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FOR THE SEQUENCING OF PRINCIPLE A �

ABSTRACT. This paper argues that Principle A is not ‘an anywhere principle’, contrary
to Belletti and Rizzi (1988) and much subsequent work, but must apply relatively late in
derivations, perhaps at the end of each phase (Chomsky 2000). Evidence comes principally
from the analysis of pseudo-gapping, in which the ellipsis remnant is extracted to a posi-
tion outside of the VP which deletes. Anaphors cannot appear as ellipsis remnants when
the antecedent is within the deleted material. The interaction of anaphora and ellipsis is
mirrored by restrictions on scrambling of anaphors in Dutch object scrambling, and a uni-
fied analysis is proposed. The paper draws implications for other theories of constituency,
such as Phillips (1996), as well as for the A-status of the ellipsis remnant, contra Jayaseelan
(1999). Given that the ellipsis remnant is focused, focus cannot be explicitly represented
in syntactic representations, but rather must be interpretive in nature.

1. INTRODUCTION

An influential view of Binding Principle A, the principle governing ana-
phor binding, holds that it applies whenever it can, rather than at a specific
point in the derivation. This view, due originally to Belletti and Rizzi
(1988), is based on the well-known fact that subjects of psychological
predicates can contain anaphors whose antecedents are contained within
the VP, as in (1):

(1) That picture of himselfi bothered Johni.

Belletti and Rizzi’s analysis posits an initial structure for (1) in which its
subject is a complement of bother, asymmetrically c-commanded by the
experiencer, John. Binding is determined at this level, D-structure.
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The view that Principle A is an anywhere principle, which can be seen
as a consequence of the idea that A-traces optionally reconstruct, as argued
in Barss (2001), has been extremely influential (for a recent example, see
Epstein et al. 1998), but I will argue in this paper that it is wrong. Rather,
Principle A must apply at either LF, or at the completion of each Phase
(Chomsky 2000, 2001), namely each complete CP or vP.

The bulk of the empirical data in support of this contention will come
from my analysis of a paradox concerning the structure of prepositional
dative constructions that was noted by Phillips (1996). The paradox is the
following. On the one hand, Larson (1988), based on observations of Barss
and Lasnik (1986), noted that the direct object in such constructions seems
to asymmetrically c-command the prepositional object. Larson’s reasoning
was based on the assumption that dependencies such as binding crucially
involve c-command, and on the observation that the direct object can bind
an anaphor that is within the dative, but not vice versa. Hence, it seemed
reasonable to conclude asymmetric c-command of the latter by the former:

(2)a. I introduced them to each other.

b. ∗I introduced each other to them.

On the other hand, VP-ellipsis is standardly taken to be a test for VP-
constituency and, by such tests, it turns out that the prepositional object
must be allowed to be outside of a VP constituent that consists of the verb
plus direct object, but not the indirect object:

(3) Although I wouldn’t introduce him to Tom, I would to Sally.

The constituency that would allow (3) would require the direct object to
fail to c-command the prepositional object.

In this paper, I will show that the paradox can be resolved in the
following manner. At the final level of representation, the direct object
asymmetrically c-commands the prepositional object. At an earlier stage
of the derivation, however, the prepositional object has been moved to a
higher position than the direct object. The final representation results from
a second movement of the direct object to a position above the indirect
object. In short, I will argue that the S-structure of VPs that contain two
internal arguments is (4):
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(4)

Evidence will be provided from the version of ellipsis known as ‘pseudo-
gapping’ that the verb plus direct object form a constituent that excludes
the prepositional object. I will follow in essence Lasnik’s (1995, 1999a, b)
analysis of pseudo-gapping, which takes it to simply be VP-ellipsis (of an
inner VP).1

1 The identification of pseudo-gapping with VP-ellipsis is apparently controversial.
Two reviewers for NLLT have suggested that they are distinct processes, given some ap-
parent differences between the former and the latter. The two differences are essentially
these: first, the Like Subject Constraint does not hold for standard VP-ellipsis, while it
does hold for pseudo-gapping (Levin 1986, see footnote 5); second, VP-ellipsis does not
strand internal arguments, while pseudo-gapping does.

I will discuss the first point in section 10, and with respect to the second point, the
objection does not seem to me to have much force. Moreover, it is difficult to see what it
would mean for pseudo-gapping and VP-ellipsis to be different processes. In conformity
with the rest of formal syntax, particularly the view of movement processes, in government-
binding theory/minimalism, it is not generally thought that universal grammar has specified
deletion rules, with particular structural descriptions and structural changes. For example,
Lobeck (1995) takes N′′-ellipsis, sluicing, and VP-ellipsis to simply be ellipsis, which
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The paper will also provide evidence that the remnant in pseudo-
gapping occupies an A-position, contra Jayaseelan (1999). Jayaseelan has
shown that the pseudo-gapping remnant must be focused, and argues from
this fact that it is located in the Spec of an IP-internal Focus Phrase. As-
suming that a Focus Phrase would be in an A′-position, the evidence that
the remnant is in an A-position shows that focus is not directly represented
in the syntax, but rather is determined interpretively.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews Larson’s analysis
of VP-structure. Section 3 reviews Lasnik’s analysis of pseudo-gapping
and shows how it provides direct evidence from this domain for Larson’s
analysis. Section 4 demonstrates some empirical inadequacies with Las-
nik’s original analysis of pseudo-gapping and proposes modifications to
it.2 Section 5 discusses implications for the question of where in the gram-
mar Principle A applies. Section 6 points to restrictions on the interaction
of anaphoric binding and object scrambling in Dutch that are identical to
the restrictions on the interaction of pseudo-gapping and anaphoric binding
in English, lending credence to the view of the pseudo-gapping remnant as
having been moved out of the VP in which it originates. Section 7 discusses
Phillips’s resolution of the paradox and shows that it does not extend to

applies to different categories. It is clear that pseudo-gapping applies to phrasal projections
of verbal categories (see (8)), and therefore deletion by what is known as pseudo-gapping
must involve deletion of verb phrasal constituents. The fact that some instances of ellipsis
strand internal arguments while others strand adjuncts does not imply that two distinct
types of ellipsis exist in the grammar. Rather, we might just as well take pseudo-gapping
to be that instance of VP-ellipsis in which internal arguments are stranded.

2 The instances of pseudo-gapping that are discussed in this paper involve pseudo-
gapping in non-comparative contexts, and Levin (1986) unifies these cases of pseudo-
gapping with what is more standardly known as comparative ellipsis. However, I believe
that the unification is inappropriate. As discussed in Baltin (2000), non-comparative
pseudo-gapping does not allow predicates as remnants (hence the contrast between (i) and
(ii)):

(i) ∗Although he didn’t feel angry, he did sad.

(ii) He seemed more angry than he did sad.

I suspect that the difference between comparative pseudo-gapping and non-comparative
pseudo-gapping in this respect is due to a derivational difference between the two construc-
tions, in that the former involves movement followed by deletion of the head that licenses
the predicate complement, while the latter does not. While space precludes a full treatment
of this analysis, a predicative complement may also evacuate the VP in which it originates,
as proposed for Dutch (Zwart 1997); the verb which licenses the predicative complement
must raise still higher for some reason, deleting in comparatives subsequent to this raising.
In any event, due to this suspected derivational difference between comparative ellipsis and
non-comparative pseudo-gapping, I restrict my attention to non-comparative cases.
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the analysis of Dutch object scrambling. Section 8 discusses Rizzi’s chain
condition as a possible account of the restrictions on anaphoric binding and
shows that it will not extend to the full range of cases. Section 9 examines
Barss’s argument that A-traces reconstruct. Section 10 discusses further
implications of the A-status of the pseudo-gapping remnant and discusses
its problems for Jayaseelan’s (1999) analysis of pseudo-gapping. Section
11 is a brief conclusion.

2. LARSON (1988) ON PREPOSITIONAL DATIVES

Based on grammatical phenomena that crucially rely on c-command, such
as licensing of negative polarity items and binding, Larson (1988) notes
that the direct object acts as though it asymmetrically c-commands the
prepositional object.3 In a structure that consists of a single VP that holds
only the verb plus the two internal arguments, there is simply not enough
structure to allow the first internal argument to be higher in the phrase-
marker than the second. In order to resolve this problem, Larson posits two
VPs within a VP that contains a prepositional dative, so that the underlying
structure for a sentence with a prepositional dative, such as (2a), would be
(5):4

3 If one were to posit a ternary-branching VP consisting of the verb, the direct object,
and the prepositional dative as sisters to one another, the preposition to might be thought
to prevent the prepositional object from c-commanding the direct object. A problem for
such a view lies in the fact that the dative preposition does not otherwise seem to block
c-command:

(i) I talked to themi about each otheri.

Furthermore, in the double object construction, the first object asymmetrically c-
commands the second, where there is no preposition in that construction that could be
responsible, as Larson (1988) notes:

(ii) I showed themi each otheri.

(iii) ∗I showed each otheri themi.

Therefore, the problem remains as to how the first internal argument in such constructions
asymmetrically c-commands the second. Appeal to a preposition will not help to resolve
this problem.

4 I am updating slightly by adopting the VP-internal subject hypothesis, which was not,
strictly speaking, Larson’s assumption at the time. This is irrelevant to the points under
discussion.
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(5)

V1 raises to V0, yielding (6):

(6)
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However, assuming that ellipsis applies only to constituents, the structure
in (6) would not allow the verb and the object (minus the prepositional dat-
ive) to be elided. Hence, such well-formed ellipses as (3) pose a problem
for the otherwise well-motivated VP-shell structure (as it has come to be
known) that Larson (1988) proposed.

In section 4, I will propose a slightly different structure for the VP
than Larson and will demonstrate its interaction with anaphoric binding
in section 5, resolving the paradox.

3. PSEUDO-GAPPING AS EVIDENCE FOR VP-SHELLS

Assuming a single structure for prepositional dative constructions, one way
to reconcile the existence of structure such as (5) with the existence of a
structure in which the dative appears outside of the elided VP is to posit a
process that takes the former structure as input and operates so as to yield
the latter structure, i.e., to extract the indirect object. Is there a plausible
candidate process? The answer is ‘yes’, if we assume Lasnik’s (1995,
1999b, 2001) analysis of pseudo-gapping, with modifications proposed
by Bowers (1998) and for which I will provide further evidence. Pseudo-
gapping is an ellipsis process that was first discussed, to my knowledge, by
Sag (1976) and subsequently by Levin (1978) (published as Levin 1986)
and Jayaseelan (1990). A simple example of pseudo-gapping is (7):

(7) Although I don’t like steak, I do pizza.

Note that larger sequences than the verb can elide, as becomes ap-
parent when the VP is elaborated to include more complex material
(capitalization indicates focal stress):

(8)a. Although I don’t consider FRED crazy, I do Sally. (elided:
consider crazy)

b. Although I didn’t give a BOOK to Sally, I did a magazine.
(elided: give to Sally).

Assuming that only constituents elide, it is necessary to turn the elided
constituent into a constituent. This can be done by moving the remnant in
the clause in which pseudo-gapping has occurred (i.e., Sally in (8a) and a
magazine in (8b)) out of the VP. This, in fact, was Jayaseelan’s analysis.
Jayaseelan analyzed the movement of the pseudo-gapping remnant out of
the VP as Heavy NP Shift, but Lasnik (1995) presented a number of ar-
guments against Jayaseelan’s specific identification of Heavy NP Shift as
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the process which evacuates the remnant from the VP. Adopting, however,
Jayaseelan’s general analysis of pseudo-gapping as a process in which the
remnant has been evacuated from the VP, which then elides, Lasnik ana-
lyzes the movement of the remnant as a movement to a Spec position of an
Agr-O′′ phrase which resides between Larson’s higher empty V position
and the VP that contains the lexical verb. Pseudo-gapping is simply the
ellipsis of this VP before the verb itself has moved to the higher empty V
position. Hence, the pre-ellipsis structure of the main clause in, e.g., (8b),
would be (9):

(9)

Movement of the direct object from [Spec, V′′1] to [Spec, Agr′′] would take
place as in (10):
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(10)

Finally, V′′1 deletes, yielding (after do-support, etc.) (11), namely, the main
clause of (8b):

(11) I did a magazine.

In short, pseudo-gapping is viewed as evacuation of a remnant from the
lower VP, followed by deletion of this lower VP. If the lower VP does not
delete, the V moves to the higher empty V.

Two other considerations support the identification of pseudo-gapping
and VP-ellipsis. Baltin (1995) argues that VP-ellipsis is really predicate
ellipsis, in that it can elide categories other than VP, such as adjectives:

(12) John considers Fred crazy, but I don’t think that Bill is
(deletion of AP).
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Likewise, pseudo-gapping operates on adjectives (Baltin to appear):

(13) Although John isn’t fond of Sally, he is of Martha.

Hence, just as what is considered VP-ellipsis in fact operates on APs as
well as VPs, pseudo-gapping does also.

Also, as discussed in Baltin (2000), the infinitive marker to can license
VP-ellipsis, but it cannot license what is traditionally called pseudo-
gapping:

(14) John wanted to visit Sally, but I didn’t expect Mary to .

The same facts hold when the verb and object elide together:

(15)a. ∗Although I didn’t expect him to put books on the table, I did
expect him to on the mantelpiece.

b. Although he didn’t put books on the table, he did on the
mantelpiece.

It is possible, however, to strand adjuncts after elided infinitival VPs:

(16) Although I didn’t expect him to talk to Martha after the party, I
did expect him to after the lecture.

In short, internal arguments cannot be stranded in infinitives, but ad-
juncts can. Note, however, that if we view the restriction as being one
that does not allow pseudo-gapping in infinitives, we would have to al-
low pseudo-gapping to delete a contiguous verb and object, as in (16), in
contradistinction to Phillips (1996), who takes such cases to be ordinary
VP-ellipsis.

These considerations demonstrate that pseudo-gapping must be able to
delete more than a single verb, and that it is a process that deletes a phrasal
unit, which sometimes consists of a single verb. Because pseudo-gapping
is an ellipsis process that deletes projections of V, it obviously subsumes
VP ellipsis.

4. MODIFICATIONS OF LASNIK’S ANALYSIS

In this section, I show that it is necessary to allow multiple remnants to
evacuate the VP in the pseudo-gapping construction and to relax Lasnik’s
restriction that only the closest complement to V can move to [Spec, Agr-
O′′].
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The question of what drives the movement of the object to [ Spec, Agr′′]
is pivotal. As Lasnik (1995) notes, it is not purely driven by Case (i.e., the
overt checking of Case in [Spec, Agr′′]), since PPs can occur as acceptable
pseudo-gapping remnants, indicating movement to the same projection as
DP remnants:5

(17) Although I wouldn’t talk to Sally, I would to Susan.

I will not attempt to characterize the class of possible pseudo-gapping
remnants, although I do so in Baltin (2000).6 I will, however, take issue
with Lasnik’s characterization of the possible positions within the VP from
which the remnant can move. One aspect of Lasnik’s analysis requires
that only the first complement of the V move to [Spec, Agr"]. Lasnik’s
examples in support of this point are as follows:

(18) ∗John gave Bill a lot of money, and Mary will give Bill a lot of
advice. (Lasnik 1999, ex. (61))

(19) ?∗John gave a lot of money to Bill, and Mary will to Susan.
(Lasnik 1999, ex. (63))

I agree with these judgments, but they also run afoul of Levin’s like-subject
restriction for pseudo-gapping, mentioned in footnote 5. Once the subjects
of the antecedent clause and the pseudo-gapping clause are identical, the

5 I found Lasnik’s (1995) particular examples showing this point to be unacceptable,
but for essentially irrelevant reasons. His (53) and (54), reproduced here as (i) and (ii),
are not the best examples of pseudo-gapping, since the subjects of the antecedent clause
and the pseudo-gapped clause differ. Levin, however, noted that for some reason, probably
focus requirements, pseudo-gapping requires the subjects of the antecedent clause and the
pseudo-gapped clause to be identical:

(i) ?John swam beside Bill and Mary did beside Susan.

(ii) ?John stood near Bill and Mary should near Susan.

When this condition is met, as in (13) in the text, the examples are perfect.
6 An NLLT reviewer asks whether all internal arguments are possible pseudo-gapping

remnants. I believe that the answer is affirmative. We have seen that PPs are possible
remnants (as in (13)). Clausal complements are also possible:

(i) Although John wouldn’t complain that he’s angry, he would that he’s tired.

(ii) Although I wouldn’t prefer for Sally to leave, I would for her to be quiet.
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examples improve markedly (see also Bowers 1998 for examples show-
ing that non-initial complements within the VP can be pseudo-gapping
remnants):7

(20) Although he wouldn’t give Bill MONEY, he would AD-
VICE.

(21) Although he wouldn’t give money to BILL, he would to
SUSAN.

I will therefore depart from the assumption that only the first argument
after the verb can move out of the VP, and postulate an analysis that allows
complements other than the first one to move.

It is also necessary for multiple movements of arguments out of the VP
to be sanctioned, for it is possible for pseudo-gapping to leave multiple
remnants, as in (23):

(22) Although I wouldn’t introduce Tom to Sally, I would Fred to
Martha.

The possibility of multiple movements out of the VP could easily be
accommodated within Lasnik’s analysis by positing multiple Agr′s, as
proposed by Koizumi (1995) for the double object construction, so that
the relevant portions of the derivation of the main clause of, e.g., (22),
would be as follows:

7 Colin Phillips suggests that examples such as (20) require that the second object
remnant be short and that they degrade if the second object remnant is heavy. While I
have no account of this (nor does anybody else, to my knowledge), it does seem to me that
a heavy second object remnant is possible if it is parallel to a heavy second object in the
antecedent clause:

(i) Although I wouldn’t give Bill a lot of money, I would a lot of advice.
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(23)

The direct object, Fred, would move to [Spec, Agr′′0], and the dative PP
would move to [Spec, Agr′′1], followed by deletion of V′′1, resulting in the
main clause of (22). (22) is the result of evacuating both internal arguments
from V′′1 before eliding V′′1. However, V′′1 could delete at any time, in
particular, before the direct object has moved out, resulting in (24), or
before the prepositional object has moved out, resulting in (25):

(24) Although I wouldn’t introduce Fred to SALLY, I would to
MARTHA.

(25) Although I wouldn’t introduce BILL to Martha, I would
FRED.

It is notable that either internal argument can move first, as long as the
resultant order is direct object-prepositional object.



228 MARK BALTIN

In any event, the positing of multiple argument movements out of
the VP resolves the paradox of how the direct object can asymmet-
rically c-command the prepositional object when both are overt, while
failing to c-command it in an input representation to ellipsis in which
the verb and direct object elide, with the prepositional object remaining.
The phrase-marker in which the direct object asymmetrically c-commands
the prepositional object is a derived phrase-marker, the result of the direct
object and dative PP both having moved out of the verb phrase in which
they are generated. The phrase-marker in which the prepositional object
is higher than the verb plus direct object is also a derived representation.
However, this phrase-marker is the result of the dative PP alone moving
out, and is hence derivationally prior to the representation in which both
the direct object and dative PP move out.

To summarize our results so far, we see that, under the assumption
that pseudo-gapping is the deletion of a part of a phrase-marker that is
derivationally prior to the final phrase-marker of prepositional dative con-
structions, the final phrase-marker of such constructions is one in which
both the direct object and dative PP have moved out of the VP in which
they are generated. Ellipsis in which the dative PP is stranded is the result
of the dative PP alone having moved out of its original VP, while ellipsis
in which the direct object is stranded is the result of only the direct object
moving out of its original VP. As the analysis of (22) indicates, it is pos-
sible for the VP to elide after both internal arguments have vacated their
VP of origin.

In the next section, we will see the implications of this analysis of
prepositional dative constructions and pseudo-gapping for the question of
the point of application of Binding Principle A.

5. WHERE DOES PRINCIPLE A APPLY

Belletti and Rizzi (1988) argued that Binding Principle A does not apply at
S-structure, as in Chomsky (1981). Rather, their view was that Principle A
is an ‘anywhere principle’, applying at any point in the derivation at which
an anaphor is capable of being bound, even D-structure. Their evidence
was based on the fact that theme subjects of psychological predicates can
be bound by experiencers that fail to c-command them at S-structure, as in
(26):

(26) Those pictures of himself amused John.

Under their analysis, object-experiencer verbs such as amuse have both
experiencer and theme within the VP at D-structure, with the experiencer
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c-commanding the theme. The theme subsequently moves into subject po-
sition. Binding is established at D-structure in such cases. It can also apply
later, as in (27), in which the antecedent of the anaphor raises to subject
position. Only after this raising can binding of the anaphor occur:

(27) They seem to each other to be happy.

I will return to some problems with Belletti and Rizzi’s analysis of the
backwards binding possibilities that (26) exemplifies, but will first return
to the discussion of pseudo-gapping. Recall that we have analyzed the
remnant in pseudo-gapping as having moved out of the VP, which then
elides. With this in mind, Phillips (1996) notes that an ellipsis remnant
cannot contain an anaphor whose antecedent is within the VP, as in (28):8

(28)a. Although I wouldn’t introduce them to Tom and Sally, I would
introduce them to each other.

b. ∗Although I wouldn’t introduce them to Tom and Sally, I would
to each other.

The impossibility of an anaphor remnant that would have been bound by
an antecedent within the elided VP is unexpected if Principle A can be
satisfied anywhere in the derivation, as proposed by Belletti and Rizzi.
An ‘apply-anywhere’ approach to Principle A would allow binding of the
anaphor to take place when the constituent consisting of the verb and the
dative PP merge with the direct object. The direct object, in this analysis,
would c-command, and thus have the potential to bind, the prepositional
object.

It seems, then, that the binding possibilities in the pseudo-gapping con-
struction demonstrate that Principle A cannot be an ‘anywhere principle’.
In fact, however, such a view of Principle A as an anywhere principle is
problematic even based on the facts about psychological predicates alone.
Consider such cases as (29), in which the theme and the experiencer would
end up binding each other:

(29) ∗Himself amuses himself.

If binding applies anywhere that it can, the experiencer should be able to
bind the theme at D-structure and, after A-movement of the theme into
subject position, the theme should then be able to bind the experiencer. To
resolve this problem, Belletti and Rizzi invoke a notion of ‘antecedence’,

8 We will return to Phillips’s account in section 6.
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such that if A is the antecedent of B, B cannot be the antecedent of A. This
idea invokes Higginbotham’s (1983, 1985) notion of ‘linking’. Therefore,
linking each of the anaphors to the other, as would be necessary in (29),
would lead to referential circularity.

However, this account essentially gives up the notion of binding as an
anywhere principle. Linking is intended by Higginbotham to replace the
notion of co-indexing as a component of binding. There is no natural place
for a principle of antecedence that is separate from the notion of binding. It
may very well be right to view linking as the device to establish antecedent-
anaphor relations, but if it is, then cases such as (29) would indicate that
binding must occur at a single level.9 In the analysis proposed here, binding
does not take place until the internal arguments have moved out of the VP.
An interesting prediction follows from that hypothesis. Given that multiple
remnants of pseudo-gapping are permissible, as in (22), multiple pseudo-
gapping remnants should be possible in which the second remnant is an
anaphor that is bound by the first. In other words, it is predicted correctly
that sentences such as (30) are grammatical:

(30) Although I wouldn’t introduce these people to Tom and Sally, I
would those people to each other.

In this case, the direct object has moved to an A-position that c-commands
the A-position to which the dative PP has moved, just as in the standard
cases of binding within VP that Barss and Lasnik (1986) and Larson (1988)
originally discussed.

In other words, the satisfaction of Principle A must wait until a stage
of derivation that is later than the initial one; it cannot apply at the level
at which the verb + dative constituent merges with the direct object. We
have not, however, specified what this later stage of derivation is. It could
be LF, the final syntactic representation, as proposed by Chomsky (1993,
1995b), or it could be the end of each cycle, along the lines of Frampton
and Guttmann (1999).10

9 For other criticisms of Belletti and Rizzi’s account of cases involving subject-
contained reflexives with object antecedents, see Pollard and Sag (1992), Pesetsky (1995),
and Bazar (2000). My own view of backwards anaphora involving such psychological
predicates is that the reflexives and reciprocals are in all likelihood logophors. They meet
the syntactic and discourse conditions for logophors in the system presented in Reinhart
and Reuland (1993).

10 Interestingly enough, van Riemsdijk and Williams (1981) developed a theory of
grammatical organization that contained a derivational level known as ‘NP-structure’, the
output of A-movements, which was the input to ‘Wh-structure’, essentially the output
of A′-movements. Binding was held to occur to the output of NP-Structure, before Wh-
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To summarize, a careful analysis of pseudo-gapping shows us that
Binding Principle A cannot be an ‘anywhere principle’, allowed to apply
at any point at which the conditions for its application are met. Rather,
it must wait until the output of A-movement. Recently, Johnson (2001)
has suggested that the process by which the remnant is extracted from
V′′1 in English pseudo-gapping is the same process that is responsible for
long-distance object-scrambling in Dutch. The next section supports John-
son’s proposed identification of the English and Dutch movements and
shows that the conclusions of this section with respect to English pseudo-
gapping are independently supported by consideration of anaphor binding
and object scrambling in Dutch.

6. DUTCH OBJECT-SCRAMBLING

Johnson (2001) proposes that the process by which the pseudo-gapping
remnant is extracted from V′′1 is the same process that is responsible for
scrambling of objects in Dutch into the middle field. Sentence (31) results
from scrambling:11

(31) . . . dat

. . . that

Jan

Jan

Mariei

Mary

heeft

has

geprobeerd

tried

[ti te

to

keusen].

kiss
(Johnson 2000, ex. (80))

. . . that John has tried to kiss Mary.

One might think of the difference between Dutch and English in the fol-
lowing terms: the remnant extracts from V′′1 in both languages, but Dutch
allows V′′1 to remain in situ (see footnote 11), while English does not allow
V′′1 to remain in situ. English V′′1 must either delete or move to the left of
the remnant.

movements. The approach in this paper is compatible with this approach. I am indebted to
Edwin Williams for reminding me of this work.

11 Note that the object here has been scrambled out of an infinitive into the matrix. If
Dutch object-scrambling is to be identified with English pseudo-gapping, we would predict
that it would be possible to pseudo-gap matrix plus infinitive sequences. Johnson (2001)
and Baltin (2000) independently note that this is possible:

(i) Although I wouldn’t try to persuade Alex, I would Martha.

As noted in Baltin (2002), such pseudo-gapping does not provide evidence for head move-
ment of V1 into V0, but rather remnant movement of V′′1 into the spec of V′′0. This latter
movement is irrelevant to our present concerns; for details related to this latter movement,
see Baltin (2002).
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The parallels between the movement of the constituent that ends up as
the English pseudo-gapping remnant and Dutch scrambling are extremely
striking. We already know that DPs are possible pseudo-gapping remnants
and can be long-distance scrambled, as in (31). PPs are possible pseudo-
gapping remnants, as in (3), repeated here, and can be scrambled out of
infinitives into matrix clauses in Dutch, as in (32) (I am indebted to Marcel
den Dikken for the Dutch judgments):

(3) Although I wouldn’t introduce him to Tom, I would to Sally.

(32) . . . dat

. . . that

Jan

John

[aan

to

Marie]i

Mary

geprobeerd

tried

heeft

has

het

the

boek

book

te

to

geven

give

ti
ti

. . . that John has tried to give the book to Mary.

Furthermore, just as it is possible to have multiple pseudo-gapping rem-
nants, as in (22), repeated here, it is possible to scramble both a direct
object and a dative PP out of the VP in Dutch:

(22) Although I wouldn’t introduce Tom to Sally, I would Fred to
Martha.

(33) . . . dat

that

Jan

John

het

the

boeki

book

[aan

to

Marie]i

Mary

geprobeerd

tried

heeft

has

te

to

geven ti tj
give

. . . that John has tried to give the book to Mary.

If we assume that Dutch scrambling is the same process as the English
process that moves the constituent to the position where it will become the
pseudo-gapping remnant, we can test our predictions about the sequencing
of this process with respect to anaphor binding. Just as the English pseudo-
gapping remnant cannot contain an anaphor whose antecedent remains
within V”1, a Dutch anaphor should not be able to be scrambled out of
V′′1 if its antecedent remains within V′′1. This prediction is realized, so
that parallel to English (28a–b), we have the same situation in Dutch (34):

(28)a. Although I wouldn’t introduce them to Tom and Sally, I would
introduce them to each other.

b. ∗Although I wouldn’t introduce them to Tom and Sally, I would
to each other.
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(34) ∗ . . . dat

. . . that

Jan

John

aan

to

[aan elkaari]j

each other

geprobeerd

tried

heeft

has

de

the

kindereni

kids

voor

PRT

te

to

stellen ti tj
introduce.

Finally, just as an English dative anaphor pseudo-gapping remnant is pos-
sible if its direct object antecedent is moved yet higher, as in (30), repeated
here, we would predict that Dutch dative PPs can be scrambled as long as
their antecedents scramble to a c-commanding position. This prediction is
also realized:

(30) Although I wouldn’t introduce these people to Tom and Sally, I
would those people to each other.

(35) . . . dat

. . . that

Jan

John

de

the

kindereni

kids

[aan

to

elkaari]j

each.other

geprobeerd

tried

heeft

has

voor

PRT

te

to

stellen ti tj
introduce.

In both cases, the satisfaction of Principle A must wait until A-movement
has taken place.

The identification of English pseudo-gapping with Dutch object scram-
bling places an important constraint on theories of the former. Dutch shows
the movement of the argument out of the lower VP without the applica-
tion of any other process (i.e., ellipsis of the lower V′′). Scrambling the
anaphor out of the c-command domain of its antecedent in Dutch, and
moving an anaphor out of the English VP while leaving the anaphor’s
antecedent within the lower V′′, and then deleting that V′′, are unacceptable
for the same reason, i.e., that anaphoric binding is determined at a level
subsequent to A-movement.

With this in mind, let us now turn our attention to Phillips (1996), who
notes the impossibility of stranding an anaphor by ellipsis while eliding
the antecedent.

7. FLEXIBLE CONSTITUENCY WITHIN THE VP

Phillips (1996) proposes a somewhat more flexible view of VP-
constituency than Larson (1988), in which right-branching constituency is
preferred, but can be overridden. He would therefore allow two structures
for a VP with two internal arguments, one in which the first argument
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asymmetrically c-commands the second, essentially Larson’s structure,
and an alternative structure in which the second argument is adjoined to
a V′ that is comprised of the verb and the first internal argument. Hence,
the structure of the VPs in (3), repeated here, would, under this second
structure, be as in (36):

(3) Although I wouldn’t introduce him to Tom, I would to Sally.

(36)

Given the standard assumption that only constituents elide, an assumption
that the present paper shares, the left-branching V′ in (36) is motivated
by the fact that the verb and the object can elide, stranding the dative. On
the other hand, assuming that anaphors must be c-commanded by their
antecedents forces a Larsonian structure for (28a), in which the direct
object is the antecedent for the dative anaphor. Because the Larsonian
structure is forced for such cases, the verb and the direct object will not
be a constituent, and hence cannot elide. Phillips thus accounts for the
unacceptability of (28b) by subjecting the string to the requirements of
two contradictory structures, pulling it apart; anaphoric binding requires
the direct object to asymmetrically c-command the prepositional dative,
while the requirement that only constituents can elide requires that the
direct object not c-command the dative.

The contrast between Phillips’s view of VP-structure and mine, then,
can be described in a nutshell as the following: Phillips allows two altern-
ative structures to realize the same string, while I view the two alternative
structures that are necessary as being derivationally related, such that one
is derivationally prior to the other. Can these two views be empirically
teased apart?

I will motivate an affirmative answer to this question by considering
the facts about Dutch object scrambling and anaphor binding, discussed
in the last section. Recall that Dutch dative anaphors cannot be scrambled
out of the VP if their direct object antecedents remain within the VP, as
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shown by the ungrammaticality of (34). I assume that the restriction on
scrambling of Dutch dative anaphors and the English restriction on leav-
ing a dative anaphor pseudo-gapping remnant, exemplified in (28b), are
the same fact and should receive the same treatment. The impossibility of
stranding a dative anaphor when the direct object is elided in English and
the impossibility of scrambling a Dutch dative anaphor receive a unified
treatment here; anaphoric binding applies after arguments vacate the VP,
and not before.

The flexible constituency account, in contrast, cannot relate the English
restrictions on stranding a dative anaphor under ellipsis to the restrictions
on Dutch scrambling. It simply does not extend to the latter class of facts.
Therefore, the derivational sequencing account that is proposed here is to
be preferred to the alternative constituency account of Phillips (1996).12

8. THE CHAIN CONDITION

There is a possible alternative to the ordering treatment of the restrictions
on moving an anaphor over its antecedent that might be invoked, which
would ultimately take the θ-criterion (Chomsky 1981, 1986), to be the
source of the restrictions. In this section, I show that this alternative can
count for some but not all of the phenomena that are described here, and

12 Colin Phillips has pointed out that this analysis does not account for the asymmetry
between VP-fronting and VP-ellipsis, noted by Pesetsky (1995) and developed in Phillips
(1996). Unlike the latter process, in which a remnant containing an anaphor whose ante-
cedent is within the elided VP is impossible, the former process does allow a remnant
whose antecedent is within a fronted VP, as in (i):

(i) Bill wanted to give books to them, and give books to them he did on each
other’s birthdays.

Phillips’s account, briefly, takes a lowering approach to movement in which moved ele-
ments are generated in their displaced positions and their copies are lowered into the
positions of their traces. Given that not all elements within the VP are possible remnants
in the fronting construction, Phillips must account for why, e.g., nominal direct objects are
not possible remnants:

(i) ∗Eat though he may the steak, he’ll still be hungry.

Phillips proposes that the class of remnants are the class of optional constituents within the
VP. However, eat is an optionally transitive verb; given this, it should be possible to strand
an optional direct object.

For an analysis of the interaction of binding and VP-fronting that is compatible with the
present one, see Lechner (to appear).
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that the ordering of anaphoric binding after A-movement is more general,
and hence preferable to this alternative.

It is tempting to ascribe the impossibility of stranding a dative ana-
phor in the English pseudo-gapping construction, and the impossibility
of scrambling a dative anaphor out of the VP in Dutch, to an interesting
restriction on A-movement noted in Rizzi (1986). This would allow the
Belletti-Rizzi account of Principle A as an anywhere principle to be main-
tained. Rizzi noted a wide class of cases in which A-movement across
an intervening anaphor that was bound by the A-moved element leads to
unacceptability. Consider the contrast between (37) and (38) (Rizzi’s (8)
and (9), respectively):

(37)a. Gianni

Gianni

e

has

stato

been

affidato a se Stesso.

entrusted to himself.

b. I

[The]

nostri

our

amici

friends

sono

have

stati

been

presentati l’uno all’altro.

introduced to each other.

(38)a. ∗Gianni

Gianni

si

to.himself

e

has

stato

been

affidato.

entrusted.

b. ∗I

[The]

nostri

our

amici

friends

si

to.each.other

sono

have

stati

been

presentati.

introduced.

In (37), the anaphor is to the right of the trace of the passivized subjects,
while in (38), the anaphor, appearing as a clitic, intervenes between the
passivized subjects and their traces. Rizzi’s account of this restriction lies
in the definition of chain given in (39) and Chomsky’s (1981, p. 355) θ-
criterion, applied to chains, given in (40):

(39) C = {α1 . . . αn} is a chain iff, for 1 ≤ i < n, αi is the local
binder of αi+1. (Rizzi 1986, p. 66)

(40)
θ-Criterion: Given the structure S, there is a set K of chains
K = {Ci}, where Ci = {αi

1, . . ., α
i
n}, such that:

(i) If α is an argument of S, then there is a Ci ∈ K such
that α = αi

j and a θ-role is assigned to Ci by exactly one
position P ;

(ii) if P is a position of S marked with θ-role R, then there is
a Ci ∈ K to which P assigns R, and exactly one αi

j in Ci

is an argument. (Rizzi 1986, p. 67)

Essentially, (40) requires that exactly one θ-role can be assigned to a chain,
and a θ-role can be assigned to exactly one argument. Chain formation
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is free, in that any sequence of co-indexed A-positions that are in a c-
command relation to one another can form a chain, but the θ-criterion must
be respected in only allowing one θ-role to be assigned to a chain, and
requiring that each A-chain must receive one θ-role.

The locality requirement on chain links in (40) is crucial, and plays
a decisive role in ruling out anaphors that intervene between elements
moved to A-positions and their traces; the θ-criterion is responsible for
such cases as (38). The clitic si is assigned a θ-role that is distinct from the
θ-role that is assigned to the object of affidare or presentare; the result is
a configuration in which the object trace, which is in a position in which it
receives its θ-role, acts as a local binder for the trace of the clitic. Hence,
there is no well-formed chain formation for the structure that obeys the
θ-criterion. Si and its trace cannot form a chain, because the trace of the
object intervenes, causing si to fail to be a local binder for the trace; si’s
intervention between the derived subject and the derived subject’s trace
will likewise block chain formation between the derived subject and its
trace.

Rizzi’s chain condition, incorporating the requirement of local binding
between each pair of chain links, offers a possible representational altern-
ative to the derivational account of binding and ellipsis interactions that
this paper is advocating. Let us see why. Consider the impossibility of
stranding an anaphor by pseudo-gapping, as in (28b). Under the analysis
of pseudo-gapping that I am adopting, the structure after movement would
have the characteristics in (41):

(41) I would [to each other]i [VP [these people]i introduce ti]

The Dutch example of the dative anaphor that is scrambled out of the
VP, (34), has the same characteristics. The direct object, which binds the
trace of the dative anaphor, intervenes between the A-moved dative and
its trace, preventing the dative and its trace from forming a chain, and
hence preventing the A-moved dative from appearing in a chain in which
it receives a θ-role. Hence, the restriction on stranding a dative anaphor
in English by pseudo-gapping and the identical restriction on scrambling a
dative anaphor out of the VP in Dutch are a consequence of the θ-criterion.

Nevertheless, there is a crucial test case that distinguishes the θ-
criterion account of the restriction on A-moving an anaphor across its
antecedent and the ordering account that I am advocating; the test case
hinges on the possibility of multiple movements. Recall that anaphors
can appear as remnants when their antecedents are moved still higher,
as demonstrated by (30) and (35). Under the assumption that each A-
movement leaves a trace, the chain condition would prevent the right
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chains from being formed. To see this, consider a slightly more elaborated
(30):

(42) He would [VP [Agr′′ [DP those kids]i [Agr′′ [PP to each other]i

[V′′ [DP t]i [V′ [V introduce][PP ti]]]]]]

The PP that intervenes between the A-moved object and the object’s trace
prevents the object from locally binding the trace; similarly, the object
trace that intervenes between the dative and dative’s trace prevents the
dative from locally binding the dative’s trace. In short, the amnestying
effect of movement of both the antecedent and anaphor indicates that the
chain condition cannot be the source of the restrictions on A-moved dative
anaphors that are not c-commanded by their antecedents in English and
Dutch.

9. AN ARGUMENT THAT A-TRACES RECONSTRUCT

In this section, I examine Barss’s (2001) argument that A-traces option-
ally reconstruct for binding, a position that is equivalent to the postulation
of binding as an anywhere principle, and subject to the same objections.
His argument is based on the observation that the English strike . . . as
construction, illustrated in (43), is a raising construction:

(43) There strikes me as being a lot of evidence against the anywhere
principle view of binding.

He then notes the following example:

(44) [Old pictures of themselvesi]j usually strike the childreni as
[tj amusing].

As noted in footnote 10, I am viewing the reflexive in (44) as a logophor,
and hence exempt from the purview of the binding principles. Barss does
not discuss the fact that an anaphor that constitutes the entire raised subject,
bound by the DP following strike, is impossible:

(45) ∗Himselfi strikes Johni as amusing.

Presumably, Barss might appeal to Rizzi’s chain condition, discussed
in the previous section, to rule out this sentence. However, Rizzi (1986,
p. 80), in discussing the chain condition, notes that a raised subject can
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be coreferential with an anaphor that follows strike in the strike . . . as
construction:

(46) Theyi strike each otheri [as ei intelligent].

If the chain condition ruled out (45), it should rule out (46) as well; the
binding relations would be identical. Indeed, Rizzi, in discussing (46),
notes it as a problem for the chain condition, and argues for a solution
in which the DP following strike does not c-command the material in
the as-clause. He provides two pieces of evidence for this. First, the DP
following strike can license a parasitic gap in the as-clause, as in (47);13

second, a quantified DP following strike cannot bind a variable in the as-
clause, as in (48b). Assuming that parasitic gaps and real gaps cannot be in
a c-command relationship (Chomsky 1982) and that variables must be c-
commanded by the operators that bind them, these two pieces of evidence,
taken together, would indicate that the DP that follows strike does not
c-command the as-clause:

(47) Whoi did the pamphlet [VP [strike ei] as being insulting to ei]?

(48)a. John strikes Bill as more intelligent than him.

b. John strikes everyone as more intelligent than him.

The point of these considerations is that the interaction of binding and the
strike . . . as consideration is either irrelevant to Barss’s contention that A-
traces reconstruct, or problematic for it. If the DP that follows strike c-
commands the trace of the raised subject, the chain condition can rule out
occurrence of the anaphor as the raised subject (45), and would allow the
anaphor to occur within the raised subject (44), but would have no account
of why the raised subject can bind the DP following strike (46). If the
DP that follows strike does not c-command the trace of the raised subject,
Barss can account in a straightforward manner for the anaphor’s inability
to occur as the raised subject, namely, it would lack a binder at all levels
of derivation. The post-strike DP would not be able to bind it either before
or after raising, so reconstruction would not help the situation. However,
if the post-strike DP does not c-command the trace of the raised subject, it
should not, under the view that the reflexive in (44) is an anaphor that must
be bound, be able to bind the reflexive under reconstruction. The A-trace
would reconstruct to a position in which it is not c-commanded by the only
potential antecedent.

13 The grammaticality judgment is that reported by Rizzi. However, some speakers find
these examples significantly worse than other cases of parasitic gaps.
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As I mentioned earlier, the view of the reflexive in (44) as a logophor,
along the lines of Reinhart and Reuland (1993), seems to be a viable al-
ternative to the view that A-traces in such cases reconstruct for binding
purposes and avoids the problems of Barss’s account. Such cases therefore
do not lead us away from the view that binding applies at a late stage of
derivations and is not an anywhere principle.

10. THE A-STATUS OF THE PSEUDO-GAPPING REMNANT

Thus far, I have followed Lasnik (1995) and Koizumi (1995) in labeling the
projection in whose Spec the inner VP-ellipsis remnant resides as ‘Agr’.
However, I have done so purely for expository convenience. I assume
that the standard distinction between A-positions and A′-positions rests
on a distinction between the content of the projections that contain these
positions, and that an A-position is one that is either contained within a
regular projection or an extended projection of a lexical category. While I
believe that the evidence is clear that this position is not in fact Agr, there
is clear evidence that the remnant position is an A-position. This view
contrasts with that put forth recently by Jayaseelan (1999), who argues for
IP-internal Topic and Focus phrases, and who argues that the inner VP-
ellipsis remnant is in [Spec, FocP], an A′-position. Arguing that scrambled
objects in Dutch and German are in ∼A-positions, Jayaseelan notes that
scrambled objects in these languages license parasitic gaps, citing Zwart
(1996). Invoking the standard distinction between A and A′-movements in
which only the latter license parasitic gaps, Jayaseelan concludes that these
scrambled objects must be in ∼A-positions. His example, from Zwart, is
given in (49):

(49) dat

That

John

John

Mariei

Mary

zonder

without

ei ann

on

te

to

kijken ti
look

gekust

kissed

heeft.

has

That John kissed Mary without looking at her.

With respect to inner VP-ellipsis, Jayaseelan notes that the remnant invari-
ably bears contrastive stress, and if the discourse context is incompatible
with this restriction on the remnant, ellipsis is impossible. He gives the
following example:

(50) Speaker A: Has she dated Bill? (Jayaseelan 1999, ex. (63))

Speaker B: ∗Yes, she has Bill.
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Jayaseelan goes on to say (p. 6) that “. . . it is difficult to imagine why
a direct object moving into SPEC, AGRoP – a process which both Koi-
zumi and Lasnik hold is something that normally takes place in the overt
syntax in English – should be subject to a Focus Constraint, just in the
pseudogapping cases”. This is a fair point, to which I will return at the end
of this section with an answer. For the moment, let us consider Jayaseelan’s
analysis. Noting that the requirement of contrastive stress on the remnant
qualifies it as a focus, he says that the remnant is actually in the Spec of an
IP-Internal FocP, rather than an IP-Internal AgrP. However, [Spec, FocP]
is standardly viewed as an A′-position in the languages that are usually
claimed to have overt movement to this position, such as Hungarian. For
example, this position licenses parasitic gaps, as noted by Horvath (1999).
One problem with the application of this diagnostic to pseudo-gapping
remnants lies in the fact that English pseudo-gapping remnants, in contrast,
do not license parasitic gaps, as illustrated in (51):

(51) ∗Although John didn’t kiss MARYi without looking at ei, he did
SALLYj without looking at ej.

If the inner ellipsis remnant were in an A′-position, as it would be if it were
in [Spec, FocP], its inability to license parasitic gaps from this position
would be unexplained. In this respect, inner ellipsis remnants are not the
same as scrambled Dutch and German objects, as can be seen from the
contrast between (49) and (51).

A second problem with the postulation of ∼A-positions as the landing
sites for the inner ellipsis remnants was brought to light in the previous
section. Anaphoric binding can be established between the first and second
remnants in an inner ellipsis sentence with multiple remnants, as in (30),
repeated here:

(30) Although I wouldn’t introduce these people to Tom and Sally, I
would those people to each other.

Given the standard assumption that binding of anaphors takes place from
A-positions (Chomsky 1981), residence of each of the remnants in A′-
positions such as [Spec, FocP], would have no account of the possibility
of such sentences as (30), in which the first remnant binds into the second
remnant.14

14 It would appear, however, that Zwart’s observation that Dutch object-scrambling,
exemplified in (49), licenses parasitic gaps, is problematic for the view adopted here
that Dutch object scrambling is A-movement. However, Neeleman (1994, pp. 400–404)
presents evidence that in Dutch, parasitic gaps can be licensed from A-positions, as well
as from A′-positions. Of course, it is still an unanswered question as to why English
pseudo-gapping does not license parasitic gaps, as shown by the ungrammaticality of (51).
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I have presented evidence that the phrase that occupies the remnant
position in the inner VP-ellipsis construction is in an A-position, but we
must now take account of Jayaseelan’s insight that the remnant is focused.
The implications that Jayaseelan draws from this fact, and the rejection of
those implications, is an issue that was at the forefront of debates about
the nature of syntax and semantics in the late 1960s and early 1970s, about
the autonomy of syntax. In particular, generative semantics (Lakoff 1971)
did not view syntax as an autonomous system, but rather as one in which
syntactic processes could be stated to be contingent on semantic require-
ments. In contrast, interpretive semantics (Chomsky 1971) took syntax to
be autonomous, and semantic representation was derived from the output
of the syntactic component. It would seem that the issue is returning. Given
that focus is a semantic or perhaps pragmatic phenomenon, one could im-
plement a meaning-driven conception of syntax by enhancing the syntactic
representation to contain projections that map directly into meaning, and
then claim that, e.g., movement within these projections is driven by the
need to check the head’s categorial features (in this case, the need to check
a focus feature). By contrast, a more modern version of the interpretive
view might have a more impoverished syntactic representation (i.e., no
focus projections) and instead interpret focus by looking at a late syntactic
representation, derived without explicitly mentioning focus.

Horvath (1999) lucidly discusses these issues with respect to the rep-
resentation of focus, a discourse-pragmatic phenomenon, and makes the
distinction between focus-accommodating movements and focus-licensing
movements, arguing for a view in which focus is created by the former
type of movement process. Focus-accommodating movements are those
that are not explicitly licensed by a formal focus feature or movement to a
focus projection. Horvath assumes, following Cinque (1993) and Reinhart
(1995), that the focus of a structure can be identified as the constituent
that contains the primary stress of that structure. Therefore, focus can be
identified at PF. Various movements can be prosodically motivated so as
to put constituents into positions in which they will receive primary stress,
and hence qualify as foci. However, in Horvath’s view, the grammar would
not explicitly represent the need for focus in a phrase-marker that is altered
so as to create a focused constituent. Focus-licensing movements, on the
other hand, take focus to be a formal feature of the computational mech-
anism, which requires checking. Jayaseelan’s analysis is a focus-licensing
movement.

Let us modify Horvath’s notion of ‘focus-accommodating movement’
to that of ‘focus-accommodating process’. The only movement that is
involved in the pseudo-gapping construction is the movement of the rem-
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nant to [Spec, Agr′′], which I have argued is an instance of A-movement.
This movement always applies to arguments, whether they are focused
or not. Therefore, we cannot view the movement to [Spec, Agr′′] as
focus-accommodating; it always applies, irrespective of the focality of the
argument. It seems plausible, on the other hand, that inner VP-ellipsis is
focus-accommodating, with its function being to cause focal stress to occur
on the remnant by removing the VP containing the remnant from the poten-
tial for bearing focal stress. The fact that inner VP-ellipsis always occurs
with subjects that are identical to the subjects of the clauses containing the
antecedent VPs, as noted by Levin (1986), would lend credence to the idea
that the function of inner VP-ellipsis is to create a unique focus domain.

I would therefore tend to an interpretive view of focus, in which focus is
not explicitly mentioned in syntactic representations, but rather is derived
from, or read off of, syntactic representations.

11. CONCLUSION

In this paper, I have argued that in certain structures that include a verb and
two internal arguments, namely prepositional dative constructions, both
arguments have moved out of the VP in which they were generated. This
movement accounts for why the direct object asymmetrically c-commands
the prepositional object in cases in which the verb and the internal argu-
ments are all expressed. The direct object does not always c-command the
dative, as in cases in which the verb and direct object elide together to the
exclusion of the prepositional dative. The latter situation gives evidence
for a structure in which the prepositional dative has moved out of the VP
but the direct object has not yet done so. If this analysis is correct, a pivotal
theoretical question is ‘Why?’ It clearly is not done for Case reasons, since
PPs, which can be acceptable pseudo-gapping remnants, do not need Case.
Unfortunately, this question is beyond the scope of this paper, although I
am currently exploring some ideas.15

In the process of demonstrating that more movement is involved in
prepositional datives than was envisioned in Larson (1988), this article
also sheds light on two other issues – the level of representation at which
binding applies, and the question of how directly syntax encodes discourse

15 The idea that I am exploring would relate the movements of arguments out of the VP
to Kayne’s (1994) Linear Correspondence Axiom, which requires that an element A which
asymmetrically c-commands an element B must precede that element B. I am attempting
to synthesize this approach with the idea of a ‘bare phrase-structure approach’ to phrase-
structure.
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notions such as focus. With respect to the latter question, the answer is ‘not
very directly’.
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