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This paper investigates a paradigm of questions with raising adjedives:
v'How likely to win is John?vs. *How likdy to be ariot is there? It has
been claimed that the paradigm argues for Fiengd's (1977 Proper Bind-
ing Condition. This paper shows that the agument cannot be maintained
once the paradigm is extended to sentences like v'How likdy is there to
be ariot? An explanationin terms of Relativized Minimaliy is off ered.

1. Introduction

In this paper | investigate Engli sh sentences containing so cdled raising adjec
tives such as likdy and certain. | focus on an asymmetry between the
construction in example (1) with alexicd subjed and that in example (2) with
an expletive subjed—the basic paradigm. The asymmetry shows up under
question formation asin (3) and (4)—the asymmetric paradigm.

o v Johnislikely/certain to win the race

2 v Thereislikely/certain to be ariot.

3 v How likely/certain to win the raceis bhr?
@ * How likely/certain to be ariot isthere?

The asymmetric paradigm has recaved some atentionin the literature
(Barss 1986 Boedkx to appea; Epstein 2001 Kroch and Joshi 1985 Lasnik
and Saito 1992 Lasnik in press Nomura 2001). There is ancther way of for-
ming how likdy-questions, discussed in detail only in Boedx (to appea) and
Nomura (2003J), asin (5) and (6) —the symmetric paradigm.

B v How likely/certain is bhnto win the race?
© v How likely/certain isthere to be ariot?

Classc acwourts of the asymmetric paradigm rest basicdly on
Fiengo's (1974 1977 formulation o the Proper Binding Condtion (PBC).
The PBC ensures that every tracehas a ccommanding antecedent at surface
structure.!

* Thanks are due Cedric Boedkx, Zeljko Bozkovic, Luisa Marti, Masashi Nomura, the audience a
HUMIT, and the alitors of this volume for comments, patience and suppat. Spedal thanks go to
Howard Lasnik. All errors and shortcomings are to be blamed entirely onme.

1 Fiengo wses precadence and command. For the replacement by c-command cf. Reinhart (1976).
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(7)  Proper Binding Condtion (PBC) (Fiengo 197745 #33
In surfacestructure S, if [€],,, isnot properly bound byf...],.., then S,
isnot grammaticd.

The PBC was designed to rule out, among dher things, downward
movement, for example in passves and wh-questions (8). (8) is ruled out by
the PBC, because the trace of the matrix subjed is not c-commanded by its
antecalent who at surfacestructure.

(8 t,,, wonderswho Johnate lunch.

The PBC-acmurt of the asymmetric paradigm postulates that likely is
lexicdly ambiguols between a raising and a oontrol adjedive. Accordingly,
example (1), where the matrix subjed is atrue agument, is treaed as ambigu-
ous (9), but example (2), where the subjed is expletive there, is unambiguots.
Example (2) only has a raising analysis (10). The ontrol structure is
unavail able since pletivesdo nd control PRO (Chomsky 1981328).

(9) Johnislikely vPRO/ /1, towintherace
(10) Thereislikely *PRO/ v/t,..10 be ariot.
The asymmetric paradigm can be acouned for under these asump-
tions couded with the PBC. On the raising analysis, (3) and (4) are bath ou by
the PBC sincethe subjed does nat c-command itstrace as (11) and (12) show.

(11) [How likelyt
(12) [How likelyt

towin] is ‘bhntholvlikelyu.?
to be ariot] istheret

* by PBC
* by PBC

John

) ?
there how likely ... *

However, a mntrol structure is available for (3) but not for (4) ((13) and (14)).

(13) [How likely PROtowin] is bhnt, .. ? v
(14 [How likely PROto be ariot] istheret,, ., .? * bc there canna cortrol

As pointed out in Lasnik and Saito (1992, this acaurnt makesthe cor-
red prediction that idiom chunks pattern with expletives in relevant respeds
(examples (15) and (16)). Unlike expletives, idiom chunks are quasi-
arguments, which can in principle ontrol PRO as (17) from Chomsky
(1981328 shows. (16) isthus nat ruled ou by the inability of idiom chunksto
control PRO per se; rather, the cntrol analysis of (16) requires advantage to
recave abB-role from likely/certain. (16) is thus out as a violation d 6-theory
on a par with (18). (Notice that the symmetric paradigm also extends to idiom
chunks (19).)

15 v Advantage was likely/certain to be taken of John (cf. (2))
(1) * How likely/certain to be taken of Johnis advantage? (cf. (4)
arn v Advantage was taken of Johnafter PRO being taken of Sally.

(18 * Advantage tried PRO to be taken of John

19 v How likely/certain is advantage to be taken of Johr? (cf. (6)
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Structures (11) and (12), which violate the PBC, are examples of rem-
nant movement: an XP containing a traceis moved to a paosition where the
trace ontained in XPisnolonger c-commanded by its antecedent (20).

20 e ta] oo [ oot T

In recent syntadic literature, remnant movement is often argued for or
asaimed to exist (e.g. Kayne 1998 Koopman and Szabolcsi 200Q Muller 1998
etc.) while the PBC is often argued to be wrong To many, the PBC is also
susped since it is a representational condition. These reseachers replace
Fiengd s PBC by a derivational version which forces every step of movement
to target a ccommanding pasition, without impasing a global output constraint
(e.g. Epstein, Groat, Kawashima and Kitahara 1998 100-106, Kitahara 1997
70). The derivational formulation o the PBC sdtill rules out downward
movement asin (8) but all ows remnant movement. | reserve the term ‘PBC’ in
the remainder of this paper for Fiengds version d the PBC (7) and argue
againg it. This paper isfully compatible with the derivational version.

On the sssumption that remnant movement is allowed in principle, the
accourt of the asymmetric paradigm in terms of the PBC is lost.2 Since the
asymmetric paradigm was taken by some to furnish a strong argument for the
PBC (Kroch and Joshi 1985 Lasnik and Saito 1993, two questions arise: How
strongis the agument for the PBC from these sentences? How can the asym-
metric paradigm be acourted for in a framework without the PBC? In this pa-
per | concentrate on the first question. First | review three aguments against
the PBC-acourt of the asymmetric paradigm. Then | investigate how the sym-
metric paradigm fares with resped to the PBC and show that the symmetric
paradigm canna be reconciled with it. Finaly | suggest a solution to the
problem in terms of Relativized Minimality.

2. Problemsfor the PBC-Account from the Literature

The first problem (cf. Huang 1993 concerns the asumed ambiguity of ex-
ample (1). Some predicaes, like certain, are anbiguos between assgning a
B-role to their subjea (21) andfailingto doso (22).

(22) Johniscertain that he will win the race
(22) Itiscertain that Johnwill win the race

Somewhat surprisingly, this ambiguity is lost in example (1). On the
control reading d (1) John shoud be theta marked by certain and coindexed
with PRO, which gets its B-role from win. This dodd dgve (1) a realing

2 Barss(1986) and Lasnik (in pres9 follow adifferent path. For them remnant movement is all owed
in principle, but sideward movement is not. The asymmetry then follows if expletives must be
replaced at LF (Chomsky 1986— Barsssroute) or the feaures of the asciate of the expletive must
raise wvertly (Chomsky 1995— Lasnik’s route). Idiom chunks are out in the asymmetric paradigm
on the asumption that idioms have to be ‘resssmbled’ at LF. As discussd in Boedx (to appea),
these theories cannat acourt for examples like (25) and (ft. 4 ).
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synonymous with (21). Of course, the B-role asdgned by certain with an
infinitival complement could be different from that in (21).

However, nore of the aithors who assume that certain and likely are
ambiguows gate what the second 6-role mnferred to John by likely and certain
is, or distinguish the two readings smanticdly. Example (1) fails to be per-
ceived as ambiguows. This casts doult on the independent motivation for the
ambiguity analysis. Note that the asumption d two 6-roles was crucia in ex-
tending the PBC-accourt to idiom chunks (16).

The second poblem israised by Epstein (2001 26), for whom (23) is
acceptable.

(23) How likely to appea/sean that Bush cheded, isit?/will it be?bemme?

He takes this to be an immediate agument against the PBC-acmurt of the
asymmetric paradigm. He asumes that expletive it can never ad as a controll -
ler. This assumption is nat quite true, though There ae spedkers who accept
sentences in which expletive it cortrols PRO (24).3

(24) It appeaed that Bush was aliar after PRO seeming that he had knawn
the truth all along

The PBC-acourt now predicts a correlation between a speker’'s ac
ceptance of (23) and their acceptance of (24). Thisis © since (23) nat only
reguiresit to control PRO, but also to recave ab-role from likely whereas (24)
only requires control. According to the PBC-acourt all spedkers who accept
(23) shoud also accept (24). However, no such correlation hdds. Crucialy,
there ae spedkers who accept (23) and Vet rejed (24). This indicaes that the
grammaticdity or ungrammaticdity of these sentences have diff erent sources.
Crucially, the status of (23) isindependent of the properties of control.

The third problem for the PBC-ac®urt comes from examples like
(25). (These example ae discused in Boedkx (to appea) and attributed there
to Koji Sugisaki.) The judgments for (25 and (27) are ontragtive. Many
spedkers do nd find (27) fully acceptable, but al find a dea contrast between
the examplesin the diredion indicated.*

3 An anonymous reviewer suggests that (i) is more or lessgrammaticad and suggests on this basis
that Bush might be @ntrolling PRO in (24). This ans unlikely, though since (i) is rejeded by
other informants who accet (24). The fad that (ii) is clealy ungammatica speaks against the
suggestion that Bush could be cntrolli ng the subjed position d seem. Moreover, the after-clausein
(24) is attached in the matrix clause, where it is not c-commanded by Bush, thus Bush is not even a
potential controller. For the reviewer, the structure in (i) might be interfering, where seem like is
interpreted as make it seem as though — an interpretation that (24) clealy lads.

0] Bush tried to seem that he had known the truth all along.
(i) * Bush seamsthat he had known the truth all along
(i) v Bush tried to seam like he had known the truth al along

4 Noticethat idiom chunks again pattern with expletives (example from Boedkx, to appea: #18).
0] *Who said that advantage was how likely to be taken of Johr? cf. (25)
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(25 * Who said that there ishow likely to be ariot?
(26) v Whosaid that Johnis how likely to win the race?®
2n v Who said that it ishow likely that there will be ariot?

Examples (26) and (27) show that how likdy can remain in situ in a multiple
question. In this resped how likdy differs from wh-adjuncts like why, which
cannaot remain in situ. How likdy isthen na an adjunct.

Example (25) isjust as bad as (4). It is reasonable to asaume that bath
examples are ill -formed for the same reason. The PBC was originally formu-
lated as a surface structure andtion. However, since (25) does nat involve
overt wh-movement of how likdy to be a riot, the PBC canna be blamed for
the ungrammaticdity of the example.

The three problems for the PBC-acmunt of the asymmetric paradigm
| have reviewed are: (a) The proporents of the PBC-acmurt have to asaime
that likdy is ambiguous between a antrol and araising predicate. No evidence
for this asaumption hes been dfered. (b) There ae examples where non
controllers are accetable as subjeds of questions in the asymmetric paradigm.
This is unexpeded under the PBC-acount. (¢) The PBC-acmurt incorredly
predicts that the asymmetry between arguments and expletives/idiom-chunks
shoud disappea when how likdy/certain... isnot moved owertly.

3. A Problem of Undergeneration: The Symmetric Paradigm

In the previous ®dion | reviewed three aiguments that cast doult on the PBC-
acourt of the ssymmetric paradigm. | now turn to the symmetric paradigm.
How can examples (5) and (6), repeaed here for convenience, be derived?

B v How likely is bhnto win the race?
6 v How likely isthereto be ariot?

Obviously how likdy can either form a constituent with the infinitival
asin the examples of the asymmetric paradigm, or it can be separated from the
infinitival. We ak: Do the two constituency options reflea different
underlying structures? Or are they derived from a single source? What isare
the underlying structure(s)?

Examples (28)-(34) immediately suggest one posshle structure.

28 v alikely scenario

(29 v  aproposal likely to be acepted®

30 v John kecame likely to win the race

By v It becane likely that Johnwould win the race

5 |t covert wh-movement is full phrasal movement, example (25) can be handled by a stronger
version d the PBC which makes it applicable & all levels of representation. | will not pursue this
line here sincel argue that even Fiengo s weaker versionistoo strong

6 The different order between adjedive and modified nounin the two examples foll ows the general
pattern for English. Non-complement taking adjedives generally precede the head noun but
complement taking adjedivesfollow it : a proudmanvs. aman proud d his children.
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B2 v John kecane red/hungy.
B33 * John kecame hungil y/to win the race
349 * It became that Johnwould win the race

Example (28) shows that likely can be an adjedive. Example (29) shows adjec
tival likely taking a sentential complement. Examples (32) to (34) indicae that
become takes adjedival complements but not sentential or adverbial comple-
ments. It follows that in examples (30) and (31) the material following become
isan AP. The anbedded clause occupies the ammplement position d likely. In
the interrogative versions of our example sentences, the structure is then (35).

(39 [how [, likely [ce ---]1]

Crucidly, if (35) is the only available base generated structure, then
the PBC-acmurnt canna be maintained. The derivation d (6) from (35) in-
volves at least three movement steps: raising d there to the matrix subjed po-
sition (36a); extraposition o the IP, separating likely from its [P complement
(36h)7; and wh-movement to SpecCP (36c).

(36) a [there[.... [t,.. tO be ariot]]]
(36) b. [l .-][...[how [likely t.]]]
(36) c.  [[how [likely [....]IN1 [C° ...t pay. ]l

I°, the landing site of there is below C°. By cyclicity, raising to Spec
IP must occur before wh-movement. 1.e. (36a) precedes (36¢). No matter how
(36b) is ordered with resped to these two, there is always at least one trace
violating the PBC. Thisis sown in (37), where dl threerelevant derivations
are onsidered. The traces which violate the PBC are boldfacel. Put different-
ly: asaiming (35) isthe only structure forces us to abandonthe PBC.

37 a  [[howlikelyt,][is  [there[[t,,, to be ariot] [... [t,,u., I
(36b) before (364) before (36¢)
(37) b.  [[how likely t,] [is [[there[... t,o, iy ]l [tiae to be ariot]]]]
(36a) before (36b) before (36¢)
(37 c.  [l[howlikely t.] [is [theret,,ay. 11] [ty to be ariof]
(36a) before (36c) before (36h)

Proporents of the PBC-acourt could claim at this juncture that struc-
ture (35) is hat the only base generated structure. If (38) can be assumed in ad-
dition, then the problem raised by the symmetric paradigm disappeas. (39) is
the structure of (6) based on(38). It contains no unboundraces and shows how
(38) solvesthe problem for the PBC-acmurt.

(39 [how [, likely [ -..]1]
(38) [ [show likely] ... [ -..]] _
(39) [[how likely] C° [there [is [xp tyoyiey -+ [tnee tO & ariot]]]]]

7 Whether this movement is to the left or to the right isimmaterial for the present discusson.
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| call the structure presented in (38) the O-place hypothesis. The rea-
son for thisterminological choiceisthe fact that likely istreated syntactically a
non-complement-taking (O-place) adjective in (38) but a complement-taking
onein (35).

We have seen that if structure (35) is the only available underlying
structure, then the PBC-account faces an undergeneration problem, since the
examples of the symmetric paradigm cannot be generated without violating the
PBC. However, if structure (38) is also a possible underlying structure, then
the PBC-account might be upheld for the asymmetric paradigm (pace section
2.) The following two subsections show that the 0-place hypothesis is wrong.
This entails then that the PBC cannot be maintained even for these cases.

3.1 The categorical status of how likely

In order to keep the number of possibilities under consideration manageable, |
first determine the categorical status of likely/certain in examples (1) through
(6). In other words, | determine the category of YP in (38). The question is
simply whether likely is an adverb or an adjective. This becomes an issue
because in addition to its adjectival use ((28) through (31)), likely also has an
adverbial use as example (40) shows8 | argue that likely and certain are
aways adjectivesin (1) through (6), though.

(40) « Therewill likely be ariot.

Note first that the homonymy between the adjectival and the adverbial
forms of likely is coincidental. Certain has two distinct morphological forms.

In examples with certain any ambiguity between the adjectival and
the adverbial form disappears. In adjectival positions only the clearly adjecti-
val form islicit as examples (41) and (42) indicate. In adverbial positions only
the morphologically adverbial form islicit as (43) and (44) make clear. Thisis
important, because it shows that certain is unambiguously adjectival.

4y v He went down the path of certain failure.

42 * He went down the path of certainly failure.
43 v John will certainly win the race.
44 * John will certain win the race.

Recall that certain shares all the relevant properties of likely. In parti-
cular, certain gives rise to the asymmetric and the symmetric paradigms. Ac-
cording to the conclusion just reached, certain in (1) through (6) is unambigu-
oudly adjectival. Likely should be treated as an adjective on a par with certain.

The conclusion that these examples only tolerate adjectival predicates
is corroborated by the ungrammaticality of (45) through (48), which involve
the unambiguously adverbial certainly.

8 The homonymy between the adjectival and adverbial forms is probably not accidental, as a
reviewer points out. It might be attributed to a phonological condition ruling out the putative regular
form likelily.
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45 * Johnis certainly to win the race® (cf. (1)
(46) * Thereis certainly to be ariot. (cf. (2))
4n * How certainly is bhnto win the race? (cf. (5)
(48 * How certainly isthereto be ariot? (cf. (6))

The same oonclusion is further suppated by ndicing that clealy ad-
verbial likely does nat tolerate being modified by how (49). For completeness
the same fad isaso ill ustrated for certain (50).

49 * How likely will Johnwin the race?
(50) * How certain(-ly) will Johnwin the race?

| have agued that likely and certain are unambiguously adjedival in
(2) through(6). The caegory of YPin (38) is adjedive phrase (AP in (38)).

(38) Lo [venchow likely] ... [ipce .. ]]

Boedx (to appea) asaumes that likely can be a adjunct. Since there
is no namina projedion to which adjedival likely could adjoin, this entails
that likely be treaed as an adverb. The agument just presented thus imme-
diately rules out Boedkx' sversion d the 0-placehypaothesis.

3.2 Problems with the O-place hypothesis

Recdl that the O-placehypahesis (38) was required to save the PBC-acourt
of the asymmetric paradigm. The symmetric paradigm can orly be distinguish-
ed from the asymmetric paradigm in terms of the PBC if (38) is a possible
underlying structure. | consider two instantiations of structure (38). In the first,
XPin (38) isidentified with a small clause. The second structure | consider is
one where AP and IP/CP are taken to be independent arguments of be — basi-
cdly an analysis of be as a ditransitive. Neither of these hypaheses describes
the properties of the cnstruction adequetely.

If likely to win the race could be analyzed as a small clause, we would
exped it to be distributed like asmall clause. This most basic prediction d the
small clause analysisis nat borne out. Example (51) shows that small clauses
canna be defted. Examples (52) and (53) indicate that likely to win the race
patterns with adjedivesin being able to cleft.

by * Bill afod iswhat Johnconsiders.
52 v Likely to win the raceis what Johnconsiders Bill to be.
B3 v Slow iswhat Johnconsiders Bill to be.

This is of course nat surprising, given that we have dready estab-
lished that likely can form an AP with the embedded clause (35). But if the
small clause analysis were rred, it would be surprising if likely could not oc-

9 The example is bad as a synonym of John is certain to win the race. The example marginally has
the alverbial construal of certainly, whereit is synonymous with Certainly, John is to win the race.
The same gpliesto example (46).



On an Alleged Argument for the Proper Binding Condtion

cur in prototypicd small clause environments — which indeed it canna. The
verb consider isagoodtest case. It alows gnall clause complements (54) even
when headed by an adjedive (55), and it disallows sSmple ajedival
complements (56). Crucialy likdy to... isout under consider.

(54) | consider [ John(to be) afodl].

(55 | consider [ John(to be) smart].

(56) * 1 consider sad.

(57) * 1 consider likely (for John) to win the race
(58) * 1 consider likely for thereto be ariot.

The next set of examples makes the same paint. (59) and (60) show
that while small clauses can function as the subjed of be, the phrase likdy to...
canna.

(59 v[Mandelafred would pcse abigger threa than [Mandela behind kerg].
(Aarts 1992 cf. also Safir 1983 Stowell 1983 1997
(60) * Likely (for lan) to win would be worse than likely (for him) to lose.

The examples howing that the small clause analysis is inadequate
could be increased ad libitum. | conclude from this brief discusson that the
small clause analysisiswrong

The second opion to consider is that be has a ditransitive mnstrual:
Be would take aO-place djedive & its first complement and a dause & its
second argument. Just like the small clause analysis, this analysis runs into
grave problems. If the position where likely goes were an argument paosition o
be, then aher (semanticdly similar and by hypthesis O-place adjedives
shoud gointo the same dot. Examples (61) through (64) ill ustrate that this
expedationisnat borne out.

6y * Thereispossble to be ariot.

(62 * Johnisposgbleto win the race
63 * Thereis proudto have been ariot.
64 v Johnis proudto have wonthe race

If there is no such dtransitive be and (35) is the only avail able struc-
ture, then the ungrammaticdity of (61) through(63) isimmediately explained.

Possble takes CP complements with arbitrary PRO in subjed position
(65) but does nat tolerate raising infinitivals ((66) and (67)). This sledional
restriction against a raising complement rules out (61) and (62).

(65 v It seems possble to win therace
(66) * Johnseans posshle to win therace
67 * There seans posshble to be ariot.

Similarly for proud The PRO subjea of the complement of proudis
controlled by the subjed of proud Raisingis not alowed with proud ((68) vs.
(69)). Hencethe ungammaticdity of the expletive subjed in (63).
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(68 v Johnseanst,, , proud PRO to be here.
69 * There seans proudto be ariot.

The restrictive hypahesis acrding to which ony structure (35) is
available eplains (61) through (64) immediately. On the dternative
hypahesis where be is taken to be ditransitive, the seledional restrictions of
the ajedive shoud na play a role since the ajedives do nd take a
complement at all. On this hypathesis be must alow raising infinitivals as its
second complement (cf. (2) and (6)). And it shodd do so with any
(semanticdly suitable) adjedive — counter to fad.

Neither of the two considered versions of the O-placehypahesis (38)
gives satisfadory results. The O-placehypahesis suffers from severe overgene-
rationin bah o itsguises. Given the results of sedions 3.1 and 32 it ishard to
seewhat other form it might take. | then conclude this subsedion with an ar-
gument from poverty of imagination: since no conceivable verson d the 0-
placehypahesis has the right properties, it must be wrong, and (38) is not an
avail able structure.

| argued at the beginning d sedion 3that under the cmmplement-tak-
ing hypathesis (35), the sentences of the symmetric paradigm canna be
derived without violating the PBC (cf. (37)). Given that the complement-taking
hypothesis is corred and exclusive, the symmetric paradigm is a cae of PBC-
violating remnant movement. Hence the PBC is wrong The aymmetric
paradigm, which used to be taken as one of the strongest arguments for the
PBC, turns out not to furnish an argument at all once the full paradigm is
looked at. This confirms the hunch we had at the end d sedion 2

4, Towards an Account

In this :dion | explore asolutionto the puzzlesraised by the data investigated
here. | follow the intuition pusued in Boedkx (to appea), who suggests an ac
court for the fadsin terms of Relativized Minimality (Rizzi 1990and for il lu-
minating recent discusson Starke 2007). | will reped here the wre datathat an
acourt hasto cover.

() v Johnislikely towintherace Basic paradigm
(20 ¢ Thereislikely to be ariot.

(15  Advantageislikely to be taken of John

(3) v How likely to win the raceis bhr? Asymmetric paradigm
(49) * Howlikely to be ariot isthere?

(16) * How likely to be taken of Johnis advantage?

(26) v Whosaid that Johnwas how likely to win?

(25 * Whosaid that thereishow likely to be ariot?

(ft. 4i)* Who said that advantage was how likely to be taken of Johr?

(5) ¢ Howlikely is bhnto wintherace? Symmetric paradigm
(6)  Howlikely isthereto be ariot?

(199 v How likely isadvantage to be taken of Johr??

10
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The eamples of the basic paradigm are unproblematic. The
embedded subjed can raise out of its clause in the usual fashion. The
asymmetric paradigm indicaes that expletive there and idiom chunks canna
move past how, but regular argument DPs can. As argued in Boedkx (to
appea), thiskind d pattern is reminiscent of weak idands. Wedk idlands block
the extradion d certain items but not others. This siggests a treament in
terms of Relativized Minimality.

In fad the dassof elements that seledively block extradion from the
complement of likely extends beyond how. Many degree modifiers give rise to
the same pattern in more or less grongform. Thisisill ustrated in (70).

Unfortunately, there is a mnsiderable degree of spedker variation and
squishinessinvaved in (70). Additional reseach is clealy needed. Nonethe-
less (70) is suggestive of the broader generali zation (71).

(70) Good
a Thereislikely to be ariot.
b. Thereisvery likely to be ariot.
C. Thereis mewhat likely to be ariot.
d. There is extremely likely to be ariot.
e Who said that thereishow likely to be ariot.
Bad

(71) A nonargument canna passa degreemodifier.10

Following Starke's (2001) discusson d Relativized Minimality, we
can summarizeit in two sogans: An item in classa canna crossancther item
in the same dass(72); an item in classa can crossitems in aher classes 3
(73).

(72) * aZ al aZ
7 v a, B aq

Boedkx (to appea) argues that how qua wh-word is a hon-spedfic in-
definite. He further argues that the relevant dependency between the matrix
subjed position and the enbedded subjed paositionin the good examples of the
asymmetric paradigm involves gedfic or definite DPs ((3) and (26)), whereas
that dependency involves nonspedfic, nonreferential, indefinites in the bad
examples ((4), (16), (25)).11 The asymmetric paradigm then immediately
reducesto (72) in the bad andto (73) in the goodcases.

Although | fully agree with the logic of Boedx's lution for the
asymmetric paradigm and athough | canna develop a dasdficaion o
elements to replaceBoedx’s with (but cf. ft. 12), | would like to pant out a
problem that appeas to be fairly grave. Boedkx assuimes that all wh-elements
are non-spedfic indefinites. This soud predude ay wh-word from esceping

10 am skirting the fascinating question o what happens in dfferent kinds of comparatives and in
superlatives here. | hopeto be ale to take up that question in future work.

11 Technicdly Boed<x does not assume that expletive there raises. The relevant relation for him is
acualy the agreement relation between the matrix verb and the non-spedfic, nonreferential,
indefinite associate of the expletive. This detail i sirrelevant for our discusson, however.

11
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out of the sentential complement of how likely. This prediction, however, is
nat borne out as (74) indicates.

74 v Whoishow likely to win the race?

We ae then left with generalization (71).12 | assume that it reduces to Relati-
vized Minimality alongthe lines siggested in Boedkx (to appear) and ft. (12).
We dtill have not explained why expletives and idiom chunks become
goodin the examples of the symmetric paradigm. Suppase that a derivation for
the examples of the symmetric paradigm could be provided in which the idiom
chunk and the expletive do nd crossthe degree modifier. The first ideathat
comesto mindisto extrapose the embedded infinitival prior to raising.

(75 Derivation

[how [likely [thereto be ariot]]]

[[thereto be ariot] ... [how [likely t 1]

[is[[thereto be ariot] ... [how [likely t 1]

[there [iS[[t,.. to be ariot] ... [how [likely t]I]]]

[[how [likely t.]] [C° [there [is[[t,,, to be ariot] ... t,,, . J]I]]

PooTe

there

The aucial step is from (c) to (d). Extrading there diredly from under how
would violate Relativized Minimality. The prior extrapasition ((a) to (b)) re-
moves there from the ccommand damain o how, making raising from the em-
bedded to the matrix subjed position passhble. Note gjain that it is irrelevant
here whether the extraposing movement is leftward o rightward.

Nomura (2007), commenting onan ealier version d this paper, dis-
cusss (75) and argues that it isimplausible on two courts: (i) Why dcesn't the
extraposition step freezethe extraposed element turning it into an island? (ii)
Why is extraposition pcssble just in case wh-movement of how likely t
happens later on? |.e. why couldn't example (27) invave string vaauous extra-
position and become grammaticd? Alternatively, assuming leftward extraposi-
tion, what rules out this version d (27): *Who said that there is to be a riot
how likely?

The first problem does not sean particularly grave. The examples
usually used to ill ustrate that extrapaosition creaes islands are CPs and PPs re-
spedively. Both CP and PPare ¢yclic domains (see Riemsdijk 1978for PFs).
Although Chomsky (1999 2000 considers only vP and CP to be phases, we
might extend this treament to PPas well. Cyclic domains require movement to
the alge (spedfier, Comp) to allow extradion, but non-cyclic domains do nd.

12 Generalization (71) might be made to follow from Starke' s (2007) theory of locdity. If Starkeis
right, a wh-phrase mnstitutes an intervener for a particular kind d movement which Starke cdls 6-
movement. Starke' s (200Qth 7.7) discusson suggests that idiom chunks (and presumably
expletives) can orly undergo 6-movement. If this peaulation is on the right trad, then it follows
that how blocks extradtion o idiom chunks or expletives.

(74), (3), and (26) are dlowed since definites and the wh-subjed in (74) can move by ather kinds of
movement (A-movement and Starke’'s SQ-movement). The asymmetric paradigm and generali zation
(712) can be derived this way. Unfortunately, space onstraints prevent me from introducing Starke's
approach to locdity in any detail here andto develop this suggestion.

12
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Cyclic domains need to be spedally unlocked (Huang 1982CED effeds) to
dlow extradion, noncyclic domains do nd. The aymmetry between
extraposed PPs and CPs and the putative extrapasition o |P suggested here is
then na surprising. The extraposed CPs/PPs are no longer unlocked (6-
governed in GB terminaogy) in the moved pasition and become opague. Not
so for IP, which needn’'t be unlocked in the first place (In current terminology:
IP doesn’t freezebecauseit isnot spelled ou because it isnat a phase.)

Nomura's ®mnd qlestion is much harder. Instead of making the
extraposition step optional but contingent on later wh-movement, | suggest
changing the derivation and making the extraposition step oHigatory. It is
followed by ancther obli gatory step: remnant movement of how likdy t locdly
past IP. What drives these movements remains unclea for the moment. The
derivation d the examples now looks as foll ows.

(76) Derivation
a [how [likely [thereto be ariot]]]
b. [[thereto be ariot] ... [how [likely t 1]
C. [[how [likely t.]] X°...[ [thereto be ariot] ... t,, ;]
d. [there [is[[how [likely t.]] X°...[ [thereto be ariot]...t,,, a,J]]

Step (b) is the familiar step o extrapostion; (c) is the newly
introduced remnant movement; (d) isthe raising step.

The situation as depicted in (764d) is the structure of the in situ wh-
questions of the asymmetric paradigm. (Withou how (76d) represents the ex-
amples of the basic paradigm.) With how this configuration is ruled ou, be-
cause there has crossed owver howP violating (71), i.e. Relativized Minimality.
(Note: | will assume for smplicity that how isthe head of [how [likdy [....]]])

However, the situation can be rescued by moving how likdy t further
up. Once howP is moved past there, the problem disappeas as siown in (76e).
(76e) isthe structure of the examples of the symmetric paradigm.

(76) e [[how likely tJ[C°[therelist, e, X°- -
[[tye.to e ariot]...t . JI

(76v) isruled in because the chain of howP isagain superior to the ex-
pletive chain. True, there is a step in the derivation where the expletive moves
past howP, but the later movement of howP remedies this.

So far the paradigm looks abstradly like the order preserving para-
digms that prompted Richards (1997 to pcstulate the mechanism of tuckingin.
The dhain of an element a, canna crossover the chain of ancther element a,
which is superior to it (cf. (77)), but their chains can be interlaced (78). As
argued in Starke (2001, (77) is a straightforward extension to nontrivial
chains of the no-crossng logic inherent in Relativized Minimality.13

(rn * a, o q, a (cf. (72)
(78) / (al) al aZ al aZ

13 Note: My ‘interladng’ is smetimes caled ‘crossng and my ‘crossng’, ‘nesting'.
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The examples of the symmetric paradigm (76V) are instances of the
alowed (interladng) corfiguration (78), wherees the in-situ examples of the
asymmetric paradigm are cases of the disall owed configuration (77)/ (72).

The simil arity between the how likely paradigm and Richards casesis
fairly abstrad. It is the difference between interladng, order preserving chain
configurations and noninterladng, crossng chain configurations. Richards
examples involve movement of multiple dements to dfferent spedfier
pasitions of the same head, whereas in the present case the expletive moves to
SpedP and how likely t moves to SpecCP. Despite this superficial difference,
the abstrad similarity is rather striking: order preservation is good re-ordering
isbad.

The remaining examples of the asymmetric paradigm invalving
movement ((3), (4), and (16)) have nat yet been acourted for. (3) is of course
trivial. The rest are equally straightforward. The relevant structures differ mi-
nimally from those of (76v). They are given below as (76V)

(76V) [[[[ how[likely tJ]X°...[[there to be ariot]...t .., J] [C°[therelist, ]]]]

Crucidly, the moved ptrase is not howP but the bigger XP. The
movement of XP canna affed the relation between the expletive and howP in
this case, since no rew c-command relation between the two is established.
These examples of the asymmetric paradigm are then examples of the banned
configuration (77)/(72). They are out exadly ona par with the in-situ ores.

In this ®dion | have suggested a way of deriving the complete para-
digm without the PBC, but relying insteal crucially on Relativized Minimality.

5. Conclusion

In this paper | have agued that the asymmetric paradigm, acarding to Lasnik
and Saito (1992 one of the strongest cases for the PBC, shoud na and cannat
be reduced to the PBC because of the symmetric paradigm. The agument for
the PBC vanishes. This is a goodresult, since the PBC has falen from grace
anyway.
The result was obtained by showing (contra Boedx to appea) that an
unspoken asaumption d most of the literature is corred and that likely is
unambiguowsly a cmmplement-taking adjedive in the relevant contexts. Thisis
crucial for the agument from the symmetric paradigm.

Finally | proposed a way to reduce the full paradigm to Relativized
Minimality. A first attempt came up againgt two theoretica problems: it
involved instance of optional movement (IP extraposition)—notoriously
difficult to acourt for under minimalist assumptions. It also invalved making
this movement (1P extrapaosition) contingent on a later step of wh-moving how
likely t.—this semed to lead to a problem of computational ook ahead. To
avoid these problems, | postulated that extrapaosition is in fad obligatory. The
nature of the driving force was left open. This treament in turn suggested that
the asymmetric paradigm instantiates order preservation. It is a particularly
interesting case of order preservation, since it does nat involve multiple
spedfiers of asingle head, but specifiers of different heads (thereisin SpedP,
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howP in SpecCP). This indicates that Richards (1997 way of deriving the
order preserving generalization (viatuckingin) istoo rarrow sincethere would
have to tuck in nonlocdly to the lower head 1°. A more general version along
the lines of (77) seans to be required (cf. Starke 2001). (77), crucialy, is a
representational condtion. It is hard to see how (77) could be recat in
derivational terms.

Tucking in violates Chomsky’s extension condition (cf. discusson in
Richards 1997). Given the extension condition, there is hope that grammetica
relations like ccommand and condtions of the grammar (the derivational
verson d the PBC for example) might become reducible to cyclicity (cf.
Epstein et al. 1998 Epstein 1999 2001 for discusson). If acyclic operations
exigt, then this hope vanishes. Every nontree etending operationis aproblem
from this perspedive, whether it be agclic head movement (Chomsky 1995,
the nontree etending ogeration d tucking-in, or acyclic merger of adjuncts
(invoked in Boeckx's (to appea), acourt of the asymmetric paradigm). All
violate the extension condtion. All make the full derivation d grammatica
relations and condtions of the grammar impaosshble. All must crucialy invoke
representations on which to define relations and condtions.

We seam to be left with two opions. Either the grammar allows
agyclic operations (nonlocd tucking in) and Relativized Minimality can be
formulated as a derivational constraint on the operation attrad, or Relativized
Minimality is a mndtion onrepresentations. If the conclusions abou acyclic
operations readed in the precaling paragraph are rred, then either option
makes the grammar in effed representational.

We have come full circle: the representational PBC has been replaced
by arepresentational version d Relativized Minimality.
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