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1 Introduction

(1)  Thisis actually two contradictory talks. The points leikttalk should have been:
eThere are some locality domains you just can’t get out ofaréigss of their edge
properties.

o(At least one type of) piedpiping happens because ungraitetigt would result
without it.

I'll still argue for these claims. But, as of two weeks agam Ihot sure that the evidence
shows what | thought it did, so treat this with caution.

(2) These are conservative claims (see Ross 1967, Huangf@®8# former and Chomsky
1995 for the latter), but there have been numerous condgptiraven assaults on the for-
mer, and numerous empirical challenges to the latter, scréworth defending.

3) Putting the two claims together makes a prediction:

a. We can'’t get out of some locality domains...
b. ...butwe might be able to carry them along with us.

This is exactly what we see, across a wide variety of islaimdSarly Modern English.
4) The plan:
a. First, some background on locality theory.

b. Then, the data and what | thought they showed us.
c. Finally, the reasons why | maybe don’t believe that anyanor

2 Two Approaches to Locality

(5)  Three basic facts in locality theory:

*The really neat new data were first pointed out to me by Jackstoea (at Tabudag 2006), and Liliane Haegeman
also gave me some examples, while Karlos Arregi clarifiedesBasque data. The pretty sloppy, unfinished analysis
is entirely my own work. So they get the credit, | get the blame
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(6)

(7)

(8)

a.

Syntactic dependencies can span an arbitrary amounttefiada
()  What do you think that John thinks that ... that Sue thithieg | should do_ ?
Syntactic dependencies are impossible in certain caafigns.
(i) *Who did you meet [John and ]?
(i) *Who did you meet [someone who likes ]?
(i) *Who did [talking to ] inspire you?
(iv) *Who did Mary cry [after John kissed ]?
(v) *How did you wonder [whether you should speak to Bill]?
Even dependencies that look like they consist of very leags (like (5ai)) may well
consist of multiple smaller leaps.
() Cén fear a thiteanngotalamh?
whichmanC falls  to earth
(i) Nilafhios agamcén fear a thiteanngotalamh.
| don'tknow  whichmanCfalls to earth
(iii) Deir ségo dtuigeann séan scéal.
sayshethatunderstandbhethestory
He says that he understands the story.
(iv) [Cé a mheastl [cpt @ chonaicth t]]?
who C thoughtyou C saw you
Who did you think that you saw?

Initially, the accounts of island phenomena and of sssiwe cyclicity looked nothing much
like each other.

a.

A typical early formulation of an island constraint: Thedtdinate Structure Con-
straint (Ross 1967:161):
‘In a coordinate structure, no conjunct may be moved, nor amyelement contained
in a conjunct be moved out of that conjunct’.

An early account of successive-cyclic movement (NB, iigery technical, but the
intuition behind it is simple): The Specified Subject Comtit(Chomsky 1973:239):
‘No rule can involveX, Yin the structure

X gl Zo WYV
whereZ is the specified subject ¥/YVin a’ [a is acyclic node S or NP]

A hallmark of the (6a) type of constraint (call it absolute-islandgonstraint): if
you’re within a certain type of constituent, you can’t get,owo matter how hard you
try.

A hallmark of the (6b) type of constraint (call itdeomains-with-edgesonstraint): if
you’re within a certain type of constituent, you can get doutt, only if you move to
the edge of that constituent first.

If successive cyclicity really exists, then the needdome kind of domains-with-
edges constraint seems secure: movement opens up furtbgibifibes for more
movement. Absolute-islands constraints have no way of okimg that: no matter
how close you are to the edge of an island, you can't get off.

But domins-with-edges constraintan mimic the effects of absolute-islands con-



straints under certain circumstances.

() Let’s say that you need to get to a designated edge positithin a constituent
to be able to leave that constituent. But if (i) that posititwesn’t exist, or (ii)
something prevents you from moving to that position, thea'ngostuck within
the constituent. This gives you essentially the Head Camétof van Riemsdijk
(1978).

(i) Alternatively, let’'s say that you can skip one edge piosi, but skipping two
edge positions is impossible (in other words, you can movefone domain
to an adjacent domain, but no further stbjacencyn the sense of Chomsky
1973, 1986), and it turns out that getting out of some camestit will always
involve skipping two edge positions, then, once again, ostuck within that
constituent. That gives you essentially the Barriers thedChomsky (1986).

c. Sothe reductionist, ontologically parsimonious thesgne in which absolute-islands
constraintsa la Ross are reformulated as domains-with-edges consti@iat€hom-
sky. There are about a dozen such theories out there, spab®ing—2007.

3 How to Spot an Absolute Island

(9) There is one configuration which distinguishes an alteoiland from a domain with an
edge mimicking an absolute island:

a. If we find something right at the very edge of a domain, astilitcan't get off, then
the domains-with-edges approach has nothing to say.

b. The absolute-islands approach has no problem, thoudbe#n’t care where you are
within the island — you still can’t move any further.

(10)  Aclassic example: possessor piedpiping in English.
a. The boy [[whose guardian’s employer] we electedoresident] ratted on us. (Ross
1967:208)

b. *The boy [[whose guardian] we elected’s employer president] ratted on us.
c. *The boy [[who] we elected ’s guardian’s employer president] ratted on us.



(11) TP

DP president

DP
| 'S NP employer

who | )
guardian

12) The intuition to be pursued here: this type of pied4pgpis possible because the larger
phrase also comes to count asfaphrase (i.e. bearah-feature).
13) We can get an explanation of how this comes about if wé s mechanisms of feature

transfer:
a. Projection: Projections of a head bear the same featartbe dead;
b. Spec-Head agreement: A head and its specifier may haagceatures in common.

c. Putting them together: DR

P

DPwh / (Wh
A D[mP

who
(Wh] K» [Wh] -

Dwy NP
—

(14) a. This explains why piedpiping ssiblehere.
But the reason why it isecessarys pretty mundane (movinghoor whose guardian

alone would leave an affix/clities without a host).
c. When we turn to the Early Modern English data, we will kdepedxplanation of how
piedpiping is possible, but we will find that it is sometimescassary for locality-

based reasons, rather than morphological concerns likaibne.
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4 The Early Modern English Data

(15)

(16)

(17)

a.

b.

All the data here come from the Unparsed Helsinki Gompf English Texts (Di-
achronic Portion).

Similar examples can be found from Henry V to at least @sdblickens and Nathaniel
Hawthorne, but with a heavy concentration in the 16th-1¢éthtaries.

I don't know when (or if) it died out, because the Helsin&rgus only covers the
period to 1710, and it’s still fairly strong then. Appargrdl few speakers don't think
they sound too bad even today.

Because of the limitations of working with an unparseguasr | only looked for A
constructions headed Byhwords, in practice always relative clauses (an attempt
to look throughthat-relatives as well yielded 15,000 sentences \tfitat in, and |
couldn’t bear to trawl through them).

There were roughly 7,000 tokenswho, whom, whose, which, wheiia various
spellings. Roughly 5,000 of these were relative clauses.

Of these, 77 unambiguously involved pied-piping of amamsl, and 125 more were
compatible with such a structure.

The basic type of example

a.

In the very heat of these hurliments, the English burntadrtbe milles beyond the
water, and the daie following the other, [[which, when therfah endeavoured to
save__], they were so galed by two demie-culveringes from the tnescthat they
were constreyned to abandon the enterprise].

Sweet Harte | haue sent by this bearer fourteen woodca@siaa brace of feasants
which came to me by chance very fortunately. If you will, yoayrsend them to my
Lady Knyvett, [[which if you doe ], | pray lett this bearer cary them and remember
my humble servis to my Lor: and Lady].

Such examples are found in a good range of structures:

a.

Coordinate structures: the very gates of Rome, [which [he entered& was re-
ceived with Triumph, & obtained the Empire, not of 3 Kingdasyanely, but of all
the then known World].

Past participial absolutes: a sarmon, somthing better then that in the morninge:
[which ended _, with all Ceremones], | returned to my lodginge.

Temporal adverbials: receive then this Draught [with which when thou art refrdsh’
__], thou mayst more strongly proceed to other Matters whidhrgmain.

Conditional clauses:| make a square, that is G.H.K.L, [In which square if | drawe
crosse lines_frome one side to the other, according to the diuisions ofitieeG.H],
then will it appear plaine, that the theoreme doth affirme.

Present participial absolutes: A married Gentleman coming through Canterbury,
his Horse threw him, [which a young Gentlewoman seeinffell a laughing.
Comparative correlatives: For to try Doctrines is to enquire into the grounds and
reasons of them; [which the better any man understanfithe more firmly he will

be established in the Truth.



(18)

(19)

Concessivesbut not so easie work found Ethelfrid against another paBraans
that stood in arms, [whom though at last he overthrejy yet with slaughter nigh as
great to his own souldiers.

Because-clauses: they would earnestly contend to maintaine the faith; whiasw
once delivered vnto the Saints. [Which faith because weaatamaintaine _ ex-
cept wee knowe perfectly, first against whom, secondly intwbé it must be main-
tained]; therefore in the former three verses of that paatebcripture which | haue
read, the enimies of the crosse of Christ are plainely desdri

Purpose clausesThis seemed to be done in distrust of the privy council, aseaf/t
might stifle his evidence; [which to prevent], he put it in safe hands.

Fronted complements: the Female Palms (which only Bear) will not Bring forth
before they are Impregnated at the Roots with the Seed of #ile,Mrst pounded
into Meal and sprinkled about them; [whijch ; how true] I dispute not_j; but
certainly Tradition has confirmed the Practice, and theynateto be persuaded to
neglect the Custom.

Nominal subjects: by them, [whom whosoever despiseth|, despiseth not them,
but me.

Clausal subjects: there remayned a great dell or pitte without botome, [whicche
beholde ] was horrible and lothsome.

Complex noun phrases:It may be said to be right two manner of waies, first, when
the Horizon passeth through both the Poles of the worldjnguthe Equinoctiall
with right angles, [in which Spheare they that dwell] haue their Zenith in the
Equinoctiall, which passeth right ouer their heads, to whbendaies and nights are
alwaies equal.

A generalisation over these examplesExamples like (16) are only possible when the
domain occurs at the left edge of the clause.

What we don’t find: parallel examples involving rightward islands.

() A married Gentleman coming through Canterbury, hissdohrew him, [which
a young Gentlewoman seeing] fell a laughing.

(i)  (®his Horse threw him, which a young Gentlewoman felbaighing | seeing
t].

If the domains-with-edges approach were all there isetheould be no obvious

place to look concerning (19aii) for the edges approachewiichreaches an edge

position, there’s nothing to stop it moving furtter.

But the absolute-islands approach doesn’t have a prolbkewh-phrase can’t move

further on its own, because it's within an absolute island, that doesn’t mean it

can't drag the island along with it.

LIn fact, there may be one such example:

(i)

For that is it that of all men is most sought, wiche by cawessuppose only good is hit, therfore we confesse
that [to get__]is all owre end.



5 What This Would Have Told Us Two Weeks Ago

(20)  The facts:

a. Thewh-phrase occurs at the left edge of the clause, never elsewhdon't know
about multiplewh or whrin-situ in EModE, but they’re not typical concerns for rela
tive clauses in any case);

b. Thewh-phrase occurs at the left edge of the domain (by transitithe domain is at
the left edge of the clause, never elsewhere);

c. There is no evidence for thveh-phrase being outside the domain, and motivating a
movement across the domain boundary causes all sorts agfitatiproblems (e.g.
how do we guarantee that the domain also ends up on the ldéfeé ahatrix clause?).

(21)  The explanation:

a. Absolute islands really do exist;

b. Movementto the edge of an absolute island is possible indB\but no further;
c. Pied-piping XP is possible from [Spec,X] but not from lawathin a phrase;

d. Particular complementisers require a [+Wh] phrase iir 8pecifier.
a

(22) CP
XP=Island
\\\\Spec
YRwh
b. CP A
" ...  XP=lsland
. YPwn o
... typ

But (a) it's only one example; (b) there are possible conflsLinvolving the resumptive pronothnit in the because
clause (resumption isverywherén EModE relative clauses, but that's beyond the scope afitsdalk).



C. CP

T

YPwh K»Wh
&me
d. CP

XPWhm

/\ CUWh TP

YPwh Wh N

.. Ixp
N

Wh
typ

(23)  But this crucially relies on the assumption that, evdrew XP has an edge position
[Spec,X], and even when%an see XP, it can't see [Spec,X] and anything in [Spec,X]
can’t move further. | took this as an argument for absolusnis.

6 Towards a Different Theory of What's Going On Here

(24) Some gquestions:
a. How does this movement fit into a piedpiping typology?
b. What happened in the history of English to make this pdggiappear and disappear
within, essentially, 200 years?

(25)  Further properties I: This is piedpiping exclusively of islands. We never find igxing
of a complement CP. In other words, examples like these aatasted.
a. *[pe which to do] he promissed (attestedpe which he promissed [to do ]).
b. *[whichtoslip__ inand out] | have perceiv'd him_ (attested: which | have perceivd
him [to slip__ in and out]).

(26)  Further properties Il: The island that’s piedpiped must be capable of appearinigeat t
left edge of the clause even if no movement takes place. &statt constructions:

a. Piedpiping of a second conjunct: *The empire, [which h&aioled] he entered the
gates of Rome and .

b. Piedpiping of the second clause in a correlative: *[whictih the more firmly he
will be established in], the better any man understands thatrides.

c. Piedpiping of the indirect object in a double object camndion: *those people
[whom whomsoever despiseth] | give a reward.



(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

d. Etc.

Any one of these alone is marginal enough to be a potentigd@ctal gap, but all taken
together, the lack of evidence for base-generation anyaungrthe left edge is persuasive.

Further properties Ill: Thewh-phrase is not necessarily right at the edge of the isfand.

a. the Duke of Buckingham fyrste made humble peticion vnio, lon the behalfe of
them all, that his grace woulde pardon them and lycence tlgmuipose vnto hys
grace the intent of their commyng with oute his displeadwighoute whiche pardon
obtayned], they dyrst not be bold to moue him of that matter.

b. [He] toke the sayde Lorde Gray prysoner / and helde hymopstyll contrarye
his wyll he hadde Maryed the sayde Howens doughter / [AfteickdMatrymony
fynysshed] he helde the said Lorde stylle in Walys tyll hediye

This is important because we have no evidence outside th&rmreation for piedpiping by
any specifier except the highest in the relevant domain (ionderstoodh la May (1985)
etc., so that Spec of Spec is just as high as Spec).

Further properties IV: These constructions are only found in relative clausess &hi
plausibly in part a consequence of the search technique(asacching fowh-words in
an unparsed corpus), but the absencargfsuch examples ikVh-questions is surprising
(we would naively expect a couple of dozen).

Further properties V: Moreover, these examples are overwhelmingly nonreste¢@2/75
cases). The three exceptions (from two texts) are the fallgw— | have nothing more to
say about them here.

a. the ston [vpon the whiche ower Savyor stonding] ascemdio hevyn
b. By them [whose words, if men or Angels from heauen gaimgsiiey are accursed;
by them, [whom whomsoever despiseth], despiseth not thetmbé

Further properties VI: More specifically, two types of interpretation count for theer-
whelming majority of these examples:

a. The antecedent of the relative clause denotes some objesit, or proposition,
which causes, enables, leads to, or otherwise acts as pstétalthe event described
within the island, which itself leads on to the event desatlilm the rest of the relative
clause (50/75 cases).

() [e1A married Gentleman coming through Canterbury, his Horsewirhim],
[[e2 Which a young Gentlewoman seeing}; fell a laughing]].

(i) [nthe Acte of the Succession, which was deliuered me in a prnaté] [[ e1After
which redde secretely by my self,. . .b[ shewed vnto them, that my purpose
was not to put any faulte eyther in the acte or any man that ntjde

b. The relative clause stands in apposition to its antedgttenrelation of the island to
the rest of the relative clause is either: (A) the island dbss some event involving
the antecedent of the relative clause, the rest of thevelalause describes a conse-
guence of that event; (B) the two parts of the relative clat@ed in some correlation
or equative relation (19/75 cases).

2The counterexamples are all within past participial ptsaseno idea why.
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(31)

(32)

(33)

(34)

6.1
(35)

(i) lyke as in the Election off the Popgd certain forme is to be kept]dfwhich
not observed]d>makith the Election to be voyd]]

(i) [ezmony many times was brought into yong mens studies by strawgeom
they knew not]. [LyIn which doing], Ethis worthy Nicolaus folowed the
steppes of good olde S. Nicolaus]]

Further properties VII: A substantial subset of the island piedpiping examples/&@)6/
involve a pattern where the subject of the predicate desdiiib the island is also under-
stood as the matrix subject, despite that subject appgrbaithg embedded within the
island.

a. A married Gentleman coming through Canterbury, his Htisew him, [which a
young Gentlewoman seeing] fell a laughing.

b. And Mellitus by preaching converted the East-Saxonsy adem Sebert the son
of Sleda, by permission of Ethelbert, being born of his siBieula, then reign'd.
[Whose conversion Ethelbert to gratulate], built them tresag Church of St. Paul in
London to be their Bishops Cathedral.

This is the sort of analysis which can lead to grumbling amsyrgacticians, but Ackema

& Neeleman (2007) show, on the basis of V2 concerns, that dasitonstruction in

Early Modern Dutch must be analysed in this way, with the matubject being a tightly

constrainegro.

c. [hetwelckde priestersen wichelaers en insonderheydalchesghewaer
which thepriests andfortune.tellersandin.particular Calchesaware
wordende]sochterdienonlust by Agamemnorte voeden
becoming sought that displeasureat Agamemnorio feed
When the priests and fortune-tellers, in particular Calshbecame aware of this,
they sought to fuel Agamemnon’s displeasui@ost van den Vondel, contents to
Palamedesl625, in Ackema & Neeleman 2007:87)

Further properties VIII: A more minor pattern involves the use of several differentki
of complementiser pairs

a. If...then...

b. The X, theY

c. Though...yet...

d. Because...therefore...

Further properties IX: A third minor pattern is that 8 of these relative clauses epas
rated from their antecedents by a full stop and a capit@detnd a further 5 are separated
by some other “heavy” punctuation and a capital letter. Thisot unattested in other
relative clauses, but it is much rarer.

The island piedpiping story doesn’t give us a clue hodeal withanyof this. ..

Some Types of Piedpiping This Isn’t I.: Complement Piedming
a. Whodid you speak [to ]?
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(36)

(37)

(38)

(39)

[To whom] did you speak?

*Qui avez-vous parlé [a ]?
[A qui] avez-vous parle_?

Reports [which] the government prescribes the heafjthe lettering on the covers
of _ are invariably boring.

Reports [the covers of which] the government prescribesheight of the lettering

on__ almost always put me to sleep.

Reports [the lettering on the covers of which] the govesntprescribes the height
of _ are a shocking waste of public funds.

Reports [the height of the lettering on the covers of whtich government prescribes
__should be abolished. (Ross 1967:197-8)

That woman, [compared to whom] Attila the Hun was agegns unfortunately my

husband'’s favourite aunt.

The tree, [seated next to which] they found themselved, deen planted on the
highest point in the park.

The elegant parties, [to be admitted to one of which] wash\algge, had usually

been held at Delmonico’s. (Nanni & Stillings 1978:311)

The PP piedpiping pattern is common in a lot of langsags a way to avoid P-

stranding.

Any more substantial piedpiping from complement posifice. anything involving

other lexical heads) is idiosyncratic, construction-gigeonly appositive relatives

allow it freely in English), subject to heavy crosslingugstariation, optional, etc.

Opinions are divided about whether it's the same thing adygapeng from a specifier

(see Heck 2004 and Horvath 2006 for opposing positions).

In a few of the above examples, though, an acceptable Mdtteglish equivalent can

be formed by leaving thesh-word in situ and piedpiping from complement position.

() This seemed to be done in distrust of the privy councilif isey might stifle
his evidence; [to prevent which], he put it in safe hands.

(i) There remained a great bottomless pit, [to behold whighs horrible and
loathsome.

This is a more limited option than in EModE, but there is saegree of overlap,

due to the overwhelmingly nonrestrictive character of tMoBEE construction.

6.2 Some Types of Piedpiping This Isn’t II: Imbabura Quechua

(40)

Cole (1982) documented the widespread availabilitamfoptional strategy of clausal
piedpiping from Spec in Imbabura Quechua (in the follownegd the interrogative marker
-taj as a matrix complementiser).

[pi Utavalu-manri- chun] -taj muna-ngui?
who Otavalo-to go-suBJ-Q want -2
Who do you want to go to Otavalo? (Cole 1982:19)

If that clause happens to be an island, it can also be piedpipe
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(41)

b. [may -pi Maryaka-jpi] -tajJuanruwana-ta randi-rka?
where-in Maria be-Abv] -Q Juanponcho-Acc buy -PAST-3
Juan bought a poncho when Maria was where? (Cole 1982:22)

But islands can also be freely extracted from.

c. [may -pi] -taj[__ Maryaka-jpi] Juanruwana-ta randi-rka?
where-in -Q Maria be-ADv Juanponcho-Acc buy -PAST-3
Juan bought a poncho when Maria was where? (Cole 1982:22)

To be fair, piedpiping can rescue some examples which areaomygatical under strand-
ing (questioning of possessors or embedded subjects, éonge), but given the general
island-insensitivity ofwvh-dependencies in Imbabura Quechua, it seems that islands ha
no special status in this system.

So the big difference is that Imbabura Quechua can aelypipe clauses, while EModE
can only piedpipe islands.

6.3 Some Types of Piedpiping This Isn’t lll: Basque

(42)

(43)

Basque is like Imbabura Quechua in that it allows clgpisalpiping, including piedpiping
of adjunct clauses, but unlike Imbabura Quechua in thareticannot be extracted from.

a. [Noretorrikod- ela bihar] esandizu Mireni?

who come AuX -thattomorrowsaid Aux Mary-D

That who will come tomorrow have you told Mary? (Ortiz de Uré®i1990:197)
b. [Mikeli zer esanondorenjoanzen etxetik?

Mikel-D whatsay after go AuUX home-from

After saying what to Michael did he leave home? (Ortiz de bail990:198)
c. *Zer  joanzirenhemendik]__ ikusiondoren]?

WhatA go AuXx here-from  see after

What did they leave here after they saw (Ortiz de Urbina 1283y

This makes it look a little more like EModE, because constituquestions within non-
finite clausal islands can be rescued by this strategy, wienwould otherwise be un-
grammatical. But as with Imbabura Quechua, we're still sheglvith clauses, not islands.

Ortiz de Urbina (1990) also suggests that maybe thepéaloidity of clausal piedpiping
correlated with the acceptability of doubly fillexbmps (note that these are hallmarks of
both Imbabura Quechua and Basque above. EModE goes eXdi, against this.
a. Middle English had doubly filledowmps. ..

() He which that hath the shortest shall begin. (Keyser 19)75

(i) He which that hath no wyf, | holde hym shent. (One of 73 raydes in the

Helsinki corpus).

b. ...but EModE lost them, apparently just before it gairstaind piedpiping.
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6.4
(44)

6.5
(45)
(46)

50
45
40
35
30

™ \sland piedpiping

25

Doubly filled comp

\

1250-1350 1350-1420 1420-1500 1500-1570 1570-1640 1640-1710

0

c. Sojust as English was starting to look a teensy bit likegBasn terms of piedpip-
ing, it was starting to look exactly unlike Basque in termslofibly filled comps.
Conclusion: if Ortiz de Urbina’s conjecture is tenable (agding out on a limb, |
think there might be something in the idea that piedpipimgiseto have both head
and spec of the highest projection filled), EModE is not theeéype of piedpiping
as Basque.

Some Types of Piedpiping This Isn’'t IV: Japanese

Nishigauchi (1990) proposed an analysis like the onthénfirst half of this paper to
explain some apparent island violations in Japanese cov@rément.

a. Examplénere
Gloss here
Translation here (Nishigauchi 1990:XXX)

The major difference is that you can’t hear any of the moveamgnlapanese. This gives
you more freedom in postulating the eventual landing sitdiftérent constituents, while
in EModE we have more freedom in our analysis of the baseiposif different con-
stituents. We’'ll be using this freedom in the revised analigslow. . .

So What Type of Piedpipingl s This??
| don’t know, but... Maybe it's not actually piedpiping
Let’s start by taking property VIl (the complementigairs) seriously. These seem to
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me to be structurally parallel to correlative construcsiomhich can be analysed following
Srivastav (1991), den Dikken (2005) as base-generatedalladjunction structures.

a. () jo IlaRkiikhaRii haivo lambiihai.
REL girl standings DeEMtall is
The girl who is standing is tall. (Srivastav 1991:639-40)

IP (Srivastav 1991:652)
CR IP

jo laRkKii khaRii hai ~ VOi lambii hai

(ii)

b. CP (cf. den Dikken 2005:497, 510)
CP CP
The more you eat the fatter you get
C. CP
CP CP
Dp/>\ therefore TP
__— —~__ because TP
Which faith in the former
we cannot three verses. ..
maintaine ...
d. CP
CP CP
C TP

pro fell a laughing

a young gentlewoman

seeing__
If we make this leap, we never have to move the island from &eye; and so piedpiping
no longer has a place in our theory — all we have is more-@-tegular embedded
wh-movement within the island. This instantly captures prop#: the island must be
independently capable of being base-generated at thedg#, doecause that's exactly
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(47)

(48)

(49)

(50)

how it got where itis. It also gives us property Il (thdrphrase doesn’t have to be at the
left edge of the island. Before we need this because thatsevih would be piedpiped
from. Now. .. Who cares?

When we have complementiser pairs, the similarity eftprobvious, but less so in the
other cases. | hypothesise that these are instances ofamplementiser pairs, inter-
preted in either of the two ways described in property \{lléading to e, or correlation
between two properties). Possibly the restriction that tlnstruction always includes an
island (property 1) is a consequence of these semanticderaions, but | don’t have that
worked out.

The lack of interrogative examples (property V) thelidws if we assume that question
formation still relies on an interrogative’Cattracting awh-phrase to its specifier. We
now have no reason to believe that the island countswals-hrase, and even if we do,
the structural and movement relations between the isladdlfa matrix are now quite
distinct from typical questions.

One consequence of the lack of restrictive examplepgaty V) is that there is actually
no good evidence for subordination of the relative clausiiwiDP in most of these
cases. There is no semantic subordination here, for suis.stiggests that the tendency
to punctuate these examples as separate sentences (pidpestdue to the fact that, in
some cases, thegre separate sentences. The tendency to use these relatige<izu
narrative progression or elaboration rather than modiéinas therefore due to the fact
that these, unlike modification, are typical intersentdmglations.

Thepro pattern (property VII) would have to be an independent fact&a EModE. | don’t
think that's a bad thing — V2 facts show that it's not resettto relative clauses in Dutch,
and although evidence is harder to come by in EModE, ceytaumhdreds of non-relative
examples areompatiblewith a pro analysis. Note that, if this new hypothesis is correct,
some major changes between EModE and Modern English coaoaghoricity and the
demonstrative system: manyh-phrases are essentially demonstratives. The terminal
written aspro in 2 is perhaps just a null demonstrative, while Italianestyro is a null
pronoun.

7 Conclusions and Future Prospects

(51)

(52)

The provisional conclusions are the following:

a. Early Modern English has a construction which involvesipiping of an island by
awh-phrase at its left edge.

b. This shows that absolute islands exist, and are not siohggenerate forms of do-
mains with edges.

c. Italso shows that piedpiping is, following Chomsky (1996 some cases at least a
process of moving more material when moving less materialavoause the deriva-
tion to fail to converge.

But note that the speculations in the last section,nélbde, would do drastic things to
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these conclusions.

a. Theislands are base-generated in the left peripheryeatb

b. This means that there is no piedpiping, and so no evidenmd@é1ic).

c. It'salso not clear that there would be anywhere highehanttee for avh-phrase to
move to, and so this evidence for (51b) is also tenuous.

(53) So the conclusion is we don’t know much, but the data exatg

(54) And we know how to find out now.

a. More thorough examination of the potential evidence wrodga of the correlative
hypothesis should help us to evaluate the relative meritiseofwo analyses.

b. Further diachronic analysis, building a coherent stdiyawv we move from doubly
filled comps in MIdE to island piedpiping and/or correlatives in EModEbne of
the above in ModE, should constrain the hypothesis spat®siur
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