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The Comp-Trace Effect and Contextuality of the EPP
Zeljko Boskovié

The paper aims to broaden the scope ofttilagt effect and localize the culprit for its existence,
which will lead to fine-tuning the position of vatis subject and wh-phrases, and a new contextual
conception of the EPP that will be put into a beragerspective regarding a more general move
toward contextuality in syntax. To address theseds, the paper will explore low left periphery as
well as the possibility of multiple subject posit® In this respect, it will be argued thadtawn (1b) is
lower thanwhoin (1a) but higher thaAmyin (1c). Quirky subjects, on the other hand, Ww#l argued
to be lower thamy, with a new generalization proposed regarding ttreisslinguistic availability.

(1) a. | wondewho Amy met b. I wondewho left c. | thinkAmy left

From this perspective, the paper will address skaa of the proper analysis of a number of other
constructions, including Japanese raising-to-objectnch ECM, Germanic V-2 clauses, existential
constructions (a non-uniform analysis will be ajfier there), locative inversion and clausal subjects.

1. The Comp-trace effect

Let us first consider the Comp-trace effect (CTIB)one family of analyses, the embedded clause
in (3) is truncated/smaller than in (2) (see e @gSBVic 1997, Rizzi 2006, Chomsky 2015 for different
ways of implementing this). The goal of this sestis twofold: to argue for this overall approach,
where null C can crucially induce CTE, and to expdime empirical domain of CTE with several
phenomena that were not previously treated this waych will provide a new perspective on them.

(2) *Who do you think that left Mary? (3) Who do you think left Mary?

One such case concerns the ban on scrambéngarked subjects from Japandseclauses (4),
notedby Saito (1985} who also notes objectsmdadjunctscanmovefrom suchclausesThis is exactly
the patterrof English CTE Given the parallelisi suggest we are dealing with the same phenomenon

(4) *Sono hon-gaJohn-ga [tyoku ureteiru to] omotteiru.
that bookm Johnom well selling that think
‘John thinks that that book is selling well. (Saito 1985:193)

While standard Japanese disallows C-drop, therdiatects that allow it. We may then expect (4)
to improve under C-drop in those dialects, thisige hallmark of CTE. This is indeed the case.

(5) Sono hon-ga John-ga [tyoo uretoru] omootoru.
that bookm JohRom well selling think (Hsbima dialect, H. Oda)

A potential issue for the CTE account is raisedhgyfact that ECM is allowed out td-clauses.
(6) JohngaBill -0i*ga orokanimdt; tensaidato] omotteiru (7)JJohngaBill -o/ga tensaidato omotteiru

JohRom Bill accinom Stupidly geniuss thatthink Johnom Bill aceinomgeniuss thatthink
‘John stupidly believes that Bill is a genius (Tanaka 2002)

1Some such cases improve with a big pause aftesctiaenbled subje¢Mihara1994) | assume they involve @o
resumptive (they are in fact island-insensitive aetter with an overt resumptive than scramblingegally is).
The pause and the processing issues Mihara (1#82)sses can be taken to be involved in associatirpro.



Bill-o in (6) precedes a matrix adverb, which means itesanto the matrix clause. If (4) involves
CTE, why doesn’t CTE arise with subject movement actbsssame C in (6)®hile the exact account
of Japanese raising-to-object (RTO) is debatedyraber of authors (Taguchi 2015, Saito 2018, Yoo
2018) have provided evidence that the RTO(RBP)is base-generated in embedded SpecCP (based
on reconstruction, locality effects, indexical &hig...). While these authors conclude RtoP is base-
generated at the left periphery they do not exphdig this is the case, why the movement derivaition
blocked. The CTE accoumhereto blockssubject movemenjust like Englishthat, explains thatThe
movement derivation involves movement of RtoP atoslLeft-periphery base-generation voids the
effect since on this derivation RtoP does not citosRTO then does not argue against the CTE
account of the ban on scrambligg-subjects, it in fact provides evidence for it (m@n RTO below).

Anothernewcase argueinvolvesCTEis ECM in French Notefirst thatBoSkovic (2007)provides
evidence that ECM constructions crosslinguisticatiyst involve movement to the case-licensing
SpecvP: languages can differ regarding whethemtbeement is overt or covert but the movement
must occcur. Given that ECM must involve movemé8}, involves subject movement out of the
infinitive (for evidence that this infinitive is@P, see Hout 1981, Pesetsky 1992, Bogkh9D7)2

(8) *Pierrea cru Marie avoir  achd#s fraises.
Pierre has believed Marie to-have boughstrawberries

The hall-mark of the truncation account of CTEhigttmaking the clause smaller voids CTE. This
is what happens with French ECM: reducing the itifie to a small clause makes ECM possible.

(9) Pierre a jugé Paul coupable.
Pierre has judged Paul guilty

Based on English, Rizzi (2006) suggests clausecteguoccurs only with subject wh-movement
(so in (3) but not said she lejt without providing evidence for this. (10)-(11 grovide relevant
evidence (this could be taken to suggest a resgteFbdeletion account of CTE, see BoSKa2011).

(10) a. *They believed, and Mary claimed, John ldouurder Peter.
b. *Mary believed John bought a car an&eP&bhn sold a house.
¢. Who did they believe, and Mary claim,uibmurder Peter?
d. ?Who did Mary believe bought a car aatePsold a house?
(11) a. ?Who do you believe sincerely likes Nad&sh
b. *What do you believe sincerely NataskadP (Boskoviand Lasnik 2003)

(10a,b) are standardly ruled out by licensing cbowi$ on null C. (10c,d) then provide evidence
that when subject wh-moves, the clause is smdlkn CP. Moreover, (11) indicates that only subject
wh-movement results in a smaller clause, not whenment in general. Importantly, subject wh-move-
ment also makelSCM possible in Frencihe parallelism provides evidence for a unifornatneent of
French ECM and English CTE: in both, subject wh-eroent makes the clause smaller, voiding CTE.

(12) Paul, quePierrea cru i tavoir acheté des fraises.
Paul, who Pierre has believed to-hheeight strawberries (French)

Also relevant here is interaction between C-drogp RO in Japanese. Overt movement of RtoP
to the matrix discussed above (see {®pptional RtoPcanstayin theembeddedlause(Taguchi 2015
argues it then moves to the matrix in LF). An argutrfor this is provided by multiple clefts (Hiraaw
2001). Clefted phrases in such clefts must comm fitte same clause. RtoP can be clefted with either
matrix or embedded phrases (only the latter isiplessvith nominative subjects), which shows that it
can stay in the embedded or move to the matrixselalnterestingly, under C-drop RtoP can only be

2See Kayne (1980) for an explanation of some supalfexceptions to the ban on raising from thenitifres in
question (note that A-movement across CP is ircjpia possible, see e.g. Obata 2010).



clefted with matrix phrases, not embedded oneseiGihat RtoP is located in the embedded clause
SpecCP when it stays in the embedded clause, ibvédes evidence that voiding CTE indeed requires
a smaller clause: RtoP cannot stay in the embeddede SpecCP since the CP itself is missing.

(13) a. [Washi-gat[ t; kuwashii (to)] omootoru-n]-waMiki-o ; gengogaku-n; ja.
bALE .NOM familiar C think-C-TOP  Mildc linguisticsar  copula
‘It is Miki, with linguistics that | fimk is familiar.’ (Hirogha dialect, H. Oda)
b. cf.[t; [t Gengogaku-ni kuwash(to)] omootoru-n]-wawashi-ga Miki-o ja.

It seems plausible that the embedded SpecCP rewgiiteis there because RtoP must be at the
embedded clause edge if it does not move into #@exnin the presence ¢, base-generation in that
position is necessary due to CTE. With C-drop,ei@TE is not an issue SpecCP base-generation isn’t
required. But why can’t RtoP stay in SpeclP undeair@? Given that there is no clause reduction if
there is no subject movement, RtoP cannot staynimeelded SpeclP even under C-drop since it would
then not be located at the embedded clause eddeoffped clause is an IP only if the subject moves).

2. Who left?

A smaller clause is thus needed to void the Comgpeteffect (CTE), which indicates that null C
induces CTE (this is good news if CTE is a syntaeffect, the syntax should not know whether the C
is null or not). This, however, raises an issueyMibesn’'t CTE arise with subject questions like)(14
which should involve movement crossing C (the 6uB but that does not matter)?

(14) Who left?

It is sometimes assumevhois in SpeclP here. There is strong evidence agtiiss hell phrases,
which modify only wh-moved DPs, can modify subjedi-phrases ((15), Pesetsky 1987). Also, the
possibility of inverse scope in (16a) shows thgeoteveryonecan scope over a quantifier in SpeclP.
Its impossibility in (16b) then indicates thahois not located in SpeclP in (16b) (Mizuguchi 2014)

(15) a. *Who bought what the hell? b. What tké did she buy? c. Who the hell bought it?
(16) a. Someone loves everyone. b. Who lovesyene?

There is also evidence that subject wh-movemend doepass through SpeclP. Consider (17).

(17) a. Who was arrested all in Duke Street? b. *They were arrested all last night.
¢. Whatdid he say all that he wanted? (West Ulster English (WVU), McsKey 2000)

Unlike St. EnglishWUE allows Q-float with wh-movement (17¢i is also possible ifil7a).Still,
like St. English, WUE disallows (17b): subject ipe8IP cannot float a quantifier postverbally here.
This rules out the derivation wheweho in (17a) moves to SpecCP via SpeclP siatevould then
float under movement to SpeclP. This is disallo@db); this also rules outhm staying in SpeclP).
Another, new argument to this effect concerns &iaxy) contraction. It is well-known that aux-
contraction is not possible when the aux is folldwsy a wh-trace (e.g. Kaisse 1983; in work in
preparation | show that this holds when the auxilend the wh-trace are located in the same phase).

(18) a. | know wherelohn isit(tonight). b. *I know wherelohn’s t (tonight).

The fact that aux-contraction is allowed in (19rthindicates that wh-movement in (19) does not
proceed via SpeclP, leaving a wh-trace in thattjpost

3An issueariseswhatkind of subjectmovementicensesclausereduction Wh-movementpparentlycan. Thesame
holds for scrambling ((5); Rtoffovement from (6) has also been argued to invatv@nsbling (which explains its
optionality), see Hiraiwa 2001, Taguchi 2015). E@Mdvement, on the other hand, apparently cannatdieé.

“No do-support does not mean no inversion in subjecttopres Do-support is a last resort operation to support T-
affix whenthereis aPFrealizedelementbetweerl andV. Thereis no suchelement invho talkedwho C+T talk).



(19) Who's arriving tonight?

| concludethen thatwhodoesnotpasghroughSpeclPin (14) (for moreevidenceseeBoskovi in
press, Messick 2020). Regarding the CTE issuegueathe reason why CTE does not arise in (14) is
that whilewho does undergo wh-movement, it moves to a lowertiposihan SpecCP; i.e. | argue that
there are two wh-positions, a higher one and afdamme, where the lower wh-position is occupied by
wh-movedsubjectsOneargumenthatwh-movedsubjectsandobjectsdo notmoveto thesameposition
concernKaisse’s(1983)observatiorthatthereis a one-wordhost restriction on contracted auxiliaries
hostedby movedwh-phraseg¢(20avs20b))but, crucially,only with non-subject wh-phrases (20c)/(21).
| take this to indicate that the wh-phrases/awidm are not in the same position in non-subject
(20b)/(21a) and subject (20c)/(21b) questions {rechject wh-phrases do undergo wh-movement.)

(20) a. What's Mary buying? *Whose food’s the dog eating? c. Whose food’s g
(21) a. *Which man’s she the fondest of? b. Whi@m's leaving first? (Kaisse 398

Another argument comes from interaction with tofizedion: (22) shows only the landing site of
non-subject wh-movement is above the topitich means wh-moved subjects are lower than ahject

(22) a. ?Mary wonders which book, for Kim, Peteswhd buy.
b. *Mary wonders which student, for Kim, sitab buy that book.

Interaction with polarity adverbs in (23) also segty different landing sites for non-subject and
subject wh-movement.

(23) a. *What under no circumstances should Anm bug?
b. Who under no circumstances should ewverReter?

Consider also Igbo (24), where only wh-moved olgject followed by overt C (glossed as FOC
by Amaechi and Georgi 2019), which again suggéststhey move higher than wh-subjetts.

(24) a. Onyé *(kd) Obiliny n’-ahia? b. Onyé (*ka) uny Ada n’- &hia?
who FOC Obi saw P-market who (*FOC) saw Ada P-market
‘Who did Obi see at the market?’ hbd\saw Ada at the market?’ (Amaechi and Georgi 2019

The above data thus indicate that there are twpeditions, a higher one and a lower one, where
the lower wh-position is occupied by wh-moved satge More precisely, it is occupied by locally-
moved wh-subjects. Long-distance moved subjectenpatvith objects: thus, (25) patterns with (20b)/
(21a), not (20c)/(21b), which indicates only losabject wh-movement goes to the lower posifion.

(25) *Which man's Peter claiming will leave first?

Recall now that the “truncation” analysis of (3)pies that a null C can induce CTE, as would be
expected under a syntactic account of CTE. Bosk{®016a) in fact argues for a null-C-inducing-
CTE account of (26), which shows the familiar logsabject vs objects and adjuncts asymmetry.

(26) a. What is it likely John will read t? b. Was it likely [John fixed the car t]?
c. *Who is it likely t will read the book? Who is it likely (that) John thinks t will realé book?

5T. Messick (p.c) notebell phrasesreexceptional Whatthe hell'shetalking abou) andthatwhatmaybe relevant
here is Merchant’s (2002) claim thtae hellis acomplexheadwith what(this does not affect the above point).
6See Pesetsky (2021) that there is wh-movementdin) (@ontra Amaechi & Georgi; their data are camesiswith
wh-movement to a lower position). Buli, where whv@o objects and subjects occur with different plas, may
also argue the two have different landing sitesesthe subject particle is lower (Sulemana 2013eR&y 2021).
"Amaechi & Georgi (2019) show Igbo long-distance mbved subjects pattern with objects (24) in preugdi.
Note also thaP?l wonder which student, for Kim, Mary said shobig/ that books better than (22b). The short
/long-distance contrast is even clearer with (28b)who under no circumstances should Ann ever sag #tol



This has raised the question why CTE does not arisgo left.In light of the above discussion,
the reason why CTE does not arisevimo leftis rather straightforward: the landing site of jsabwh-
movement here is lower than the CTE inducing héaldis is not the case with long-distance subject
wh-movement, which, however, is not sensitive td&e@Ghyway, cfwho do you think that he said L§ft

As for why the lower wh-position is confined to gedis, | suggest that this is a mixed A/A’
position on the border of the traditional A andfi@lds: it is the landing site of wh-movement bigca
the position where the EPP is satisfiddhis explains the otherwise puzzling voiding of tBEP in
(17a) (ifwhohadto move via SpeclBll would be floated from the same position in (17a-bhe EPP
is satisfied here: it is satisfied in the lower pbsition, a mixed A/A’ position confined to locally-
moved subjects. (This differs from Branigan’s 128m that all subjects are in an A’-position.)

This may also help us capture the long-standingitioh (e.g. Chomsky 1986) that extraction
from subject wh-islands is less degraded than from-subject wh-islands (cfWhat do you wonder
who boughtvs ?What do you wonder how she bougltiven that the issue here is wh-movement to
an A’-position across an A’-Spec (Rizzi 1990), wimaay matter is that in the former the crossed
position is not a pure A’-position, while in thetkr it is. (It's a you-get-to-have-your-cake-arat-é
situation—under the current analysis there is suhjd-movement but it is not pure A’-movement).

Focalized subjects also move there (optionally—$emovement is not obligatory in English), not
surprising given that focus and wh-elements oftattepn together for movement. Thely-licenser c-
commands the NPI in both (27a) and (27b); this meaty cannot license the NPI from a purely A-
position. (27c) can then be captured if the foealigubject moves to the mixed A/A’ position.

(27) a. Only his girlfriend does John give anyMéys. b. *John gives only his girlfriend any flexs.
c. Only Mary showed any respect for tretors. (Branigan 1992:84)

Importantly, the above discussion leads to a newtextual conception of the EPP, which is on a
par with the contextual approach to phases in Bagkg012, 2013, 2014), where there are phasal
domains and the highest projection in a phasal itoisaa phase (e.g., DP is a phase in the nominal
domain when presenghenit’s not,alower projection in the nominal domain is a phabeparticular,
there is an EPP domain, with the highest projedticdhis domain being the locus of the EPP.

3. Subject positions and contextual EPP

So far we have (28) for different (EPP-satisfyisgpjects (A/A'P is used for ease of exposition;
note that the projection is not always present):

(28) [var Wh-moved subjectd Amy

I will now explore the possibility of additional sj@ct positions. Consider first BoSkéd (2020)
argument for a return to split IP: Given that bardl coordination is disallowed, (29), where the
subject is outside of the coordination but the nhdsl@ot, provides evidence that the subject amd th
modal are not in the same phrase, the modal bewegrlthan the phrase whose Spec the subject
occupies (this can be captured in early minimalistise structure, which split IP into AgrsP and)TP

(29) John [travels to Rome tomorrow] and [will fiyr Paris on Sunday]

This leaves room for additional subject positidnsthis respect, BoSkoi(2019) and Cardinaletti
(2004) argue non-agreeing quirky subjects (31)lamer than agreeing subjects (XP would be AgrsP
and YP TP under the AgrsP/TP spliton-agreeing subjects would naturally not be inc3pesP).

(30) [var Wh-moved subjectk Amy [yvp quirky subjects
(31) Mér er kalt
me(D) is cold (Icelandic)

8The original argument for splitting IP—I is a stganelement with two kinds of very different infortiom, tense
and agreement (just look at the two semanticaligpplies to the current assumption that TensepHeasatures.



Focusing on quirky subjects, there is a poorly ustbe®d variation regarding this construction
(English e.g. disallows it). One of the reasonshit, as Poole (2015) notes, quirky subjects cross-
linguistically do not behave uniformly regardingethlassic Zaenen et al (1985) tests. | will take th
possibility of binding subject-oriented anaphorsaadiagnostic for true quirky subjects. This enable
us to finally shed light on what iehindthe crosslinguistiovariationin questionMore precisely anew
generalization then emerges regarding the avathatmf quirky subject constructions. A typological
survey of the literature (see the talk handouttiersources) reveals that quirky subjects are altbiw
Icelandic, Faroese, Laz, Kannada, Korean, MalayaBpanish, Telugu, Japanese, Tamil, Imbabura,
Polish, Georgian, Russian, Basque, Old French, tiar@uajarati, and Hindi. What these languages
have in common is that they all allomro-drop (full or partial). This then leads to the new
generalization in (32) (where binding of subjedented anaphors is taken as the relevant diagpostic

(32) Quirky subjects are allowed onlypno-drop languages.

(32) indicates thapro-drop is required for quirky subjects. Why is thlhé case? This can be
captured if quirky subjects are not located in$hene position as regular subjects (see e.g. (BR)).
is then needed for the regular subject positioncaenlypro-drop languages allow quirky subjeéts.

(33) [agrse Amy [p quirky subject
4. Extensions: V-2, Locative Inversion, clausal syécts, andthere

All this can be extended to a number of constragtje.g. subject/non-subject V-2 asymmetries.
There is a controversy regarding whether subje2tdlauses (34a) in Germanic are CPs or IPs: they in
several respects differ from non-subject V-2 clau$d4b), see e.g. Zwart 1993), but they are atdo n
exactly the same as regular non-V-2 subject cla(®#s). What this essentially indicates is that the
subject in subject V-2 clauses is lower than Speb@higher than SpeclP, which can be captured if
the subject in such clauses is located in SpecA(&fPalso (27) for focalized subjects in English).

(34) a. Subject V .... ce Non-subject Vb ... C. ke that[ir Subject....V

Consider also Locative Inversion (LI; see Dierck¥l 2 for a literature overview). LI subjects
show a number of subject properties, e.g. subg@sing (35c), lack of weak-crossover effects (3ha-b

(35) a. Into every dog cage peered itewner. b. cf. *Into every dgg cage itsowner peered.
c. On the walbeemed {[tto be hanging a picture of John]. (Diercks 2017)

They also showonsubject propertieshey block extraction (3@nddisallow inversion taC (37).

(36) a. *Which horse do you think that out of tremran?
b. *Who do you think that on this wall hufggpicture of t]?
(37) *Did on the wall hang a picture of John?

All these can be captured under (38), where Llettsjmove to a higher subject position than the
regular subject position, where the higher positias mixed A/A’ properties, hence also blocks A’-
movement. (Th@ro-drop issue does not arise with LI under (38), ledncis allowed in norpro-drop
languages; as for inversion, if it is Agrs that ergbes it the intervening A/A’-head would blocR it.
Note that the higher position (SpecA/A’P) cannottlie Topic position; it must be a distinct position
given (35a-b) (also, local subject topicalizatierisallowed in English, see Lasnik and Saito 1992)

(38) [war LI [agrse Amy [tp quirky subject

SThere is an alternative if ipro-drop languages theren® separate AgrsP; rather, T kafeatures (but see fn 8).
The suggestion is that quirky subjecésnotgoto SpecA/A’Por SpecAgrsRfor relevantputdifferent,discussion
see Citko et al 2018), so only a language withaysR can have them and oply-drop languages are like that.



Regarding the domain approach to the EPP, all tiogegtions from (38) belong to the EPP
domain: the EPP requirement is satisfied in thénddg projection present in Split IP. Furthermore,
underthe currentipproacho Split IP/EPP-domaimon-nominativesubjectsio notmoveto SpecAgrsP
(since the EPP is satisfied in the final positidiip the LI would not pass through SpecAgrsP).

The above can be extended to clausal subjectshvalfso show mixed subject properties (Stowell
1981 vs Boskowvi 1995; (39a) vs (39b)), but cannot be treated aengoing topicalization from the
subject position since local subject topicalizai®disallowed. Notice also the locality effect(#0).

(39) a. [That John likes Mary] seems to be sunpgisi b. *Is [that John likes Mary] likely?
(40) ?*Peter asked to whom that John likes Maryrset® be surprising.
(41) cf. ?Peter asked to whom that discovery sderbe surprising.

The discussion of LI and clausal subjects can benebed tdatleast somedhere+V constructions
(42) There arrived a woman at that station.

For most speakerdheretV constructions differ rather significantly frothere+be there is a
locality effect asHartmann(2011)notes(sheshowsit’s the sameaswith LI), andinversionis degraded

(43) ?*How many women do you think that there adiat that station?
(44) *Who do you think that there appeared a petirin the Daily Telegraph?
(45) ?*Did there arrive a woman at that station?

Therein thethere+beconstruction does not show these effects (46)-(47)

(46) How many women were there in the garden?
(47) ?Who do you think that there was a picturerothe table?

This can be capturedtiierein (42) is inSpecA/A’P, onaparwith LI andclausalsubjectsThere’s
a controversy regarding whether subjibetreis nominative (Chomsky 1995 vs Lasnik 1995, Boskov
1997) Fromthecurrentperspectivewherenon-nominativesubjectannotbein SpecAgrsPbothsides
may be correct, with the different patternshiere+beandtheretV constructionsttributedto different
properties othere(thereis not nominative in the latter; for another pedjve, see Hartmann 2011).
There are other phenomena where LI, clausal suhjeadtheretV pattern together (and differ
from theretbe), which further argue for a uniform treatmentioé$e constructions. One is ECM.

(48) ?*You believe under that table to be hiding tads.

(49) ?*You believe that John likes Mary to be ualik

(50) ?*You believe there to have arrived a womathat station.
(51) You believe there to be five animals in thi®z

For-infinitives provide another relevant cas€here in theretV and theretbe constructions
behaves differently regardirfgr-infinitives, with LI and clausal subjects pattergiwith the former

(52) a. | arranged for there to be someone indtaion.

b. *I arranged for there to arrive someanéhiat station.
(53) a. For there to be someone in that stationdvioe unlikely.

b. *For there to arrive someone at thaimtavould be unlikely.
(54) a. *I arranged for [under the table] to beimidtwo kids.

b. *For [under the table to be hiding twdsf would be unlikely.

19f there is a QP above wh-DPs (see Cable 2010e timaty be a similar projection above all phrasesrgaing
traditional A-movement, see Yoo 2018), the rigleingralization may be that non-DP/nominal subjeatsnot
move to SpecAgrsP (this could in fact be the soofanti-agreement effects in languages that hla@mt under
this suggestion, inherent case, as with quirkyextbj would be associated with a null P, as ofssamed).



(55) a. *I arranged for [that John will be fired] Ibe likely.
b. *For [that John will be fired to surpiss] is unlikely.

What the facts discussed above show is that SpeBAsfassociated with a locality effect as well
as the impossibility of inversion (to C), ECM, aiod-infinitives. (Another SpecA/A’P candidate is the
subject in Singlish no-agreement constructionsc(dised in Lee 2021; he shows it disallows inverse
scope, just like LI and wh-subjects, which may theranother property of SpecA/A'P subjects)).

To sumupthediscussiorof subjectsagreeingnomsubjectglike Amy) arein SpecAgrsPtraditional
locally A’-moved and non-nom subjects are in theSpf a higher projection, and quirky subjects are
lower than AgrsP (SpecTP)The EPP is satisfied in the highest projectiorseng in this domain.

(56) [war Who/V-2 subj/only-subj/LI/CP-subj/there-Mgse Amy [te quirky subject
5. Conclusion

I havearguedhatwh-subjectsarelowerthanwh-nonsubjectdut still higher thamegular subjects:
(57) a. | askedvhat hesaidvs | wondemwho left vs | saidhe left b.what >who > he

The account was extended to a number of c&asnanicV-2 subjectsfocalizedsubjectsclausal
subjects, locative inversiorthereV and Singlishno-agreement constructionSurthermore | have
argued for a contextual approach to the EPP (oar avith the contextual approach to phases), where
the highest projection in the EPP domain is theidoaf the EPP (on a par with the highest projection
in a phasal domain being a phase). The hierarchiyeo§ubject positions discussed is given in (58).

(58) wh(A/A)-moved subjects>regular subjects>quigubjects

As for Compt effects(CTE), | haveprovidedevidenceor reduceeclauseapproacheto thelack of
CTEin (3)Awho do you think leftvhere null C induces CTEnd extended CTE to several phenomena.

While accounting for CTE is beyond the scope of thaper, | will outline a possible analysis.
Rizzi (2006) gives a criterial freezing accountG¥E where SpeclP is a criterial freezing posititn (
disallows further movement), with IP missing in.(Bwill suggest an alternative, which still invelsy
criterial freezing. In particular, the suggestisrthat criterial freezing happens only when C tdReas
complement (regardless of how IP is split; | comtirto assume that CP is missing in (3)). Following
Chomsky (2008), there is C-I association when @4dR as its complement, with thefeatures of |
originating in C. The suggestion is that agreenfieatiire-sharing in SpeclP (i.e. the highest pra@act
in the EPP domain), followed by agreement/featinariag with the same features in SpetG®what
induces freezing (i.e. what induces it is agreeffeature-sharing in an A’-position, which for sutte
that move to SpecCP happens due to the agreenatutfesharing with the same features in SpeclP).
On this account, SpecCP freezes the subject, piiagethe required further movemeétitThere is also
a slightly different option, where criterial freagi is an A’-property: because an A’-head, C, is the
source of thep-features of |, those-features are criterial-freezing (see also Chon#&ki3). On this
account, SpeclP freezes the moving subject. | leapéoring these accounts for future resedpch.

The labels in (56) are (to some extent) used fee @ exposition; what is more important is thedniehy.

12A referee notes that for some speakers, CTE disappéth unaccusatives and passives. It may befdhétem,
there is actually a nutherein such cases (sindbereis allowed with unaccusatives and passives). lif there
behaves like ovetthere a prediction of this account would be that theeffwould occur only itheretbe not
theretV constructions; the examples given by the refaredndeed all of the former type—they all invobe
3Chomsky (2013) suggests that successive-cyclic mewe is driven by the lack of feature-sharing; this
however, is not the case here.

14RecallJapanesBtoPsneedto moveto thehigherclausecovertlyif notovertly. ThisrequiresSpecCRyeneration
15As for who do you think thatfir under no circumstances would leavtijere are two options: PolP breaks C-I
association or it is part of the EPP domain (onlaftter, PolP could be similar to the focus pragattfrom (27)),
with the adverb satisfying the EPP; even the whapliran move through and satisfiniSpecPolHf there is no
C-Pol association. As for relatives likee bus (*that) leftBoSkovi (2016a) argues that they have the following
structures depending on whethhbat is present (relative-movement lands in RelR)Hfrhatd P VS [redip. Both



I will close with a general discussion of conteitya Consider locality of movement. In the early
bounding approach, the trouble-makers for movememe defined rigidly: NP and IP were bounding
nodes regardless of their syntactimtext Barriers (Chomsky 1986jvereverydifferentbutthe impor-
tance of one difference went unnoticetie contextualityf Barriers. Onecan’teven ask ie.g CPis a
barrier. Its barrier status depends on the symtacintext it occurs in; iBarriers, trouble-makers for
movement were defined contextualBhomsky’s(2000)early phase approach went back to the bound-
ing approach in that it defined the trouble-makees,phases, rigidly: CP and vP are phases reggsd|
of their structural position. This was soon follavey various contextual approaches, where whether
XP is a phase depends on its syntactic context(Barriers, in contrast to the bounding/early phase
approach), see Bosk@v{2014) and references therétnFurther, Boskowi (2016b) argues that just
like the phase status afis affected by the syntactic context in whichdgtuors, the concept gihasal
edge i.e. the status of a Spec regarding the PICifésted by the syntactic context in which it occurs
(the highest phrase in a phasal domain functiona phase, and the highest edge in multiple-edge
contexts functions as the phasal edge). Therehusshieen a consistent move toward contextuality in
the locality of movement. The contextual approacthe EPP gains theoretical significance withis thi
setting: It shows broader relevance of contextyatibntextuality now also being relevant for thePEP
(in the same way as for phases and phasal edigese is a domain for phases/phasal edges/EPP, the
highest phrase in the relevant domain functiors plsase, phasal edge, locus of the EPP effect).

There is more to the contextuality of syntax. Chkyn&@013) argues labeling is also contextual:
the same element behaves differently for labelindiiferent contexts (a phrase behaves differently
phrase-phrase and head-phrase mergers, as weld#terent phrase-phrase mergers) and its labeling
status changes during the derivation. Bare phrasetsre is also very contextual: the phrase status
a depends on the context and also changes durindettieation: thus, what is a maximal projection
after a head and a phrase merge becomes an intatenptbjection with further merger.

The A/A’ distinction is also now contextudt.g., when movement passes through SpecvP its
A/A’-status depends on the nature of the movenigittis A-movement (the position below and above
SpecvP in the chain is an A-position), the Spesv@ni A-position (also if landing site of objectfghi
if it is A-movement (wh-movement of adjuncts, ledgtance object movement), the SpecvP is an A’-
position; we thus need to look at the larger sytitamntext to determine the A/A’ status of a Sgecv

Further, BoSkowi (2015, 2016a, 2018, 2020) provides a uniform actotiall island/locality-of-
movement effects based on contextual approachgisases and labeling, where there are no islands as
they were traditionally understood—there are noapés that by their nature, independentlyhefir
syntactic context, disallow extraction (extractisipossible from all islands in well-defined corntgx

There has thus been a constant mtweard context-sensitivitythat permeatesnany domains,
including structure-building, labeling, A/A’-distition, locality domains (traditional islands as Mad
the status of phases and their edges), and nowtlads&PP (its contextuality is the same as the
contextuality of phases and phasal edges, beirigatkin the-highest-phrase-in-the-domain terms).
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