@vent variables
impossible comes from a simple-minded theory of the fumcbbtense, as pro-
posed, for example, in Higginbotham (1985). Higginbothaypdthesises that one
function of tense is to existentially quantify the eventighle introduced by a verb.
While it is at least possible that an event variable withimatensed adjunct’s deno-
tation remains\ -abstracted at the point where the adjunct is attached to#tax
VP, this cannot happen with a tensed adjunct, as the exeteniantifier will bind
the event variable at all subsequent stages in the denivatio

Now, any straightforward implementation of the operatidrndentification of
event variables (such as that in Kratzer 1996, probably tbst nvell-known ex-
ample) will require that the event variables to be identifieshainA -abstracted at
the point of identification — in intuitive terms, binding byyother operator such
as an existential quantifier will “close off” the variable guestion and render it
inaccessible to further manipulation. Tensed adjunctslacened to be integrated
semantically without recourse to identification operagiomhich, as we saw above,
means that they will lead to representations, roughly a23), (which violate the
Single Event Condition and therefore disallow extraction.

(23) [l went to England after | spoke to Joh& Je;, e,.90(l, Englande;)A
speakl,j, e2) /\ after(ey, &)

In contrast, untensed adjuncts, whose event variables emagin abstracted at
the point of integration with the matrix VP, are able to go datve identification
route, and thereby satisfy the Single Event Condition. @t like that in (22c—d)
therefore emerge exactly as predicted.

We see, therefore, that with a bare minimum of natural agltii assumptions,
the event-structural account of patterns of extractiomfBPPAs generalises quite
naturally to cover the ban on extraction from tensed adgiriotcontrast, syntactic
accounts of the two phenomena, while not implausible iratsmh, resist unifica-
tion, and so inevitably retain either a disjunctive or aggive flavour.



Moreover, the semantic approach described in section 3 rffay wus more
chance of an explanation of a further puzzle raised in thediiction, namely the
guestion of why it is specifically tensexdljuncts, as opposed to, say, tensed com-
plements, which exhibit this property. Once again, symtabeories will struggle
to find any reason for T(P) and adjunction, being apparenthglated properties,
to interact, and so it is hard to see how to relate the praobibiin extraction from
specifically tensed adjuncts directly to independentlyivased properties of tense
or of adjunction. However, there is a semantic differendevben the behaviour of
tensed adjuncts and many tensed complements.

A salient characteristic of the classlwidge verbs (verbs taking a clausal com-
plement from which extraction is possible) in English istitie truth of the propo-
sition expressed by the clausal complement is neither tassggresupposed, nor
denied by the speaker, as shown by the patterns of inferar(@4).

(24) a. John said [that Mary kissed Bif} Mary kissed Bill.
b. John didn't say [that Mary kissed Billj}> Mary kissed Bill.

In contrast, itis commonly assumed that tensed adjuncis &et presupposed,
as shown in (25).

(25) a. John talked to me [after Mary kissed B Mary kissed Bill.
b. John didn't talk to me [after Mary kissed Bill}; Mary kissed Bill.

However, given that a typical matrix clause denotes a pritipasasserting the
existence of an event, what this suggests is that we cantimé¢two events (the
talking or the not talking, and the kissing) have been asddd exist in the actual
world, in the tensed adjunct cases in (25), while only onenehe saying) has
been asserted to exist in the actual world in the tensed emgit cases in (24), the
kissing event only being attributabl@pdul o considerations relating to the flouting
of Gricean maxims, to John’'s belief world. The similaritytbfs pattern to that
described by the Single Event Condition should be clear: revlegtraction from
a tensed clause is possible, as in (26a), only a single enghtiactual world is
described. And where itis impossible, as in (26b), two didtevents are described.
We therefore predict that extraction from bridge verb caseis (24), but not from
tensed adjunct cases as in (25), is possible.

(26) a. Who did John say [that Mary kissel@
b. *Who did John talk to me [after Mary kiss&tP

As a final twist in this story, it has been known since at leas¢dehik-Shir
(1973) that, among verbs taking tensed clausal complemtrgse is a relation
between verbs displaying inference patterns like (24) ae@tability of extrac-
tion. Although I cannot go into full detail here, Ertesct8kir discusses the class
of factive verbs, which presuppose the truth of their complement, é87h In the
terms of the above discussion, then, these are also casdsdh we can infer the
existence of two distinct events (the regretting or otheenand the kissing) in the
actual world.

(27) a. John regrets [that Mary kissed Bi#H} Mary kissed Bill



b. John doesn’t regret [that Mary kissed Bif} Mary kissed Bill

The Single Event Condition therefore predicts that extoactrom comple-
ments of factive verbs should be degraded. Indeed, althopghons vary as to
the strength of this degradation, there has been widespgraément in the litera-
ture since Erteschik-Shir’s dissertation that this is whatind.

(28) ??Who does John regret [that Mary kisspd

Although this has only given a very brief sketch of theseassthen, it seems
fair to say that the event-structural account of these etitna phenomena has the
potential, not only to provide a principled theory of theersction of tense and
adjunction, but also to extend this theory to factive islgm@&nomena, normally
considered to be quite unrelated. | see no way to achievéglassults on a purely
syntactic approach.

5 Conclusion

This paper proposed an argument in favour of a partially sd¢iciarather than
purely syntactic, account of the distribution of grammalticases of extraction out
of adjuncts. To be sure, the argument is a long way from a graifno syntactic
account of these data is possible. In fact, given the cutaektof consensus about
which elements are strictly syntactic, rather than locatest beyond the interfaces,
| doubt that such a proof is presently possible. Rather, iipenaent presented here
has hopefully shown that we can make fewer elements do morie Wwdocality
theory if we allow some of those elements to be semantic iaraatather than at-
tempting to shoehorn all of locality theory into the syntag we traditionally have.
All else being equal, then, the partially semantic theotpise preferred.

In and of itself, this is a pretty fragile argument, depegdiather heavily on
whether all else really is equal. In this conclusion, | wanatdress two issues
which hopefully strengthen the argument somewhat. Finsthhould be clear that,
although this paper has concentrated on extraction fromABPtRese do not rep-
resent the only legitimate case of extraction from adjun€sher classes which
sometimes allow extraction include order clauses and other purpose clauses,
as discussed in Jones (1991) and illustrated in (29a); premaal participial ad-
juncts (29b) and related constructions in Italian discd$seCinque (1990); and,
of course, the better-known case of adjunct P-strandingufsanovement (29c).
Truswell (2007b) shows that a slightly more complex versibthe Single Event
Condition can handle all of these cases in a natural way.

(29) a. What did you come here [to talk ab&{®
b. Who did you go home [without talking &}?
c. Which play did you fall asleep [durirg)?

On the other hand, itis likely that each extra class of extas will only add to
the disjunctive nature of any putative syntactic accourxfaction from adjuncts.
For example, the acceptability of (29c) cannot be due pucefactors relating to
the internal structure of the adjunct, as extraction fromsame PP is impossible
in other cases.



(30) *Which meal did you listen to the radio [duriref?

However, the obvious explanation in terms of external sgtitdactors, namely
height effects, is also unavailable, dgring PPs are often taken (for example by
Hornstein & Weinberg 1981) to be relatively high, and so edty unavailable for
P-stranding even in the legitimate case (29c). Some otleesrfavould have to be
appealed to in this case, and the disjunctive nature of tbeusxt would become
more noticeable.

The other issue | want to raise here concerns the overalitactinre of a gram-
mar containing a condition such as the Single Event Comditlbis important to
be clear that such a condition can be implemented perfeclyiwany relatively
sparse grammatical architecture, such as Chomsky’s Y-nadeavell as in more
elaborate models such as the parallel architecture of ddokie(2002). All this
story requires is the assumption that certain words can segonditions on the
semantic environments in which they are used, and that #resenments are de-
fined in terms that do not necessarily map directly onto sfigdiactors. Such a
position is implicit in almost any work in formal semanti¢¢Kl-licensing springs
to mind as an obvious example: there is no purely syntactiowpart of the no-
tion of downward-entailing environment). There is therefore nothing intrinsically
more costly about using a semantically-based conditiondtwvaite locality effects
than using a syntactically-based condition, and so the eoisgn between the two
seems to me to remain valid. The arguments given above trerséem to me to
be a reason to prefer the semantic account outlined in tigerga any syntactic
alternative that | can conceive of.
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