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Preposition Stranding, Passivisation, and Extraction

from Adjuncts in Germanic

Abstract

The crosslinguistic distribution of preposition strargllsy A movement in pseudopassive con-
structions matches that of a marked ghenomenon, namely extraction from Bare Present
Participial Adjuncts. Moreover, both constructions shamstivity to external factors of a
sort that reanalysis-based theories of P-stranding angrekbto capture, but which is not
immediately predicted by P-stranding theories based oanpeirisation of PP’s status as a
bounding node or phase. However, an expanded version o ABE03) phase-based account
of P-stranding, according to which the sensitivity of Rastting under A- and Amovement to
PP-external factors is due to general constraints on maveams passivisation, captures the

relevant data without resorting to a reanalysis operation.

Keywords: Preposition stranding, passive, extraction from adjyn@srmanic, reanalysis,

phases, antilocality

1. Introduction

Stranding of a preposition by movement is a crosslingladiicare operation, attested in only a
dozen or so (primarily Germanic) languages. Among thosguages, some allow P-stranding
only under A-movement, while others allow it in both A- and-Anvironments. However, no

language allows P-stranding only under A-movement.
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This generalisation is not new, and there are several ateaofiit already in the literature. In
general, these theories tie the rarity dfAstranding to a piece of marked and only exceptionally
available syntactic structure. The further availabilifyrestranding under A-movement (known as
‘pseudopassivisation’) is then dependent on the existeheesecondary syntactic factor, which
only becomes relevant if the unusual structure behind tladadility of A’ P-stranding is also
available. This dependence of the secondary syntactiorfactthe first derives the implicational
relation between A and’A-stranding. We may schematise this logic as follows, wierarrows

are meant to be read as signifying necessary but perhapsffiotest conditions.

(1) a. FAcTORrR X — A’ P-stranding;

b. FACTOR X + FACTOR Y — Pseudopassivisation.

Different theories are distinguished by their choices ofdaX and factor Y. In what follows, I will

go over two complementary classes of theory in some deptle. nidgor difference between the
two approaches is that the first of them (tkanalysigheory) says that there is something special
about the syntactic category V (or VP) in P-stranding lamggsawhile the other (thescape hatch
theory) says that there is something special about P (orTPie)choices of a prominent exponent

of each type of theory are as follows:

(2) a. Reanalysis theory(as in Hornstein & Weinberg 1981):
(i) FAcTOR X = reanalysis: in languages with factor X, V and any contiguou
VP-internal material to its right may form a complex verb V*.
(i) FACTOR Y =semantic verbs: in languages with factor Y, V* may behake &
natural predicate semantically.
b. Escape hatch theory(as in Abels 2003):

() FAcTOR X = nonphasal P: P is generally a phase head, but fails to bain la



guages with factor X.
(i)  FACTOR Y = Case suppression: P normally assigns Case to its compignaen

optionally does not do so in languages with factor Y.

Without going into the details of these choices, it is cldwttin the escape hatch theory, all the
action happens within PP. Whenever we find a property of éhding that cannot be described in
purely PP-internal terms, we have a argument the escape thatory cannot be the whole story. |
discuss two such arguments in this paper. These concermadselass of marked ‘Aextractions,
from constituents which | will call Bare Present Particlpfajuncts (BPPAs). Extraction from
BPPAs shows a very similar crosslinguistic distributiorPt@tranding, but does not involve ac-
tual stranding of a preposition. Moreover, these extrastigattern crosslinguistically, not with A
P-stranding, as might be expected, but with pseudopaasmuis The first argument that this con-
struction suggests is the following: because no prepasitictranded in extraction from BPPAs,
the fact that the escape hatch theory describes the disbribaf P-stranding in terms of properties
of P(P) leaves no obvious way to cover this second construdti the same terms. Secondly,
we will see that the distribution of extraction from BPPAglaf P-stranding within a given lan-
guage is determined partly by semantic factors pertairorte matrix VP to which the BPPA is
attached, rather than being purely determined by factdesrial to the BPPA or PP itself. This
means, again, that these factors are beyond the reach af¢hpeshatch theory. Given that it is
extremely unlikely that two unrelated and highly markedtagtic phenomena should be found in
only the same handful of languages, we derive two potergadans why our theory of P-stranding
should look beyond edges and bounding nodes.

All of this might sound like reason to favour the reanalybedry: as we saw in (2a), reanalysis

makes no mention of prepositions or PPs, and so it is lessisungif other extraction phenomena



pattern with P-stranding. Moreover, reanalysis theoniescastom-built to explain the sort of PP-

external influence on extraction that pose a challenge tesbape hatch theory. However, serious,
and so far unanswered, criticisms of reanalysis as a spabjifgyntactic operation, reproduced in

section 2.2, drastically reduce the attractiveness oftjfue of reanalysis theory. Moreover, the

escape hatch-based account of P-stranding in Abels (26@8¢ ionly current theory to give us a

way to approach the ‘antilocality’ property of extractionr PPs, to be described in section 2.3.
We therefore aim to formulate a version of the escape hawbryhwhich dodges the challenges
from the previous paragraph.

This task is undertaken in two steps. Firstly, the Case sg3pyn factor described in (2) is
generalised to apply cross-categorially, and to suppregder class of properties than just Case
assignment. This generalised suppression mechanismit(dakture suppression’) is sufficient
to allow P-stranding by both A- and’Anovement, and lies behind the correlation between pseu-
dopassivisation and extraction from BPPAs. For languadashwallow P-stranding under only
A’-movement, on the other hand, the story is unchanged frotrirthsbels (2003). This means
that the theory proposed here has a different shape froneeBrkstranding theories. Those have
tended to capture the implicational relation betweéar®l A P-stranding by making the factor that
allows the latter dependent on the factor that allows thenéwy as in (1). In contrast, | postulate
two independent factors, one of which allows only P-stragdinder A-movement, while the other
has more far-reaching effects, independently allowingréasling under A- and Amovement, as

well as X-extraction from BPPAs.

3) a. NONPHASAL P — A’ P-stranding;

b. FEATURE SUPPRESSION — A or A’ P-stranding, Aextraction from BPPAs.

Next, | show that the external influence on the distributiérPestranding and extraction from



BPPAs is due to general, and independently motivated, tiondion movement, and so does not
need to be built into our specific theory of P-stranding. Tééves an empirically adequate variant
of the escape hatch theory, with no need for a reanalysigbper

The paper is structured as follows. In section 2, | go overtthetheories of P-stranding in
more detail, and show why the escape hatch theory has a cle@rieal advantage. Section 3
presents the second marked class of extraction, from BRiPAlsglemonstrates their distributional
similarities to P-stranding and sensitivity to factorsezrtl to the adjunct. Section 4 develops a
version of the escape hatch theory that can capture the moiuaf these external factors. Finally,

| conclude in section 5.

2. Two Theories of Preposition Stranding

2.1 The Problem

A naive theory of P-stranding might predict four types afdaage: those in which P-stranding
is (i) universally impossible; (ii) possible under A- or-fovement; (iii) possible under’A
movement only; or (iv) possible under A-movement only. Heere there are no languages of
type (iv). Moreover, the vast majority of languages are gktyi), with only a handful allowing
any stranding at all. | illustrate the general case with ffaia Russian and French, in (4) and (5)
respectively, while the type (ii) P-stranding pattern isnd@strated in (6) for English and (7) for
Norwegian. The intermediate pattern (iii) is representgdhinish (8) and Icelandic (9), where
P-stranding is possible under-fovement, but not under A-movement. However, there is no
language like Danish, but with the judgements reversed.

(4) a. [Otcegq sleduetotkazat'sja  ?
of what follows give.up.self
“What should one give up?”



b. *Cegosleduetotkazat'sja[ot _]?
what follows give.up.self (Abels 2003:160)

c. *Stule sidel [na__].
ChairLoc sat.3L.IMPF on

“The chair was sat or?”

(5) a. [DPequitu parles ?
Of whoyouspeak
“Who are you talking about?”
b. *Qui tu parles[de__]?
Whoyou speakof

c. *Jean a étt parle [de ].
“Johnhasbeenspokenof.”

(6) a. Whodidyou speak [to ]?
b. John was talked [about ] at length.

(7) a. HvemharPer snakke{med__ ]?
“Who hasPetertalked with?”  (Merchant 2001:93)

b. Hanble ledd [av_ ]
“He waslaughedat.”

(8) a. Hvemhar Petersnakke{fmed__]?
“Who hasPetertalked with?” (Merchant 2001:93)

b. *Hanblevgrinet [af _ ].
“He was laughedat.”

(9) a. HvernhefurPéturtalad [vido ]?
“Who has Petertalkedwith?” (Merchant 2001:93)

b. *Egtel Vigdisivera oftast talad vel [um__].
| believeVigdis beINF most.ofterspokenwell of.

“| believe Vigdis to be most often spoken well of(Maling & Zaenen 1990:156)
As Bouchard (1982) and Abels (2003) have emphasised, tiaakis of genuine AP-stranding is
not completely straightforward, in that cases exist, sic@@aébec French (10), which look at first
like P-stranding, but where the dependency fails to exIsiaihdard characteristics of movement
such as subjacency, suggesting instead a base-generptewidacy between an antecedent and a

null resumptive pronoun.



(10) La fille [queje connaistres bien[le garsqui sort avec ]|
“The girl that I know verywell theguy who goes ouwith”
(Vinet 1984)

Once such factors are controlled for, the list of languadjesvang A’ P-stranding is very short,
and the list of languages which also allow pseudopassivisé even shorter. Danish, Icelandic,
and Faroese allow’A-stranding but no pseudopassive, while Norwegian, SiweHisglish, Vata,
Gbadi, Prince Edward Island French, and possibly PapiamehtAbels 2003) allow both AP-
stranding and pseudopassiVestisian, and to some extent Dutch and German, have a cotistruc
that looks like A P-stranding. However, the correct generalisation fore¢Hamgely prepositional
languages appears to be that opbspositions can be stranded.

This is least clear in Frisian, where the majority of adposg can appear either before or
after their complement. This means that most adpositionsapgarently be stranded, at least

by A’-movement (11a). However, a few prepositions lack a postipoal counterpart, and these

prepositions alone cannot undergo this apparent straridliriy.

(11) a. Wa hast [ meil praat?
Who have.&G with talked
“Who did you talk to?”
b. *Hokkerboekhater [fanwegen ]yn’e finzenissitten?
Which bookhashebecause.of in theprison sat
“Which book was he in prison because of?” (Hoekstra 19958y —

In Dutch and many German dialects, regular cases of P-strgifikle (6) and (7) are impossible, as
illustrated below for Dutch. However, a limited form of deykency is possible, in which a fronted

pro-locative occurs, while the complement of P is abserit) §&2b)>

(12) a. *Wie heb je [op__] gerekend?
Who haveyouon counted
“Who did you count on”? (van Riemsdijk 1978:137)
b. Waar heb je [ op] gerekend?
Wherehaveyou on counted



“What did you count on”? (van Riemsdijk 1978:135)

The adpositions in question appear after their complemagtehen that complement is a locative
proform (a so-called ‘R-pronoun’, such asp “there.on”). Once again, then, the generalisation
holds that this apparent stranding is only possible if theoadion is able to follow its complement.
In German dialects allowing this pattern, this change freeppsitional to postpositional (and

apparent stranding) behaviour is accompanied by a morglualiocchange in the form of the adpo-
sition, as illustrated in (13).
(13) Wo hastdu {*in/drin } geschlafen?

Wherehaveyou in DR.in slept

“What did you sleep in?” (Abels 2003:195)
What is surprising about such examples, along with the ehofcdocative proforms instead of
regular pronouns, and the special morphology of the prépasn German, is the surprising fact
that the morphologically special prepositions suck@s never occur with overt material in com-
plement position. This led Abel§4.3.3.) to propose a non-stranding analysis according tolwh
the true complement incorporates into P, and the elemerthalkaves PP is base-generated in
[Spec,P], a position from which extraction is predicted &opwssible in P-stranding and non-P-
stranding languages alike. Little hinges on this for oumpmses here, however: in terms of the
correlation to be proposed below, the more important fabicvis universally agreed on, is that
Frisian, Dutch and German all disallow P-stranding in psgadsive constructions.

(14) a. *It ideedat Jan [ meij praat wurdt,is netgoed.

TheideathatJohn with spokenwas is notgood
“The idea that John was spoken with is not gobd.”

b. *Deze argumenterwerdenniet[over ] gesproken.
Thesearguments were not about  talked
“These arguments were not talked about.”

c. *DieseArgumentersind[an__] gedachtwvorden.
Thesearguments are of thoughtbeen



“These arguments have been thought of.” (van Riemsdijk 2279

Although | find the arguments compelling that these langsatpe not exhibit any P-stranding,
it is more important for our purposes that the implicatioredation between AP-stranding and
pseudopassivisation is not challenged in any case. Thef#s section describes two previous

accounts of this relation.

2.2 The Reanalysis Theory

Hornstein & Weinberg (1981) propose a theory of P-strantiaged on an operation of ‘reanaly-
sis’, which takes V and any amount of contiguous rightwardimiernal material, and reanalyses
that material as a single derived verb V*. If that materialludes P, but not its complement,
then that complement will behave, post-reanalysis, likeragement of the verb V*. It should

therefore be just as mobile as the complement of any other'ver

(15) VP — VP — CP
N /\
V PP V* DP DP
PN PN C
P DP vV P VP
/\
V* tpp
P
vV P

In order to explain the more restricted distribution of treepdopassive, Hornstein & Weinberg
propose that A-movement must also create subject-predartitulations in which the predicate
must be a ‘natural predicate’, or ‘'semantic word’. Althoughcomplete proposal concerning the
necessary and sufficient conditions on these notions igpted, Hornstein & Weinberg do offer
a couple of heuristics. Firstly, the meaning of semanticdsanay be determined noncomposi-

tionally, and secondly, no subparts of natural predicateseferential. While this is obviously



an incomplete characterisation, the general logic is cléa conditions which must be met for
a language to allow pseudopassivisation are a proper ®ipgrghose which must be met for a
language to allow AP-stranding.

The success of this theory even in the domain for which it wesigthed depends on one’s
judgements concerning putative minimal pairs. In thesespé#ie internal structure of PP is kept
constant, but changes in the external environment of thespgtfically, attachment inside or out-
side VP) are claimed to lead to differences in grammaticdtior example, this predicts extraction
from an extraposed PP (16) or from a high (e.g. temporal) Reletd above VP (17) to be impos-
sible, and for P-stranding to disambiguate structural gonbes based on attachment height of PP

(18) (all following judgements are Hornstein & Weinberg's)

(16) a. Whodid Johnjp speak to Harry [about ]] yesterday?
b. *Who did John {p speak to Harry] yesterday [about]? (Hornstein & Weinberg

1981:59)

(17) a. Whodid Johnjp arrive [with__]]?

b. *What time did John\p arrive] [at__]? (Hornstein & Weinberg 1981:56)

(18) a. (i) Johnyp decided [on the boath: John chose the boat.
(i)  John [yp decided] [on the boat}: John decided while on the boat.
b. (i) Whatdid John\p decide [on_]]? ~ What did John choose?
(i) *What did John [;p decide] [on__]? ~ What was John on when he made the

decision? (Hornstein & Weinberg 1981:58)

I, along with many other native speakers of P-strandinguangs, find these contrasts barely de-

tectable. Of course, if they don’t really exist, then thiga@fic reanalysis theory is scuppered.
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However, lurking in the background is a more general chgkerif we assume the availability of
a reanalysis operation, then how do we constrain it? It ljleannot be allowed to apply freely,
as this would give reanalysis the power to allow any constitio behave like the complement
of V, voiding most locality constraints. In fact, there hdy®en many arguments that a reanaly-
sis operation that forms strings into new syntactic constits, feeds movement, and allows the
complement of the new constituent to behave like a compléwfevi cannot be adequately con-
strained. | reproduce a few of these arguments below. Aghdwbelieve that none of them are
watertight, they jointly constitute a serious challengeatceanalysis theory, a challenge that is

currently unansweredl.

Not all reanalysis can precede all movement Hornstein & Weinberg 1981:74 discuss, sceptically,
an argument which suggests that any theory which (a) assteaeslysis as a precondition for
movement, and (b) assumes reanalysis operates on striigsotwork (see also Maling & Za-
enen 1990:159 and Abels 2003:252). This involves examjitestthe following, in which the

reanalysed string contains a trace of movement, as wellsslgy the moved element.

(19) a. Which problems has Harry been [talked [td [about  ]]?
I ! ‘ |

(Hornstein & Weinberg 1981:74)

v |
b. What did John\p talk to the guyt [about__]] [who was here yesterday]? (Abels
| )
2003:252)

This creates an ordering paradox, where some movementd Waué to precede reanalysis, which

would itself precede further movements. Although a spes#icof assumptions about cyclicity,
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multiple levels of representation and/or the timing of eliéint types of movement might in princi-
ple be able to nullify the argument, this at least poses as&hallenge to this type of reanalysis

theory.

V and P don’t behave like a constituent If V and P form a constituent at a certain level of repre-
sentation, we would like independent evidence that theypehke a constituent. In fact, though,
many constituency tests show the opposite. For exampleg@opition cannot be deleted along

with V under gappind.

(20) a. Frank called Sandra and Arthur Louise.

b. Frank talked to Sandra and Arthur *(to) Louise. (Baltin & Postal 1996:129)

The weakest conclusion that one may draw from this is thatd/Rupost-reanalysis, don’t behave
like a verb. The strongest (apparently adopted by Baltin &t&Q is that they don’t behave like a
constituent. Either, however, is problematic for Horns&iWeinberg's reanalysis theory, as only

traces case-marked specifically by V (and presumably T, lsiecis are moveable) are mobile.

Reanalysis can’t be limited to contiguous material Hornstein & Weinberg only discuss English in
any depth. One thing that adds to the plausibility of reasialin that language is the absence of
V-T(—C) movement. Other P-stranding languages do not shisrproperty, however. As noted by
Afarli (1992), this means that in many grammatical casesveigpthe configuration in (21), either
reanalysis would have to be taken to apply to noncontiguoatemal, or movement out of V*
would have to be allowed, in contrast to the behaviour of emenphologically complex regular

verbs.

(21)  [cPWh C-@Wv P] twnll]
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A related point is made by Baltin & Postal (1996:130), conaay examples like the following.

(22) a. The bridge was flown (both) over and under.
b. Communism was talked, argued, and fought about.
c. Fascism was fought for by Goebbels and then, but, | assureonly then, against

by De Gaulle.

Such examples show that pseudopassivisation is possib&ses where it is implausible to claim
that ‘semantic words’ have been formed from reanalysedggrof contiguous VP-internal mate-
rial which do not contain R-expressions, as Hornstein & \Werg’s characterisation of ‘semantic
words’ would require. A single V can be associated with nplétstranded Ps, at most one of which
can be contiguous with V. Likewise, a single P can be asstiaith multiple Vs. Adverbials can
be interspersed among these elements, and these advedndteely contain R-expressions. But
if we allow strings like those in (22) to count as ‘semanticag, the reanalysis theory gives us
no way of capturing the more restricted distribution of ghmassives, compared to cases 6f A
P-stranding.

In addition to the above problems, no current version of trenalysis theory is capable of
capturing the antilocality of extraction from PP, to be dssed in the following subsection. We
have, then, quite an array of problems with the reanalysisrih

However, there are some appealing aspects to the reanhlgsiy. In particular, the theory can
explain the influence of certain PP-external factors on toeptability of P-stranding. One such
case, concerning’A-stranding, is that certain prepositions are highly raloicto be stranded, and

in some cases, stranding is completely impossible.

(23) a. ??Which meal did you watch TV [during]?

b. *Which problems did you get here [despite]?
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These prepositions seem to have a common characterigtiojgh see section 4.3 below for an
alternative perspective): they head PPs attached VPraiker Although we will see below that
not all VP-external PPs disallow #-stranding, it is possible that ViRternal PPs in the relevant
languages always allow’A-stranding. Even this one-way implication may be enougshtmv
some external influence on the strandability of P.

Further evidence for sensitivity of stranding to PP-exaéffactors comes from the more re-
stricted distribution of pseudopassives. Here, the banxtnaaion from VP-external PPs is ap-
parently total, and at first sight, pseudopassivisationabwtdjunct PPs appears to be generally

impossible (although, again, this will be qualified in sent4.3).

(24) a. *Lunch was left [after ].
b. *This film was fallen asleep [during ].
c. *Jane was [travelled [with ]].

d. *Jane was jumped up and down {[for].

Moreover, as predicted by Hornstein & Weinberg (1981), depassivisation (at least in English
— | will return to this from a comparative perspective) canoocur when a thematic DP com-

plement of V intervenes between V and P (25), although it issfiide across a nonthematic DP

(26).
(25) *Mary was [given a book [to _]].

(26) a. lwas [taken advantage [of]].
b. It's been [taken care [of ]].
c. I've been[made a fool [of ]]!

d. No offense, Congressman Goode, but | think you've jushljpelled rank [on__]].

14



(http://www.lisnews.org/node/27609)

Even many adverbials intervening between V and P (altholegrlg not all, given examples such

as (22) above) lead to degraded pseudopassivisation.

(27) a. *She was [provided exclusively [for ]] quite adequately.
b. *This matter must be [looked very carefully [into]].

c. *That bed was [slept fitfully [in_]] by Napoleon. (van Riemsdijk 1978:222)

Building constraints such as these into a reanalysis-ttasedy of P-stranding seems natural, even
if no successful such theory has yet emerged. This posesllargd®to a non-reanalysis theory
of P-stranding: what else could account for these patte@rs®aim in this paper is to take some
steps towards a reanalysis-free account of such pattetms.wbuld allow us to account for the
empirical phenomena which motivate the reanalysis theatiiout also having to subscribe to its

problematic aspects.

2.3 The Escape Hatch Theory

The other major class of P-stranding theories dates bacartdiemsdijk (1978). Concentrating
firstly on A’-movement, van Riemsdijk proposed to extend Chomsky’sL8i&ory of subjacency
such that PP, in addition to S and NP, was a bounding node. dMerevan Riemsdijk introduced
the notion of an ‘escape hatch’, a peripheral position withprojection through which movement
must pass if extraction from that constituent is to be pdssiihe specific formulation of this

condition, which has played a central role in most subsehenries of locality, is as follows.

(28)  The head constraint:

No rule may involve X/X; and Yi/Y; in the structure
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D P [FUN TR (T o P (R (T (TR (P
(where H is the phonologically specified (i.e. non-null) hemd H' is the maximal pro-

jection of H...). (van Riemsdijk 1978:160)

The effect of the head constraint is to allow movement outrobaimal projection only via a spec-
ifier or adjoined position above the }evel 10 The parametrised factor deriving the crosslinguistic
patterns is then taken to be the distribution of [Spec,P]tioos for use as escape hatches. By
assumption, some languages have them and some languages dadonly those that do have

them permit extraction out of PP.

(29) a. CP

VA}/h PP
AN A~
N P t

Despite the many positive aspects of this theory, Abels 32@bowed that it was empirically
lacking, for a simple reason: van Riemsdijk’s theory worksnbaking PP in non-P-stranding
languages behave as a strong island: nothing can escap@&fomithout violating the head con-
straint. However, non-P-stranding languages may stdlamaller constituents embedded within

the complement of P to escape PP:

(30)  Uber welchesThemahastdu michnoch.malppnacheinBuch ] gefragt?
Aboutwhich topic haveyoume again aftera book  asked
“Which topic did you ask me about a book on again?” (Abels 2R0B)

16



It is therefore not possible to construct an empiricallyqadee theory of P-stranding based purely
on extractability from PP. Some more subtle consideratigphoase-structural relations within PP
is necessary as well. Abels’ version of an escape hatchyti®designed with these considerations
in mind.

Like van Riemsdijk, Abels relates the distribution of Pasiling to the distribution of bounding
nodes and escape hatches, but he introduces significanainmas compared to the older theory.
One major difference is that Abels works with a descendatitehead constraint, namely a notion
of ‘phase’ similar to that of Chomsky (2000), where the noglgponsible for bounding properties
is not a maximal projection, but the head of that projectidphase head is defined for Abels as a
head bearing unvalued copies of every featdr&his has two effects. Firstly, a phase head is able
to establish Agree relations with any active feature in itdmmand domain, and thereby induce
movement of a constituent bearing that feature to a spepibigition. Secondly, a phase head acts

as an intervener for the establishment of such Agree relatiy higher heads.

(31) H.P

HO\

\ HoP

Within a set of assumptions such as this, there is no obvi@ystw reproduce van Riemsdijk’s
parametrised distribution of escape hatches: if a phasaé Haa a universal feature bearer, then
Agree relations and movements to [Spec,H] are available msitéer of course on minimalist
assumptions. Instead, Abels allows for crosslinguistitati@mn in the class of phase heads: P is

generally a phase head, but not in P-stranding langu&ges.
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So far, this yields only a very minor difference between the types of language: phrases
moving out of PP have to pass through an intermediate larsiiegn [Spec,P] in languages where
P is a phase head, but can move in one fell swoop in other lgeguaHowever, there is one
more piece to Abels’ theory: a notion of antilocality (sescaPesetsky & Torrego 2001, among
others). Movement is construed as a last resort operatiantegitimate only if it leads directly to
the establishment of new feature-checking possibilitiésw, if the closest possible relationship
between two nodes (mutual total c-command) holds betweesad K and its complement, no
additional locally determined feature-checking posgibg could arise from movement of that
complement to [Spec,H], and so such movement is illegigmat

Putting these two pieces together has the effect of imnsabgithe complement of phase heads:
conditions on attraction and intervention mean that angtli-commanded by a phase head H
can only move past that head if it agrees with H and stops dispec,H] first of all. But this
option is unavailable to the complement of H, because itrieagaly as close as possible to H,
and so movement to [Spec,H] (or further) is ruled out by lasbrt considerations. Therefore, in
languages where P is a phase head, the complement of P caowvegtand so P cannot be stranded,

as desired.

(32) a. When P is aphase head:
(i) CP

Wh/>>\
¢
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Wh g™ wh

b. When P is not a phase head:
CP

The escape hatch theory is less insightful about the relagtween AP-stranding and pseudopas-
sivisation. Abels, for instance, assumes a second pargndetermining whether P obligatorily
assigns Case to its complement, or only optionally. If thenfer, then Case-driven A-movement of
the complement of P is impossible. Moreover, this paranistenly relevant in languages where
P is not a phase head, and so the complement of P is not fropéaccier if P has a DP complement
which can’'t move, then P is the only possible Case-assigmwahét DP, and so there will be no
visible reflex of any optionality of Case assignment by P.

Because it relies purely on properties of P, and of the Castesy Abels’ approach to pseu-
dopassivisation is currently ill-equipped to address tré af puzzles described in the introduc-
tion. Pseudopassivisation patterns crosslinguisticaillly a type of A-movement which does not
involve extraction from PPs, namely extraction from BPPB&th of these properties are prob-
lematic for Abels’ theory as it stands: the Case suppressiechanism that Abels proposes is
irrelevant to A-movement, where Case is assigned to the foot of the chaihtheme is no auto-
matic basis for generalising this mechanism to BPPAS, eith@wvever, the status of Abels’ theory

as the only account currently able to explain the antilogali extraction from PP means that it is
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guaranteed a place in our overall theory of P-stranding.fifsteelement of our theory will follow

Abels, as in (33), then.

(33) NONPHASAL P — P-stranding under Amovement

One task in this paper is to explain how this features in thglizational relations between’A
P-stranding, pseudopassivisation, and extraction frofd8P As a first step along this path, let’s

introduce the second class of marked extractions mentiabede.

3. Another Marked A/-Extraction

3.1 Bare Present Participial Adjuncts

As crosslinguistic syntactic research has grown in scap@d become increasingly apparent that
English, the object language of most early generative téxtsnusual in a good many ways. P-
stranding is one of those ways, but English shows a markeddepod possible extractions in other
respects as well. Here, | want to concentrate on the clagad Present Participial Adjuncts
defined as an adjunct headed by a present participle, andtnaduced by anything like a prepo-

sition. As (35) shows, such adjuncts allow extraction inaiaercases.

(34) a. Johncame back [whistling polkas].
b. John lay in bed [readinglysse$all day.

c. Johndrove Mary crazy [trying to fix the radiator].

(35) a. Whatdid John come back [whistling]?
b. What did John lie in bed [reading ] all day?

c. What did John drive Mary crazy [trying to fix ]?
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The legitimacy of this extraction is surprising in the liglitmodern syntactic theory (e.g. Uriagereka
1999, Stepanov 2007), where it is generally assumed thedatixin from adjuncts is impossible
(but see Chomsky 1982, 1986 and Cinque 1990 for often-ovleeld equivocations about this gen-
eralisation). BPPAs are not alone in this respect: we has@ s¢en above that extraction from
many adjunct PPs is more or less as acceptable as extramtionairgument PPS However,
the patterns of extractions from these two classes of atfjuare not identical. This will become
clearer when we turn to cross-linguistic data in the follegvsubsection, but one piece of evi-
dence against such a unification is that there is no A-movemerof BPPAs, unlike PPs, even in

languages with relatively unconstrained A-movement, Nikewegian.

(36) a. (i) Whichbeddoyousleep[in]?
(i)  This bed has been slept [in ]!
b. (i) Whatdid John arrive [whistling ]?
(i) *The Marseillaisewas arrived [whistling_].
(ii) * Marseillaisen ble ankommefpystrendgpa) ].

Marseillaise.thevasarrived  whistling on
“The Marseillaisewas arrived whistling.”

ble explanation for it runs along the following lines. An iorpant component of many theories of
the passive (ultimately from Jaeggli 1986) is that the extbargument role, together with some
non-nominative Case, is assigned to the passive morpkeamehis deprives some other member
of the verb’s argument complex (in an extended sense, imgudP arguments and some PP ad-
juncts) of Case, forcing it to raise to [Spec,T], where it t@nassigned nominative Case. If the

argument that raises is a ‘deep’ direct object, we get a eeguassive; if it is a ‘deep’ complement
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of a preposition, we get a pseudopassive. However, in a BBRAtction, we are dealing with
two separate verbal argument complexes, and it doesn't houtisaying that manipulations, such
as passivisation, of the one will affect the other in any wawge interpretation of (36b) is to take

it as evidence that attachinrgnto the matrix verb is not enough to allow the passive morpheme
to steal a Case that would ordinarily be assigned to an anguiméhe participial VP. If anything
along these lines is correct, though, it argues againstaahktforward identification of extraction
from BPPAs with P-stranding: their distributions are jusi tlifferent.

Although examples like (35) are quite acceptable, theitriigtion within a given language
is far from free. One salient restriction on them involvesraeraction between extraction from
a BPPA and the aspectual class of the VP that it modifies. Tes@dpproximation, extraction
from a BPPA is only possible if the BPPA modifies a VP that diéssran accomplishment or an
achievement. Moreover, the interpretation is differenthiose two cases: in the accomplishment

case (37a), John’s whistling is interpreted as the causeavy®icraziness, while in the achieve-

ment case (37b), the whistling does not cause John’s grovmerely occurs at the same time or

immediately before.

(37) a. Accomplishment matrix VP: What did John drive Mary crazy [whistling ]?
b. Achievement matrix VP: What did John arrive [whistling ]?
c. Point matrix VP: *What did John [notice his brother] [whistling 1?14
d. Activity matrix VP: *What does John work [whistling ]?

e. State matrix VP: *Which magical tune does John know Georgian [whistling?®

The following partially replicates the paradigm in Norwagi as far as | am aware, very much the

same interpretive factors are at work in every languagevallg this construction.
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(38) a. Hvilkensangkom han[plystrendgpa  ]?
Which songcamehe whistling on
“Which song did he arrive whistling?”
b. *Hvilkensangjobberhan[plystrendepa  ]?
Which songworks he whistling on
“Which song does he work whistling?”

This pattern can be accounted for in terms of a condition Wwhiwill call the ‘Single Event

Condition’, introduced and discussed at length in Trus\&fD7a,b). It is formulated as follows.

(39) The Single Event Condition:
An instance ofvh-movement is acceptable only if the minimal constituenttaoring the

head and the foot of the chain describes a single event.

Starting from the assumptions that verbs describe everasidBon 1967) and that some event
descriptions have smaller event descriptions as propguasts(Dowty 1979, Bach 1986), the
Single Event Condition permits extraction from a BPPA offilthe two simple events described
by the matrix VP and the participial phrase can be combinemarsingle, more complex, event
description. Note, though, that the Single Event Conditsoformulated as a general condition
on movement, intended to have effects above and beyond BPRAstifying this claim would
take too long here, but we will see evidence below that it trairss P-stranding, and Truswell
(2007Db) discusses its effects on extraction from otheselasf adjuncts, as well as the distinction
between grammatical extraction from the clausal complesn&rbridge verbs and ungrammatical
extraction from the complements of factive verbs.

To flesh out the predictions of the Single Event Conditiorsduane a standard decompositional
model where a verb phrase can describe a complex event tongsé maximally two subevents:
a temporally extended process, which immediately precadssintlike culmination, or moment

of linguistically significant change.
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(40)

Change
N CULMINATION
significan
insignifican
PROCESS ,
Time

Varying which of those two components are present gives uisfossible classe'$:

(41) a. PROCESS+ CULMINATION: Accomplishment, achievement
b. PROCESS Activity
C. CULMINATION: Point

d. 0: State

Putting this together with the observations in (37), we atktb the generalisation that extraction
from a BPPA is only possible if it modifies a VP describing ammvconsisting of a process
subevent and a culmination subevéhiTo see why this might hold, recall that the Single Event
Condition states that movement can only take place acrossitieents describing a single event.
It is therefore necessary for the matrix VP event descnipéind the BPPA event description to
jointly form a description of a single complex event, if @dtion is to be possible. That requires
a configuration as in (41a), with two slots for subevent dptions, which is what lies behind the
explanation for the fact that extraction is only possibterirBPPAs modifying VPs describing just
such complex events.

This is as much of a sketch of the constraints on extractmm BBPPAs as space permits here.

In section 4.3 below, we will extend the scope of the SinglerE\Condition to cover patterns of
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extraction out of PP. Firstly, though, | want to establisk tnoss-linguistic correlation between

P-stranding and extraction from BPPAs.

3.2 BPPAs Crosslinguistically

It is well known that P-stranding, under both A- anrAovement, is very rare crosslinguistically.
Although extraction from BPPAs has not been very well stddilem this perspective, initial indi-
cations are that the same is true of them, and that, moreibnegg is a correlation between those
languages that allow P-stranding and those that allow exdrafrom BPPAs. English, as we have
seen, allows extraction from BPPAs, as well as P-strandmfguboth A- and Amovement (42).

So does Norwegian (43) and some Swedish idiolects (44).

(42) a. Whodid John speak [to ]?
b. John was spoken [to ].
c. What did John arrive [whistling ]?

(43) a. HvemharPer snakkefmed ]?
“Who hasPetertalked with?” (Merchant 2001:93)
b. Hanble ledd [av__].
“He waslaughedat.”
c. Hvilkensangkom han[plystrendepa ]?
Which songcamehe whistling on
“Which song did he arrive whistling?”

(44) a. Vem harPetertalat [med ]?

“Who hasPetertalkedwith?” (Merchant 2001:93)

b. %Skandalen skrattades [at_ ].
Scandal.thevas.laugheat
“The scandal was laughed df”

c. Vilken satngkom hanini rummet [visslandepa _ ]?
Which songcamehe in in room.thewhistling on
“Which song did he come into the room whistling?”
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In contrast, most languages allow none of these constngtfoThis is true, for instance, of Dutch
(45), putting aside the question of strandingrigronouns, and Greek (46J.

(45) a. *Wie heb je [op__] gerekend?

Who haveyouon counted
“Who did you count on”? (van Riemsdijk 1978:137)

b. *Deze argumenterwerdenniet[over ] gesproken.
Thesearguments were not about  talked
“These arguments were not talked about.”

c. *Wat isJan [__ fluitend gearriveerd?
Whatis John whistling arrived?
“What did John arrive whistling?”

(46) a. *Pjonmiluses[me _ ]?
who talk.2sG with?
“Who were you talking with?”
b. *O Janisipothike [me _].
TheJohn speakpAsswith.
“John was spoken with.”
c. *Ti  eftase o Janis[tragudhondas ]?

Whatarrivedthe John singing

“What did John arrive singing?”
The initial evidence suggesting a clustering of these pt@seis quite strong, then. However,
things get more complicated when we turn to the intermediktes of languages described in
section 2.1, which allow P-stranding und€riovement but not under A-movement. Surprisingly,
these languages also disallow extraction from BPPAs un@em@dvement, despite the fact that this
latter type of extraction might have reasonably been exgeti pattern with AP-stranding. |
illustrate this below for the three languages known to fi$ fhattern, Danish (47), Icelandic (48),

and Faroese (49).

(47) a. Hvemhar Petersnakke{fmed ]?
“Who hasPetertalked with?” (Merchant 2001:93)

b. *Hanblevgrinet [af _ ].
“He waslaughedat.”

c. ?HvilkensangankomJohn[flgjtendepa  ]?
Which songarrivedJohnwhistling on
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“Which song did John arrive whistling?®

(48) a. HvernhefurPéturtalad [vid _ ]?
“Who has Petertalkedwith?” (Merchant 2001:93)

b. *Egtel Vigdisivera oftast talad vel [um_ ].

| believeVigdis beINF most.ofterspokenwell of.

“I believe Vigdis to be most often spoken well of.” (Maling &a£&nen 1990:156)
c. *Hvad kom Jon [flautandi__]?

What cameJohnwhistling

“What did John arrive whistling?”

(49) a. Hvarjumbili koyrirta [i __]?
Which cardrive youin

“Which car do you drive in?”

b. *John vard tosadur [vid .
“Johnwas talked with.”

c. YHvennsangkom John[brikslandi__]?
Which songcameJohnwhistling

“Which song did John arrive whistling??
The correct generalisation, then, appears to be thax&kaction from BPPAs is possible only in
those languages which allow pseudopassivisation. To lee the heavy Germanic bias in the lan-
guages compared here means that this conclusion is onlisproal, but this is the generalisation

that | will attempt to explain in the rest of this paper.

4. TheAnalysis

4.1 Factor Y and A-movement

We have seen that the crosslinguistic distributions 6fPAstranding, pseudopassivisation, and
extraction from BPPAs, are related. R-stranding has a restricted crosslinguistic distribytand
a fairly restricted distribution within a given languageseBdopassivisation is available in a proper
subset of languages with’ #-stranding, and obeys all the same restrictions, and nagitten a

given language. Finally, extraction from BPPASs is, it segavailable in just those languages with
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pseudopassivisation, but until now, the restrictions sulistribution within a given language have
been too distinct for direct comparison. The goals of thidiea are, on the one hand, to fill in
this blank in the set of relations, and on the other hand, towat for them. We have chosen
a theoretical construct which accounts for at least thetfeait A' P-stranding is not universally
available, namely parametrisation of the choice of P as aghaad. However, the rest of the
analysis is still up for grabs.

As a first step towards remedying this, consider the follgngeneralisation concerning A-
movement. Why | am starting here will hopefully make sensmsbut for now, the intuitive link
to Abels’ (2003) proposal (see section 2.3) that P only oytily assigns case in pseudopassive

languages should at least be clear.
(50)  A-movement never crosses the maximal projection oftargial Case assigner.

Given certain assumptions about feature visibility, ittraghtforward to reduce (50) to a theorem
within the minimalist program. Regardless, it is certaielypirically accurate, at least for the
core cases of A-movement. Assuming with Chomsky (2008)@aate assignment by T and V is
ultimately due to the locally c-commanding strong phasedkdéa and v*, Passive is movement
from object to subject position, in the absence of a v* Casggasr (51a); Raising to subject
and passive of an ECM verb are movement from subject to subgsition, in the absence of v*

and embedded C Case assigners (51b); and Raising to objeovement from subject to object

position, in the absence of a C Case assigner (31c).

(51) a. Passive:tpSubj T [pVv [vpV tSubj]]]
A\

b. Raising to Subject, ECM-passive{rpSubj T fpv [vpV [1etsub, .. 11l
c. Raising to Object: [pr:tsubj V¥ [prtom 11|
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Now, let’s turn our attention to A-movement out of PP. Thedicgon of (50) is clear: P is able
to assign Case, presumably universally, and so A-movensmtat cross P. We can also tell an
intervention-based story why such a condition should hdld€ase features intervene in Agree
relations among other Case features, then a DP should ordpleeto Agree for Case with the
minimally c-commanding Case assigner. This gives us a reagy A-movement out of PP is
generally impossible: P is perfectly capable of assigniageCto its complement, and so more
remote Case assigners don’t get a look in.

This much of the account is, in fact, common to the approacdhdsornstein & Weinberg
(1981) and Abels (2003), anachronisms aside. The next stép account for the exceptional
availability of A-movement of the complement of P in Englidtorwegian, and Swedish. Here,
too, | continue to follow the earlier accounts. Specificdllgssume that, in the exceptional cases
in which pseudopassive is possible, this is because theasssgning properties of P are somehow
suppressed. In Abels’ theory, this is taken as a primitideergas for Hornstein & Weinberg, it
is a consequence of reanalysis, but the effect here is the.s@imen generalisation (50), we can
now account for the pseudopassive case. P is, under nonmaigtances, a Case assigner, which
makes A-movement past P unnecessary, and so impossibledioomy reasons. However, if P’s
ability to assign Case is suppressed, A-movement past Plenger problematic. The argument
cannot receive case from P, but also cannot receive caseMramin the standard analysis of the

English passive (I return to passives in other languagesadtia 4.3), and so is forced to raise.
v

(52) & *[rPDP T [passiass ypV-en [P case torlll]
e o
>< ’’’’’ X

b. [tpDP T [passfass ‘[/Pv'en [PPls[—Cas¢ top]]]
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We assume, then, that P may or may not assign Case to its coempién pseudopassive lan-
guages. Only if P fails to assign case to its complement, BX& iaccusative Case is absorbed
by the passive morpheme, will pseudopassivisation be saggsand so, by economy conditions,
possible. We may therefore offer a provisional analysisefimplicational relations betweer A

P-stranding and pseudopassive as follows, essentialtyAlsals (2003).

(53) FAcTOR X andFACTOR Y (first pass):

a. NONPHASAL P — P-stranding under /Amovement;

b. NONPHASAL P + CASE SUPPRESSION ONP — P-stranding under A-movement.

However, there is as yet nothing in this story to explain theremrestricted distribution of pseu-
dopassive relative to /AP-strandingwithin a given language. Moreover, we don’t know why the
possibility of Case suppression should correlate witlexraction from BPPAs. This latter prob-
lem is the focus of the next subsection, following which Lretto restrictions on pseudopassivi-

sation.

4.2 Factor Y and Phases

We now have a theory (as in Abels 2003) of the crosslinguistation between AP-stranding and
pseudopassivisation. This section hopes to show that eahatiension, plus a couple of auxiliary
assumptions, can account for the fact that languages wahdopassives allow extraction out of
BPPAs as well.

The first tool we need is a distinction between uninterpietdatures and selectional require-
ments. This distinction is a natural one. The selectionglirements of a head are satisfied very
locally, on most conceptions. On the other hand, unintéapte features are what allows for action

at a distance, or the formation of nonlocal dependenciesjntex.
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To make the connection between pseudopassives asxtraction from BPPAs, | need to
make specific assumptions about which relations come uhddrgading of ‘selectional require-
ments’, and which come under the heading of nonlocal depeneie mediated by uninterpretable
features. Firstly, | assume that Case assignment is mddmgteininterpretable features on the
Case-assigning head, as in standard minimalism. Thiswelibthe local/nonlocal division sug-
gested above is accurate: although Case-assignment igefridg very local, it may occur at a
distance, perhaps in expletive—associate constructamtscertainly in examples of Case-driven
A-movement, if the minimalist assumption that movementigah by Agree is correct. Secondly,
| assume, with Abels (2003), that phase heads are definecgynihterpretable features that they
bear, although | remain agnostic about exactly which festshould be implicated in this move.
When H is a phase head, then, it bears certain uninterpeetahtures that are responsible for
its behaviour as a phase, and when H is not a phase head, #aigeet are absefft. Typical
subcategorisation, however, is a regular, local, seleaticequirement, distinct from the Agree
system.

Moreover, | need the following stipulation.

(54) a. The present participle in BPPAs is always a phase. head

b. The phasehood of prepositions is subject to crosslitigwariation.

Now comes the leap. In the previous subsection, | descrigetdrf Y, the factor controlling the

possibility of pseudopassivisation, as an operation wkighpresses P’s ability to assign Case,
while preserving its selectional requirements. On curemsumptions, this means that factor Y
removes (or somehow renders inconsequential) the unietalge features on P that drive Case

assignment. Let’s now expand this to uninterpretable featin generaf?

(55) FACTOR Y =feature suppression, an operation which:
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a. removes (or renders inconsequential in some other watgiceninterpretable fea-
tures on a head X;

b. preserves X's selectional requirements.

It should be clear that the pseudopassive story from thaqarswsubsection fits this description.
Let's now see how this extends to extraction from BPPAs. BeedBPPAs are always headed by
a phase head, extraction of the complement of BPPAs is ggnargossible, according to the

antilocality considerations of Abels (2003).

(56) *[CPWQ\CF N VS VA [vmgP/t\Q/p V-iNQur,...ur, twhlll

— N \”><__—//

However, feature suppression is able to apply to the prgsatitiple, removing the relevant un-
interpretable features (while leaving others, such asetlesponsible for Case relations, intact).
Because phase heads are defined in terms of such featuesiathihe effect that the present

participle no longer behaves as a phase head. Extractitirergfore, straightforward.

(57)  [epWh C... kplvpV ...] [vjep V-iNG twh]l]
V\—/

There are several problematic aspects to this theory. Fertling, as an anonymous reviewer
points out, it relies on a relativised notion of phase heati®re a present participle is treated as a
phase head only when it is within an adjunct. Complementqyidl phrases allow subextraction
quite freely in many languages, in contrast to BPPAs. Howetlies need to relativise phasehood
to the phrase-structural configuration of a head represenisparture from the norm, whereby
certain heads are considered phases, regardless of treebp@ase-structural context in which
they are situated.

Secondly, this theory makes a prediction that extractiomofe deeply embedded constituents
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from within BPPAs, such as (58), should be grammatical emelanguages where extraction of
the complement of the present participle is impossible néitoaality considerations have nothing
to say here. This prediction is falsified by examples likeftil®wing, from Icelandic:

(58) *Hvad kom Jon til bakareynandiad tala um?
WhatcameJohnto backtrying to talk about
“What did John come back [trying to talk about]?”

This means that the theory presented here will require soonérivial modifications before it
accounts for the full range of facts. However, it does haeeuintue of accounting for the sur-
prising crosslinguistic correlation between a type of Aveiment (pseudopassive) and a type of
A’-movement (extraction from BPPAS), by relating both pheanatto a common feature suppres-
sion mechanism. | adopt it here, in the hope that the proliieragpects can be remedied in the
future 8

To be clear, note that the way in which these assumptionsieahe one-way implication
between pseudopassive antdAstranding deviates from the logic of Abels (2003) and ey
accounts, summarised in (1). Previous accounts tied théahiiy of A’ P-stranding to some
syntactic factor, and the further availability of pseudegiees to some other factor dependent on
the first. Here, however, as schematised in (3), the two faee independent of each other: the
availability of nonphasal P in a language is independentefavailability of feature suppression.
However, the former allows only ’AP-stranding, while the latter allows P-stranding undehbot
A- and A-movement, as well as extraction from BPPAs. If pseudopasdion is available in a
language, then, feature suppression is available. Andhifife suppression is available, then it
can apply to P, removing its uninterpretable features aadgnting it from behaving like a phase
head. This allows AP-stranding, which means that-Aovement of the complement of P is

always possible in languages with pseudopassivisatiois. i$twhere the crosslinguistic one-way
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implication that pseudopassive languages always allo®R-Atranding comes from. We therefore

have the final version of the factors allowing P-strandindarm- and A-movement.

(59) FACTOR X AND FACTOR Y (final version):

a. NONPHASAL P — P-stranding under Amovement;
b. FEATURE SUPPRESSION — P-stranding under A- or Amovement, A-extraction

from BPPAs.

This gives us the bare bones of a theory able to capture tisslorguistic generalisations laid
out in this paper. However, so far, we have nothing to say atsstrictions on the operations in
guestion. In actual fact, | hope to treat these as a logisalparate issue, concerning the interaction
of general conditions on movement and passivisation widsahparticular constructions. The

following subsection spells out the details.

4.3 Limits on P-stranding

So far, this paper has introduced just two sets of consgraintmovement. The first concerns
the cyclicity-inducing and antilocality properties of [geaheads, themselves derived from general
considerations of economy and feature visibility. The secis the Single Event Condition (39),

repeated below.

(60)  The Single Event Condition:
An instance ofvh-movement is acceptable only if the minimal constituenttaomng the

head and the foot of the chain describes a single event.

This condition was motivated above with reference to eximamut of BPPAS, and in fact, | will

have nothing more to say about the limits on extraction frdPPBs in this paper. Here, though, |
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will show that this condition also regulates the distribatof examples of P-stranding in a given
language. This will be the last word in this paper on resoict on A-extraction from PP. How-
ever, more will have to be said concerning the more resttidistribution of pseudopassivisation,
illustrated in section 2.2. | will argue that the extra restons in this case come from general con-
straints on passivisation, pseudo or regular. Initiahg tlata considered will be exclusively from
English. 1 will reintroduce Norwegian data later in the $&cf to discuss the different properties
of passives in the two languages.

Turning first, then, to the effect of the Single Event Comliton extraction from PPs, | wish to
distinguish between two ways in which a PP’s denotationadokract with an event description.
Firstly, the PP could further specify the nature of the ewermjuestion, in the way familiar from
Davidson (1967), for example by specifying an extra pgéot in the event (61a). Secondly, the
PP could introduce a relation between the event describ#teimatrix VP and a second event

(61b)27

(61) a. dJdey.(P(e) Awith(eyy))

b. 3Jei,ex.(P(er) Aduringer, €2))

Representations like (61a) clearly satisfy the Single Ev&mndition, as they only contain one

event variable. In cases like (61b), however, the issue iemoudy. Clearly, two event variables
are involved, but can the two be construed as subevents gjer lanacroevent?

Space reasons prevent me from justifying this responseZ@eles & Tversky 2001, von Ste-
chow 2002, Wolff 2003, and Truswell 2007b, ch.2 for pertindiscussion), but | suggest that
whether representations like (61b) are acceptable degeidarily on the type of perceived rela-
tion between events. Purely temporal relations, for examgich as that typically expressed by

during, will not satisfy the Single Event Condition. However, ikthwo events can be construed
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such that one of the events is perceived as (roughly) causiraipling, or leading to the other (call
such a relation a ‘contingent’ relation), then the SinglemvCondition will be satisfied, just as it
was satisfied despite the presence of multiple subevertts iiscussion of extraction from BPPAs
in section 3.1.

Even this rough sketch makes some predictions. Firstly;siréhding languages,’ Atranding
of prepositions which do not relate two events should beequéte. That seems correct: adverbial
PPs specifying locative, benefactive, instrumental, aamtompaniment’ arguments (call them

‘quasiarguments’) all allow extraction as easily as argutalePPs.

(62) a. Which room did you meet [in ]?
b. Who did you do that [for ]?
c. What did you make that [with ]?
d. Who did you go there [with ]?

e. Whodidyourely[on ]?

Secondly, when there is no chance that two events can bergedstuch that one leads to the
other, then the Single Event Condition should always beatgal, and so extraction from PP should

always be impossible. Again, that seems to be true.

(63) a. *Which problems did you get here [despitg?

b. *Which arguments do you believe that [notwithstandingp?®

Finally, when a preposition specifies a relation whicttasnpatiblewith, but does not require,
a construal with a contingent relation, we should find a degrfevariability, depending on how
plausible the contingent construal is. That seems accucateEven a preposition such dsring,

which is generally considered not to be strandable, canraadgd if a contingent construal is
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available, and such cases are much more commonbeitbreandafter, for example.

(64) a. *Which meal did you read a book [during]?

b. %Which play did you fall asleep [during ]?

So on a certain conception of what it means to be a single gtl@mtSingle Event Condition
constrains AP-stranding as well as extraction from BPPAs. Turning taudspassivisation, we
certainly don't find any counterexamples to the Single Ev@ondition (pseudopassivisation is
possible in a proper subset of the environments in whicR-Atranding is possible, and so if A
P-stranding does not provide counterexamples to the Skgat Condition, then pseudopassivi-
sation cannot). So adversative PPs headeadkispiteor notwithstandingfor example, are no more

strandable under A-movement than undémovement.

(65) a. *My fears were [often travelled [despite]].

b. *Those public order laws were [regularly drunk [notwitnsding__]].

However, the effect of the condition is less obvious becafsadditional restrictions on pseu-
dopassivisation. Firstly, in many of the cases such as (@d¢re A-extraction is dependent on a

particular construal, pseudopassivisation is univeysadpossible.

(66) a. %Which play did you fall asleep [during]?

b. *This play was fallen asleep [during ].

(67) a. Which meal should we leave [after]?

b. *This meal should be left [after_].

Secondly, (68) shows that even adverbial PPs specifyinigiadal quasiarguments don’t generally

allow pseudopassivisation (although we will return prélyen some exceptions): only regular PP
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arguments productively allow pseudopassivisation (69).

(68) a. *Thisroom was met[in_].
b. *Jane was jumped up and down [for].

c. *Jane was [travelled [with ]].

(69) a. Johnwas [spoken [to]].

b. John was [relied [on_]]

Another discrepancy betweeri R-stranding and pseudopassivisations concerns the djeatom
mentioned in section 2.2 that pseudopassivisation in Englannot take place across a thematic

DP or many adverbials, unlike’ #-stranding.

(70) a. *Mary was [given a book [to ]].

b. Who did you [give a book [to ]]?

(71) a. *She was [provided exclusively [for ]] quite adequately.
b. *This matter must be [looked very carefully [into]].

c. *That bed was [slept fitfully [in_]] by Napoleon. (van Riemsdijk 1978:222)

This gives us three constraints on pseudopassivisatioithwdonspire to obscure the effect
of the Single Event Condition. Pseudopassivisation is ywapossible from a VP-external PP,
and is generally impossible from a nonargumental PP. M@ae@seudopassivisation in English
cannot cross a thematic DP complement.

In fact, | have nothing much to offer concerning the first addé restrictions: perhaps feature
suppression, and so pseudopassivisation, is restricteshits whose maximal projection is a sister
of a projection of V. The fact that the PPs participating itealations like (66)-(67) are always

attached VP-externally would then explain the differeneenvgen P-stranding under A- and-A
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movement in such casé$. Regarding the other two restrictions, though, the gendrategyy
here will be to reduce them to general constraints on pasgion. The restricted distribution
of pseudopassivisation is therefore due to the fact thauitrobey all the constraints that R-
stranding obeys, plus independent constraints on pagsBais Once both factors are controlled
for, few if any restrictions need to be attributed specificed pseudopassivisation.

| turn firstly to the generalisation that pseudopassivisatiut of quasiargumental PPs is fre-

guently degraded. Note firstly that the generalisation teemoeptionless, as the following show.

(72) a. This class has been [messed around [jhfor the last time!
b. John has been [walked out [on]] more often than anyone should have to bear.
c. This trampoline has been [jumped up and down [o}j for years, and it's as good

as new.

It seems that the difference between acceptable cased Bkaid unacceptable cases like (68) is
due to a general semantic condition on passive sentenceke Wh difference is notoriously hard
to pin down (see Fiengo 1974, Takami 1992, and referencesitheit shows up in the following

two examples.

(73) a. Merlinis looking for a unicorn.

b. A unicorn is being looked for by Merlin. (Fiengo 1974:51)

Unlike (73a), (73b) seems to imply the existence of a unicamtd also suggest that it is being

affected, in some sense, by the seathis affectedness constraint plausibly explains why many

statives resist passivisation.

(74) a. *Fouris equalled by 2+2.

b. *This table is resembled by that table.
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c. *French is known by John.

This suggests a reason why quasiargumental PPs generaltyatlow pseudopassivisation, but
occasionally do. The sort of argumental roles expressedubgigrgumental PPs don't generally
affect the complement of the preposition, which means thatt DP is generally not a fit subject
for a pseudopassive clause. This is true of all the exampl¢6d) above. However, it is not
always true, and (72) lists some of the cases where the pgassivised subjeds affected by the
event in question. We can sharpen this to some extent by iadogr independent heuristic test
for affectedness: if a phrase can follovihat happened to NEhen NP is affected by the action in

questiort!

(75) a. What happened to John is that he was walked out [pagain.

b. #What happened to this room is that it was met [ih

Such considerations also suggest why many acceptable é&@wippseudopassivisation out of
guasiargumental PPs, like those in (72), include phrake®fice too oftenor for the last time
one of the uses of such phrases is to imply that an action doasdn effect, when this may not
otherwise be clear.

A further consequence of this approach concerns a cleandatisin betweerwith, expressing
accompaniment, and instrumentath: the latter allows pseudopassivisation more readily than t

former.

(76) a. *My brother has been [travelled [with]] every day since his birth.

b. *lI was [walked [with__]] for a while, but now I’'m walking alone again.

(77) a. This pen has been [written [with]] every day since the death of Mr. Biro.

b. This broken shovel has clearly been [shovelled [witR rather too enthusiastically.
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This is because using an object for some purpose is morg biéelffect or characterise that object
than that object simply accompanying something. Howevem iaccompaniment relation does
have some more salient effect on the pseudopassive suthjentcases like (76) become more
acceptable. For instance, in (78), the accompanimentioeléd what leads to the children in

guestion being safe.

(78) ?Children are [travelled [with ]] at all times by accredited childminders.

It may initially seem like the affectedness requirementid@ecount for the impossibility of pseu-
dopassivisation out of temporal PPs as in (66)—(67) aboweveder, a minimal pair shows that
something beyond affectedness is at work here. In the faligwthe meaning is very much the
same in terms of the reviewers’ response to the film, and dagtehat this may have on (the status

of) the film. However, (79a) is grammatical, while (79b) isacneptable.

(79) a. What happened to this film is that it was walked out [dfby dozens of reviewers.
b. *What happened to this film is that it was walked out [duringby dozens of review-

ers.

This suggests that semantic factors alone cannot accautmigaliscrepancy, and the reason must
lie in the syntax, plausibly of feature suppression. Howexease like this where the affectedness
requirement fails to ameliorate a case of pseudopassoisanly highlights how strong the effect
is elsewhere. | conclude that the apparent restriction efiggpassivisation to argumental PPs is
not fully general, nor specific to pseudopassives, but ragteans from the affectedness require-
ment on passives in general. There is no need for our theoPystfanding to account for this,

then.
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The same moral is suggested by the generalisation that @gassivisation in English is im-

possible across a thematic DP complement (70). Once adngnieicalls a general property of

passivisation in English. To see this, consider the follmyvell-known paradigm.

(80)

a.

() Bill gave John a book.

(i)  Bill gave a book to John.

(i) Johnwas [given a book].

(i) A book was [given _ to John].
() *A book was [given John_].

(i) *John was [given a book to_].

One salient generalisation here is that no thematic DPsvenie between the main verb and NP-

trace. This bears a clear resemblance to the restrictiosendopassivisation noted above. How-

ever, pseudopassivisation acroswathematic DP is possible.

(81)

a.

| was [taken advantage [of]].

It's been [taken care [of ]].

I've been [made a fool [of ]].

No offense, Congressman Goode, but | think you've jushijeelled rank [on__]].

(http://www.lisnews.org/node/27609)

We cannot tell whether this is also possible with regularspa&s in English. We would need

something of the form V X NRnthemaiicNP, where X is generally zero. However, | am unaware

of any plausible candidates for such a configuration: in nidicnatic V NP NP constructions,

such asshow NP the dogrit is the first NP which bears @-role. Meanwhile, other plausible

potentially relevant configurations, such as V [P NP] NP, dexist in the base in English. As
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far as is testable, then, there is a clear parallelism betyassivisation and pseudopassivisation
in this respect too: neither operation can apply acrossradtie DP in English. Once again, this
means that it is unnecessary to construe this as a conditiéstranding itself.

As is well known, however, there is a bifurcation of the pndigs of passives in this respect
crosslinguistically. The English passive is ‘asymmetric’that only one object in a double object
construction is passivisable, while the passive in langsdige Norwegian is ‘symmetric’, which

means that either object can passivise in such cases.

(82) a. Jon vartgitt eifele.
“Jonwasgivena fiddle.”

b. Ei fele vartgitt Jon. .
“A fiddlewasgivenJon.” (Afarli 1992:17-8)
| have nothing to add concerning why languages should différis way (sedifarli 1992, Wool-
ford 1993 and Boeckx 2008 for suggestions), but more imptytdor my purposes here, when
the passive is symmetric, symmetric pseudopassives arpadsible. The following examples are
clumsy for some Norwegian speakers, and fully acceptabletfers, but apparently grammatical

in either case.

(83) a. %ens ble gitt eiklokke[til __ ] igar.
“Jenswasgivena watch to yesterday.”

b. %Vi blesendtpengertil _ ] hver maned.
“We aresent moneyto everymonth.”

Once again, then, the restrictions in the passive and ppasdive cases are parallel from language
to language?

Finally, we turn to the generalisation that adverbialsrveaing between V and P block pseu-
dopassivisation (71). Here again, there are counterexanglses like the following are quite

acceptable.
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(84) a. John has been [talked sternly [td].

b. This door has been [leaned heavily [or]] once too often.

Again, the clearest difference between (71) and (84) is dradfectedness. It is the fact that the
door was specifically leant heavily on, rather than justeam which had the implied effect of
breaking the door in (84b). But in (71c), for example, the that Napoleon slept in the bed is
what sets the bed apart — the fact that Napoleon dldptly in the bed doesn’t add anything
more, under normal circumstances, to our impression of gtk @he generalisation, therefore,
seems to be that, in English at least, passivisation is oobgiple if all the material between V
and the trace describes ways in which the passive subjecaffeaded. This generalisation, once
again, is stated in terms of passivisation rather than Spaity pseudopassivisation. Whether
this extension to passivisation is accurate or not is imptess$o test in English, given the strict
adjacency conditions holding between a verb and its objeds. at least, however, possible that
this is accurate, and so not necessary to account for tlasteffithin our theory of P-stranding.

In sum, constraints on P-stranding are plausibly not spetmfthe mechanisms allowing P-
stranding itself, and can be factored out into a generaltcaing on movement (the Single Event
Condition) and two general constraints on passivisatioa &ffectedness requirement and the con-
dition, specific to languages with asymmetric passivegd,tti@only passivisable thematic DP is
the one nearest to the verb). | don't know why these effeatsilshhold, but what matters here is
that they are not specific to P-stranding constructionss Tdaves us free to state the conditions

allowing P-stranding in the maximally simple and generahfan adopted in section 4.2.
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5. Summary and Conclusion

By now, we have quite a toolkit at our disposal. The assumptilargely independently motivated

but assumptions nonetheless, include the following.

(85)

a.

Case assignment is mediated by uninterpretablerésat

Phase heads are defined by the presence of certain unatadxe features.
Uninterpretable features do not drive strict subcatisgton.

The phasehood of P is subject to parametric variation.

The head of a BPPA is universally a phase.

Antilocality: there is no movement from the complemensiion of a head H to
[Spec,H].

The Single Event Condition: the minimal constituent eiming the head and the
foot of the chain describes a single event.

A-movement never crosses a Case-assigner.

Passivisation affects interpretation: a passive suligetaken to exist, and to be af-
fected by the predicate expressed by the material betweenV, a

In English-type asymmetric passive languages, the oasspisable thematic DP is
the one closest to V.

An operation of feature suppression is available as a atbaoption.

The goal of this paper has been to use this toolkit to derieeptioperties of three separate con-

structions, characterised by the following equatiéhs.

(86)

a.

b.

Extraction from BPPAs = feature suppression'-mdvement.

Pseudopassive = feature suppression + A-movement.
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c. A’ P-stranding = nonphasal P +mAovement, or feature suppression +movement.

The next three subsections show that this yield the rightentees for the three constructions.

5.1 The Toolkit and Extraction from BPPAs

By assumption, the head of a BPPA is a phase, which meanstthagiis the uninterpretable
features which define phasehood, as in Abels (2003). Thiggtlat extraction of the complement
of a BPPA is ruled out by antilocality considerations unlésature suppression is available to
remove the uninterpretable features from the head and patdiehaving like a phase.

If extraction from BPPAs is possible in a given languagentie only part of the toolkit which
will constrain its distribution is the Single Event Conditi We saw in section 3.1 that this was

indeed the case, on the basis of the following paradigms &aglish and Norwegian.

(87) a. Accomplishment matrix VP: What did John drive Mary crazy [whistling ]?
b. Achievement matrix VP: What did John arrive [whistling ]?
c. Point matrix VP: *What did John [notice his brother] [whistling ]?
d. Activity matrix VP: *What does John work [whistling ]?
e. State matrix VP: *Which magical tune does John know Georgian [whistling?

(88) a. Hvilkensangkom han[plystrendepa _ ]?
Which songcamehe whistling on
“Which song did he arrive whistling?”
b. *Hvilkensangjobberhan[plystrendepad  ]?
Which songworks he whistling on
“Which song does he work whistling?”

The explanation for this pattern comes from the interactibthe Single Event Condition with

a decompositional theory of lexical aspect, leading to tbeegalisation that extraction from a
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BPPA is only possible if it modifies a VP describing an intélsnaomplex event, such as an

accomplishment or achievement.

5.2 The Toolkit and AP-stranding

There are two ways in which it may be possible to extract tmegiement of P by Amovement in

a given language: either P is not a phase head in the languagestion, or it is a phase head, but
feature suppression is available to remove the unintaplefeatures that lie behind phasehood.
The fact that the latter mechanism, but not the former, dlsava extraction from BPPAs explains
why there is a one-way implication between these two coostmus: whenever extraction from
BPPAs is available, feature suppression is at work behiedstienes, and so’ R-stranding is
possible. However, AP-stranding could also be possible simply because P isrfiagein the
language in question, which would not be sufficient to allavaction from BPPAS.

Moreover, because of the frugal conception of feature sggion that we have arrived at, these
two routes to A P-stranding are more or less currently empirically indigtiishable (but see note
29). Both have no consequences beyond the fact that P dbesm’some features that it usually
does, and therefore doesn’t behave like a phase head.

If A’ P-stranding is possible at all, then, the only factor froem tibolkit that will constrain its
distribution is, once again, the Single Event Condition.e Fnedictions of the condition in this
case are that extraction from quasiargumental PPs sholteédlg available, extraction from PPs
expressing necessarily noncontingent relations amongtgegould be impossible, and that there
should be a degree of variability concerning a third clasB®$ which express relations among
events that are compatible with contingent relations, butat entail them. All of these predictions

are borne out.
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(89) a. Whichroom did you meet [in ]?
b. Who did you do that [for ]?
c. What did you make that [with ]?
d. Who did you go there [with_]?

e. Whodidyourely[on ]?

(90) a. *Which problems did you get here [despitg?

b. *Which arguments do you believe that [notwithstandingf?

(91) a. *Which meal did you read a book [during]?

b. %Which play did you fall asleep [during ]?

5.3 The Toolkit and Pseudopassives

We assume that prepositions are generally able to assigntGakeir complements, and that A-
movement across such a Case assigner is generally impnsBibéudopassivisation is therefore
impossible unless the uninterpretable feature drivinge@asignment by P is suppressed. The fact
that pseudopassivisation relies on the same mechanisntrasteon from BPPAs explains why
the two are found in just the same languages. The fact thantbichanism is one way, but not
the only way, of allowing AP-stranding explains why all languages with pseudopasstioin and
extraction from BPPAs also allow’#-stranding, but notice versa

However, the distribution of pseudopassives is more @sttithan that of AP-strandingvithin
a given language, as well as crosslinguistically. Partbydgested that this may be due to a con-
straint that feature suppression can only apply to the héadsister of a projection of V. Ideally,
though, we would like it to follow as far as possible from mgemeral factors. We saw that the ef-

fects of the Single Event Condition are largely masked irctse of pseudopassivisation, although
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certainly no counterexamples were found. However, ottstrictions on pseudopassivisation were
shown to follow from general constraints on passivisatiather than just its P-stranding variant.
The first such constraint is that the passive subject mustdughly, affected by the event
described in rest of the passive sentence. In the case ddhtar passive, this is seen most clearly
in the unacceptability of the passive of many stative ve®23,(and in the case of pseudopassives
by, for example, the distinction between passivisatiomefdtomplements of instrumental (93) and

accompaniment (94yith, as well as by the heuristics likehat happened to NBescribed above.

(92) a. *Fouris equalled by 2+2.
b. *This table is resembled by that table.

c. *French is known by John.

(93) a. This pen has been [written [with]] every day since the death of Mr. Biro.

b. This broken shovel has clearly been [shovelled [witH rather too enthusiastically.

(94) a. *My brother has been [travelled [with ]] every day since his birth.

b. *lI was [walked [with__]] for a while, but now I’'m walking on my own again.

The second constraint on passivisation is that in Engligle-assymmetric passive languages (but
not in symmetric passive languages like Norwegian), thentdtee DP closest to V is the only one

that can be passivised. This is seen in (80), repeated balomtrast (95bi) with (95ci) for the

regular passive case, and (95bii) with (95cii) for the psgagsive case.

(95) a. (i) Billgave John a book.
(i)  Bill gave a book to John.
b. (i) Johnwas [given_a book].

(i) A book was [given__ to John].
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c. (i) *Abookwas [given John ].

(i) *John was [given a book to_].

The short story, then, is that the distribution of the ps@adsive is so restricted because it needs
to obey all the constraints on extraction from BPPAs, alldbestraints on AP-stranding, and all

the constraints on passivisation.

5.4 Conclusion and Prospects

This investigation started from a crosslinguistic cortielabetween a marked type of A-movement,
namely pseudopassivisation, and a marked type @hdvement, namely extraction from BPPAs.
This correlation allows us to sharpen our picture of thediectllowing these movements. We
saw that the patterns of PP-external influence on the avigtyatf these types of movement are
due to general constraints either on movement or on paasatis The final description of fea-
ture suppression, the mechanism which allows pseudopsetsin and extraction from BPPAs, is
therefore very simple (and in fact, close to the idea presemmt Abels 2003).

Much of this paper has been programmatic, posing at leastayg questions as it answers. To
mention just three, firstly, we would surely like to know mateout the relationship between the
two mechanisms allowing’AP-stranding. Formally and functionally, they are very eloks there
anything (apart from the logic of the argument) which keédysrt from collapsing together?

Secondly, the wider interactions of feature suppressionlogality, and extraction from ad-
juncts have been ignored here. Truswell (2007b) showed#ntdin other classes of adjunct allow

subextraction quite productively in English, for exampl@rder andwithoutclauses, as in (96).

(96) a. Whatdid you come here [in order to talk aboul?

b. What did you go away [without thinking of ]?
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Crosslinguistically, though, not every language permitshsdependencies. Moreover, in such
cases, with much more structure inside the adjunct, appetdiantilocality to explain the absence
in a given language of such examples is much less attractitreo(gh the ideas sketched in fn.26
might help), as there is a large amount of material sepay#ti@ foot of the chain from the nearest
phase head.

The account of these other types of extraction from adjustutsild probably be partially inde-
pendent of this account of extraction from BPPAs, for twesoess. Firstly, in the case of extraction
from BPPAs, Truswell (2007a) showed that the interpretatibthe relation between the events
described in the matrix VP and in the adjunct is determinethlyaspectual class of the matrix
VP: accomplishments yield causal relations, while achiests yield purely temporal relations.
No such thing is true in cases like (96), where the factorrd@teng the relation between the two
subevents (namelwithout, or in order) is internal to the adjunct itself. Secondly, and probably
more significantly, the crosslinguistic distribution ofaemples like (96) is much wider than the
distribution of extraction from BPPAs: at least some sudmegles are available in Romance (see
in particular Cinque 1990), and also in Germanic languaggedd¢elandic which disallow extrac-
tion from BPPAs. Examples like (96) are not universally &afale, however: Dutch, German, and
Russian, at the least, disallow them. The reason why wikkhawvait for future research.

Another question raised by this paper concerns the limitsatiire suppression. We surely do
not want this mechanism to operate freely. Unconstrainéstida of features would allow us, for
example, to intersperse finite and nonfinite clauses inmgisonstructions (97), whereas actually

only the latter should be allowed because of the Case-asgigbilities of the former.

(97) *John seems [that has fallen over]].

In this paper, | have tentatively proposed that feature saggon might be limited to the heads
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of sisters of projections of V. This proposal is sufficientrtde out (97), which would only be
derivable by suppressing finite embedded T's Case-ched&atgres. Whether such a proposal is
sufficient (or indeed accurate) in the general case remaibs seen.

However, the biggest problem posed by the pseudopassivé kasn been touched on here.
We still have no idea why is it so very rare in the first place.alsense, the analysis here, if it
contains a grain of truth, raises as many problems as it soReecisely because our final picture
of the feature suppression operation is so simple, we arevl@idering why so few languages
avail themselves of it. To be sure, this is not just a problenttie present analysis: every account
of P-stranding or of pseudopassives that | have seen faeeh#tlenge of simultaneously making
these structures available, but not widespread. Howdweproblem'’s ubiquity just makes it more
pressing.

This means that the immediate priority for extending thie Iof research is to expand the
crosslinguistic database. We know of three further pseaskipe languages (Vata, Gbadi, and
Prince Edward Island French). Lack of access to native ggedias prevented me from checking
whether extraction from BPPAs is also possible in thesesc4sEhe possibility of extraction from
BPPAs in other, non-pseudopassive, languages should algswéstigated. In fact, perhaps the
best outcome of such extended crosslinguistic researdtaisse find extraction from BPPASs to
be available in a proper superset of languages with psesdmesa. That would allow a rehabil-
itation of sorts of pseudopassives within the principled parameters model. Iif() parameter
setting really were a question of flipping a switch, then the that only half a dozen languages
have pseudopassives, and only a dozen have P-strandingragkes these constructions pretty
poor candidates for such a parameter: why don’t thousantdsgliages have the construction in
guestion, and why don’t we stumble across them all the tinfieffolvever, we find a few plausi-

bly related constructions X such that all languages witlugepassives also have X, but nate
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versg then we're getting somewhere: we flip a few switches to gebX,we need to flip a few
more switches to get pseudopassivesPAtranding is one such construction. The hope expressed
in this paper is that extraction from BPPAs may be another.

In fact, two of my informants (native speakers of Swedish Bacbese) allow extraction from
BPPAs but not pseudopassivisation. In contrast, althougiynspeakers of a pseudopassive lan-
guage feel extraction from BPPAs to be slightly marginahebave gone so far as to reject them
outright. | take this to be encouraging for our theory of paggers, if not for the specific theory
sketched in this paper. Perversely enough, a serious worrthé analysis proposed here is its
simplicity. It turns around two simple, binary choice paineither P is a phase head in a given
language, or it is not, and either languages can deletearpmatable features from certain heads,
or they can't. Internal to the data presented here, | see @ foe anything more complicated than

that, but perhaps we should hope that, in the fullness of, tiliiegs are not tied together so neatly.
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problem seriously in the first place. I'm sure none of them agiree with what follows, though.
Thanks also to two anonymous reviewers for their commersaticism. This work was initially

undertaken with the support of a Wingate scholarship.

2The choice of case on the subject is somewhat arbitrary hedein other languages discussed
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below with rich case morphology: should it bear regular native, or the case assigned by the
preposition? Ungrammaticality results either way. Thisecaonflict is not sufficient to rule out
pseudopassivisation in all languages with rich case systeawever, given the existence in many

languages of non-nominative subjects. See Maling & Zaeh®8(,52) for discussion.
3 We have to use a more complex construction to demonstrat@bence of pseudopassives
in Icelandic, because of cases which look like pseudopassbut turn out to involve Afronting

of the complement of P, as in (98).

(98)  bessakonu er oftast talad vel [um__].
“That womanacc is usuallyspokenwell of.” (Maling & Zaenen 1990:155)

The raising to object in (9b) controls for the subjecthootheffronted argument: becaugigdisi
fails to undergo raising to object in that example, we asstimebessa konun (98) is in an
A’-position, rather than the subject position.

4van Riemsdijk (1978:133) states that Macedonian is alscstrdhding language. | have not
seen this elsewhere in the literature, and have been urabkzity what the properties of Mace-
donian P-stranding are if this is true.

SThis pattern also occurs in some areas of the Frisian paradig

6As with Icelandic (see note 3), it is necessary to construbee complex example to see the
impossibility of pseudopassive in Frisian, as the basiewon (99) is, in fact, grammatical.

(99) Jan wurdt[mei__] praat.
Johnwas with spoken
“John was spoken with.”

Hoekstra (1995) analyses this as a base-generated depgrmween the ‘subject’ (actually in
[Spec,C]) and a null resumptive, an analysis which exphaimgsuch pseudopassive-like construc-

tions cannot be embedded in Frisian: the antecedent of theesumptive must be in [Spec,C],
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and so cannot follow &datin (14a) (an argument due to Ger de Haan).

’A more subtle version of reanalysis is sketched by van Rigkn&®78, §6.2), following work
by Chomsky. On this theory, P belongs simultaneously to Vd emPP, and (presumably) the
complement of P is immediately dominated by both a projecdbP and a projection of V*. The
extra mobility of that complement is then related to the abseof uniquely determined relations
of c-command and so on, post-reanalysis. It is not clear hawynof the current criticisms apply
to such an approach, as the approach has never been devetapegh, to my knowledge, to make
the empirical predictions clear.

It is important to distinguish Hornstein & Weinberg’s typéreanalysis from the separate
operation of V-reanalysis, which played a crucial role in Larson’s (1988ninal discussion of
the double object construction. In both cases, extra natesimes to be reanalysed as part of a
complex verb, which can then assign objective case to itpbemment. The major difference is that
in Larson’s case, this material already forms a constit{@nt’), while this is not necessary for
Hornstein & Weinberg. Hornstein & Weinberg’s analysis oftPanding makes crucial use of this
ability to treat a nonconstituent V-P string as a complexdyarpossibility not countenanced by
Larson. As an anonymous reviewer notes, Larson’s theoryReERells, along with extensions of
it in Kayne (1994) and elsewhere, also analyses adjunct #Psrg low complements within VP.
This limits the effect of Hornstein & Weinberg’s proposahtheanalysis affects only VP-internal
material, as a much larger amount of material is treated asmiéal on a Larsonian analysis.
Given the relative acceptability of (16)—(18) (see the @ésion in the main text), this may be a
welcome effect.

8] cannot hope to address every extant criticism of Horns@leinberg here: there are simply
too many. Baltin & Postal (1996) alone list at least ten emaiproblems, plus further formal and
conceptual issues, disregarding footnotes. Hopefullyhtgblighted problems are representative,

though.
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9Personally, | find this contrast somewhat overstated, but tanfident that other examples

could be found making the same point.

10 will only discuss extraction via specifier positions inghpaper. See Chomsky (1986) for
some speculation concerning the distribution of adjoinesitpns, and conditions on movement

through them.

l1see Chomsky (2008) for a different attempt to derive phases the distribution of unvalued
features.

12As pointed out by a reviewer, Abels (pp.227-9) also considesecond form of parametrisa-
tion, according to which P-stranding languages are diststged from non-P-stranding languages
by the presence of extra functional structure between P @)dvlich has effects for the antilo-
cality principle that we will turn to presently. As far as Ircéell, my account is equally com-
patible with this alternative. However, to the extent there is independent evidence for extra
functional structure in PPs (see Boskovit 2004 and Lewp(8at structure is equally available
in P-stranding and non-P-stranding languages. Moreous|sAdiscusses some slight reasons to
prefer the account in terms of parametrisation of the prasebf P, so | follow him in this respect.

13] do not wish to claim that this exhausts the list of possibiteaetions from adjuncts: it clearly
does not. See the conclusion for some speculative commerttther legitimate extractions from
adjuncts.

This is ungrammatical itvhistlingis predicated oflohn The reading in whichwhistling is
predicated ohis brotheris irrelevant here, as it does not instantiate a BPPA stractu

BN this case, even corresponding declaratives are pretfsaded, but it's the best example |
know of.

16The reason for assuming that the classes line up in this wagetns the distributional tests

given by Vendler (1957) to determine membership of diffeespectual classes. Classes contain-
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ing a process component can freely form progressives, agkpce or absence of a culmination

corresponds to thie 5 minutes/for 5 minutedistinction.

17| assume that the further interpretive distinction betwB8®PAs modifying accomplishments
and achievements is due to a thematic, rather than strieptestructural, difference between
the two classes. The subject of an accomplishmentdikee Mary crazyis an agent, and so the
actions of that subject are responsible for bringing ableg@tculmination, while the subject of an
achievement likarrive is a patient, and so the subject’s actions are not necessasponsible for
bringing about the culmination. The relation between trenédescribed by the BPPA (a modifier
describing the subject’s actions) and the matrix evenbval straightforwardly.

This is relevant to a reviewer’s suggestion that BPPAs aezlé@ by a null preposition. In
many acceptable cases of extraction from a BPPA, there zse plaraphrase with an overt prepo-
sitional complementiser. However, the specific prepasitieat allows extraction varies with the
aspectual class of the matrix predicate. In the case of (B¥@hecessary interpretation is that John
drove Mary crazyby whistling, while in the case of (37b), the necessary in&tadron is, roughly,
that John arrivedvhile whistling. Thiswhile interpretation is available in declarative equivalents
of (37a), and also the activity case (37d). It is insufficighbugh, to license extraction from the
BPPA in these other cases. In sum, then, although | am agradstiut the possibility that a BPPA
is headed by a null preposition in general, | am very doulitfat postulating such a preposition
will help us to explain the extraction patterns that we firgl{tee interpretive restrictions are quite

arbitrary from a syntactic point of view.

187 parallel exampleHon skrattadesit “She was laughed at”, is given as ungrammatical by
Maling & Zaenen (1990:162). This reveals a significant sphitong Swedish idiolects. Native

speakers in general consider this construction more mealrtfian its English counterpart, particu-

larly when the s-passive is used, as opposed to the pertghpassive, as in (100).
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(100)  Hon blevskrattad[at ]

“Shewas laughedat.”
However, some speakers, presumably including Maling & 2a&ninformants, view any such
examples as fully unacceptable. | will return to this beldwf for now, the fact that several
examples ofNP skrattadesat are found on Google, for example, suggests that it is reddena
to conclude that pseudopassivisation is possible for mavgd&h speakers. Thanks to Anders

Holmberg for clarifying this point.

YMerchant (2001:92) reports that Matthew Dryer found no exasiof productively P-stranding
languages outside of Germanic, in a 625-language sampleeés above, this is not completely
representative — the literature mentions Vata, Gbadi (kKoap 1984), Prince Edward Island
French (King & Roberge 1990), and possibly Papiamentu (AR€I03) and Macedonian (van
Riemsdijk 1978) — but it still amply demonstrates the undbéie rarity of P-stranding. The ques-
tion of extraction from BPPAs has never been addressed dhiagyike this scale, perhaps unsur-
prisingly. | have only tested the hypothesis that extractiom BPPAs correlates with pseudopas-
sivisation on most modern varieties of Germanic, most majadern varieties of Romance, Greek
and Russian. Only time will tell whether this proposed datien stands up to scrutiny, given a
larger and more diverse language sample, including thefhboichon-Germanic languages which

have been reported to allow pseudopassivisation.
200f course, many languages lack anything like BPPAs. Thiststiue in these two cases,
where declarative examples are fine, as in (101)-(102), artbesdegradation in the main text

examples must be due to movement.

(101) Jan istango’sfluitend gearriveerd.
Johnis tangos whistling arrived
“John arrived whistling tangos.”

(102) O Janiseftase tragudhondasi Masaliotidha.
The John arrivedsinging theMarseillaise
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“John arrived singing th#arseillaise”

21| have marked this example as ?? rather than * on the basiseoinformant, who said that,
given a very specific set of circumstances (including a Rdawh-phrase and the particd), this
sentence would be understood, and an interlocutor would/b@aot even frown” upon hearing

it. For other informants, this sentence is still flatly ungraatical.

220One Faroese informant accepts some examples along thesedird rejects others. The other
rejects all such cases. The dividing lines between theselagses of examples, and also the basis
for this idiolectal difference, will have to wait for moresearch.

23Questions arise about successive cyclicity in this conexhovement may well be successive-
cyclic, butifitis, it would appear on this line of thoughtthis is a consequence of the EPP rather

than anything narrowly related to Case or phases, as seghesthomsky (2008).

240ther uninterpretable features may still be present, hewea nonphasal P head can still

assign Case, which is assumed to be mediated by unintesfe étatures.

25| have little to offer at this time concerning the constraioh feature suppression. It is formu-

lated here in a maximally general way, and it will become rcleavhat follows that this is liable

to overgenerate.
26Here’s a sketch of how a more empirically satisfactory tienight look. Assume that BPPAs
are introduced by a null preposition, so that they look rdygls in (103a). Moreover, assume

that PPs, DPs and also the vP layer within a BPPA are all phddat means that a common

characteristic of PPs and BPPAs is that they contain a pkds®ese complement is also a phase,

as in (103a—b) (with phases in bold), as opposed to the re@ulav*-V sequence, where phases

and nonphases are interspersed, as in (103c).

(103) a. PPs:AP[DP [NP]]
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b. BPPAs: PP[v*P [VP]]]
c. Regular clausesCP [TP [v*P [VP]]]]

Next, assume that antilocality can be extended such thateiss prohibiting movement from

complement to specifier, it also prohibits movement fromecgjer to the next highest specifier.

(104) a. *p XP H typ]

b. *[H,p XP Hy [H,p txp H2 Comp]]

C.  [Hy,p XP Ha [Hp Spec b txp]]

This has the effect of trapping any moved phrases withindivet phase of PPs and BPPAs: move-
ment to [Spec,D] in (103a) or [Spec,v*] in (103b) is free, mdvement from there to the specifier
of the immediately dominating PP phase is ruled out by atdiity considerations. Accordingly,
extraction from PPs and BPPAs is blocked in the general ¢té®eever, if the phasehood of one of
the two phases can be removed, along the lines suggestesrmaih text, then extraction becomes
possible.

This approach has several advantages, not least of whi¢hatn circumvents the two major
problems described in the text. However, it has nontriveadsequences for our wider syntactic
theory. Most notably, it rules out movement from [Spec, TIBpec,C] (as in subjegth-questions),
and from [Spec,V] to [Spec,v*] (as in some analyses of Ehgdityle object shift). If Chomsky
(2008) is on the right track, there is no genuine movememhf[8pec,T] to [Spec,C], and so
the first of these problems, at least, might be surmountablewever, the wider challenge is
substantial.

2THere,with andduring are taken as indicative of the families of relations in giseste, with

or without subscript numerals, is a variable over eventd yaiis a variable over individuals.

28There are complicating factors in the cas@ofwithstandingfirstly because of its weight, and
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secondly because it varies between prepositional and ggistmal use. The few postpositions
in English universally disallow stranding, as far as | am @ydor reasons that | won't go into
here (but note the tantalising correlation that only paositians can be stranded in OV Germanic

languages, while apparently only prepositions can be dé@um this VO Germanic language).

(105) a. *Which worries should we go ahead [aside]?

b. *How long did you get here [ ago]?

29More speculatively, such a restriction could also explaims pervasive idiolectal variation in

the acceptability of examples like (66a) and (67a). If feaguppression is sufficient to allow R-
stranding as well as pseudopassivisation, but is reddrictéhe heads of VP-internal constituents,
then the only possible positive evidence in a pseudopaksigeiage for a nonphasal P head (the
other route to AP-stranding) would be stranding of a temporal prepositimhssafter or during

on a contingent construal. Such examples are quite rares@itds possible that many language
learners never encounter the positive evidence neededstalate a nonphasal P. In such a case,
communicative efficiency would be hardly, if at all, affettly this different parameter setting,
being restricted to the fact that some people are much Idiaguio accept examples like (66a)

and (67a) than others (see, for example, the judgements gitdornstein & Weinberg 1981).

30Nothing changes i$eekreplacedook for. This shows that the effect is due to passivisation,
and not specifically to feature suppression in the pseudogadNote also that this atelic example
suggests that the correct characterisation of ‘affectegirfer verbal passives is not identical to
its use in the productive line of research into measuringeffects (Tenny 1987) relating aspec-
tual properties of verbs to properties of their direct otgewhich relies on a narrower notion of
affectedness.

31This has to be treated as a one-way implication, becausexémplethis penin (77a) is not

affected materially by the repeated writings, althouglsitdusas a special pen is altered. Even
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more surprisingly, as a reviewer points out, parts of idi@as be passivised\flvantage has been
taken of Johphand even pseudopassivise€that particular windmill has been tilted at befgre
despite the fact that affectedness is surely not an apjatepgerm here. It is less important for my
present purposes to characterise the semantic restaaiopassivisation accurately, though, than
it is to show that these restrictions hold equally of psewadsjvisation. | therefore stick with the
term ‘affectedness’ here, with the warning that it is not ptetely accurate.

32perhaps a more serious challenge in that case comes from Ermgish dialects in which
passivisation is only possible across a thematic pronotimdtuacross a full DP (some speakers

also allow passivisation across an intervening proper hame
(106) A book was given %him/%%John/*the librarian.

This variation is problematic for many theories of symneeémd asymmetric passives in its own
right, but the further problem in the current context is thaparallel pattern appears to hold in the

case of pseudopassives.
(107)  John was shown *it/*Mary/*the picture [to ].

| must leave this as an unanswered problem here.

33The fourth logically possible combination, nonphasal P mévement, would be uninterest-
ing on this story, as nonphasal P is still a Case assigner@ndmble of blocking A-movement,
according to (85h).

34t is, of course, possible that extraction from BPPAs will independently ruled out, for
example because BPPAs do not exist in the language in qoggtsb as they don’t exist in Standard

French, for example.
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