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Abstract

| reargue the point here that current mixed theories of syntax that involve both derivations
and representations are redundant and in principle less restrictive than their pure
representational or pure derivational equivalents. Next | show that no pure derivational
theory of narrow syntax exists. To be minimally adequate, derivational theories must be
mixed, hence the arguments against mixed theories apply to these too. In addition to this
point | argue that everything else being equal and with no additiona stipulations added,
derivationa theories with the role of move are less redtrictive than representationa
theories with the concept of chain. In the third section of the paper | consider the
derivationa explanation of the asymmetry of the notion of c-command and conclude that
this explanation, like other explanations of c-command (and aso like other derivational
explanations) is not successful. | suggest instead that we should eliminate c-command
from the grammar and replace it by simpler interacting notions.

1 Representations and derivations, — the status of the mixed theory
1.1 Restrictivenessand duplication

As set out in earlier work elegant syntax (ES) differs from the minimalist framework in
several important respects. ! | shall elaborate here some remarks made earlier on those
features of this approach that relate to the so-called representational-derivationa issue. |
argued that since chain and move express the same type of relation, a theory that contains

*| am grateful to Noam Chomsky for a series of helpful e-mail exchanges relating to some of the points
discussed below. I’ d like to thank Klaus Abels, David Pesetsky and Michd Starke. for comments that | hope
resulted in clarifications. As usud, no agreement on anything or transfer of responsibility isimplied.

! Brody (1997a,b, 1998ab). Although, in these works, | referred to the framework of eegant syntax as
perfect syntax, the operative sense of perfection was invariably that of theoretica elegance. Hence the
change of terminology.
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both concepts is redundant, and therefore, at least in the setting of ES, wrong. 2 As has
been adso noted repeatedly, the issue is more generd: there is an “architecturd”
redundancy in theories that assume that both representations and derivations play arolein
the competence theory of narrow syntax.®

% Brody (19953, 1997ab, 1998b). As has been noted before, in Brody (1995a) the argument against
mixed theories (which include both the pure derivational and the pure representationd dternatives) and the
argument for the representation option (as opposed to the derivational one are clearly distinguished. A certain
amount of confusion has been generated in subsequent literature by not aways keeping these two points
digtinct.

% See esp. Brody (19953, 2000a). For more recent discussions of the architectural duplication see Epstein
et ad. (1998) and Sarke (2000). See dso Horngtein (1998), who is apparently satisfied to keep the
architectura redundancy, but wishes to diminate the chain-move duplication, - a surprising postion to hold
without argument. Hornstein argued for eliminating chains rather than move by pointing out that in structures
like (i) the interpretation on which someone binds (takes scope) over his and every party takes scope over
someoneisimpossible.

(i) Someone seemsto his friends to have attended every party
(i) Someone seemsto hisfriendsto have every party someone atended every party

He claimed that this does not follow if chains are present a LF. In the chain structure in (ii) a chain
member of someonein the lower clause (perhapsin spec-V) can be lower than a chain member of everyone
(asointhe lower clause, perhapsin spec-AgrO); and at the same time the higher (audible) chain member of
someone (in matrix subject position) can bind the pronoun his (can take scope over his friends). On the
other hand, Hornstein argued, if a LF only a single chain member can be present then this interpretation is
never available, someone is ether in the higher or the lower of its possible postions indicated in (ii), so it
either scopes over hisor under every party but never both.

In Brody (1999), | noted that the real argument here is actudly for, and not againgt, retaining the concept
of chains. Deleting chain members is an operation that ensures this result in a redundant fashion, which
follows straightforwardly from minimal assumptions about the interpretation of scope. In particular it will be
impossible to interpret the scope of a quantifier in (i) from more than one of its chain positions since this will
lead to infinite regress. Someone (from its higher position) will take scope over every party and every party
will take scope over someone (in someone's lower postion). In fact even a single quantifier chain is
contradictory if the quantifier is taken to scope from more than one position: the quantifier will both scope
and not scope over itself. So there may be an argument here for retaining chains on the grounds of avoiding
redundancy; and dso, given the undesirability of the mixed theory, for iminating move.

| should note that Hornstein (2000) attempts to maintain the argument of Hornstein (1998) on the grounds
that “thiskind of reading is perfectly coherent and can be represented as[(iii)]” (p.5. inms.)

(iii) Every report, [someone, [y seemsto himsdif to be reviewing x]]
But (iii) does not have “this kind of reading’ the reading which, as Horngtein correctly describes in his
immediately preceding sentence, is such that “the chain headed by every report cannot scope over the one
headed by himsdlf as no part of the former chain c-commands any part of the latter.” In (iii) every report
scopes over himself but in (i) every party does not scope over his. If it did, no problem would arise as (iii)
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Let us note first that a general conceptua argument from simplicity in favour of a pure
(representational or derivational) theory against a mixed one is weak or nonexistent. This
IS because it is in principle possible that derivational and representational principles are
both necessary in syntax and that they hold in different domains, and/or distinguished also
by other independently needed principles and properties, - ie. cluster in amodular fashion.
Such clustering of properties with chains in one module and move in another does not
seem to obtain in narrow syntax (the lexicon to LFinterface mapping), but this does not
seem to be a necessary state of affairs, but rather an empirical fact about language. It may
be that in wider domains, like the theory of mind for example, both derivational and
representational components will be necessary. The important point here is that the
argument from redundancy, against mixed theories of narrow syntax to be discussed below
is not purely conceptual but is ultimately empirically based.*

Consider then representations and derivations in narrow syntax.> In principle there are
two possibilities here (ignoring now possible but nonexistent mixed situations that involve

shows. So (iii) is irrdlevant, it does not represent the reading under discussion. All it does is gratuitoudy
confuse an otherwise quite straightforward issue.

*A possible argument against the approach I’ m taking here might be that it focuses narrowly on LF. When
we take the full theory of expressions generated by the grammar this seems to include a derivationa
component: amapping from narrow syntax to PF. Therefore the overdl theory of grammar would be smpler
if the theory of the lexicon-LF relation was aso derivationd. But we seem to know too little about spellout
for this argument to carry much force. Frg, it is not clear that the spellout component is indeed derivetiona
(i.e. sequentid) and not just a one-step mapping. Secondly, even if they are derivational, we do not know if
the principles of spellout are different or smilar to those of narrow syntax. The general idea of syntax being a
generative and spdlout an interpretive component, would not make it unexpected that spellout principles
have adifferent cluster of properties from the principles of narrow syntax. If thisis the case, that would make
at least the intuitive smple version of the smplicity argument ingpplicable. More complex versions - like for
example that the same principles apply differently in the two domains (the differences being due to the
different properties of the elements to which they apply) - may ill hold. But again, we seem to know too
little about spellout to make any such point with more confidence than its negation.

® |t is sometimes suggested that a representational approach simply trandates a derivational approach and
with the cogt of involving more set theory. It is not clear how the amount of set theory involved is relevant to
what is an empirica issue: which system is ingtantiated in the mind of the spesker. This is an empirica
matter to which both empirical congderations and conceptual considerations of sharpening the concepts
involved may be relevant, but the mathematical properties of the object postulated to exist will have to be
whatever empirica research (with concepts adequate for the task) determines them to be. Once the set
theoretica point is eiminated from the picture, as | think it should, it is clear that a priory we don’t know if
the derivationd theory is a (perhaps mideading) trandation of the representationa approach or conversdly.
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both possibilities in a modular fashion). Either derivations and representations are (a)
empirically distinguishable, or (b) they are not. Although it may have been sometimes
argued that both of these situations obtain, it seems obvious that these two states of affairs
areincompatible.

| return to (b) in the next subsection. Let us consider first the situation where we take (|
think correctly, cf. section 2. below) the representationa and the derivational theory to be
empirically distinguishable. When the argument against the mixed theory was initialy put
forward there were essentially no attempts to construct analyses that relied on the
existence of both derivations and representations. Given the lack of such arguments one
obvioudy opts for either a fully derivational or a fully representational theory on genera
grounds of restrictiveness.

While there may now be some contributions in the literature that postulate both
representations/chains and derivations/move and exploit one or another assumed (typicaly
stipulated) difference between these, as far as | am aware there are essentially no strong
arguments for postulating both concepts as part of narrow syntax.® Nobody has attempted

®Heycock (1995) was one early case where it was explicitly argued that both derivationa and LF
conditions are necessary. For critical discusson see Brody (1997b), Fox (1999). To take a somewhat
random choice from relatively recent work that assumes and attempts to argue for a mixed theory, take first
Nunes (1999), that argues that M ove should be decomposed into copy (C), merge (M), form chain (FC) and
chain reduction (CR). In fact M is not different from the usud merge operation that puts together phrase
gtructures, CR is a spellout issue and C need not be separate from selecting from the lexicon the same thing
twice. (The difference between the relation linking the two pronouns in “He said he left” and “He was seen
(he)” does not have to do with different lexical access as is sometimes suggested). It is plausible to attribute
that to FC having applied (or being able to apply legitimately) to the two pronouns in the second but not in
the firgt structure. So only FC remains. In other words it is not clear that this approach redly needs to be
different from a representational account. It looks of course different: for Nunes C applies as part of a
derivation. That aderivation exists and that C is part of it are thus additiond assumptions.

In support of the assumption of keeping copy and (re)selection from the lexicon distinct Nunes refers to
Chomsky's (1995) argument from expletive construction where grester cost is assigned to move than to
mergeto rule out (i).

(i) * There seems aman to have left

Nunes suggests that correspondingly select and copy have different costs. But if copy is the same as select,
the desirable smplifying assumption he is arguing againgt, then accessing the same element from the lexicon
(or array/numeration) for a second time will be more expengve than accessing a new one. While this
assumption is not particularly natura, it seemsto be no less so than making copy more expensive than sdect.
So the foundations of derivationdizing the account by adding Copy do not seem to be here. Note aso that (i)
may be excluded by independent reasons: for example that no lexica eement, expletive or not, is ever
permitted in the infinitival subject position that follows seem+type predicates. On accounts that exploit this
fact, assigning different cost to different derivations would probably become atogether irrelevant.
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In support of the assumption that derivation exists Nunes cites the following contrast:

(if) “ Which book did you review this paper without reading”

(iii) “ Which book did you review without reading’
This is supposed to motivate derivations on the grounds that which book moved sdeward from an idand in
(iii) before it became an idand and then to the front while a Smilar non idand-violating derivation is not
possible in (ii). But there are no reasons why a largely smilar dternative account could not be given in a
representationa vocabulary. In (i) which book is separated from it's trace (theta position) by an idand. In (iii)
it is not. since there is a trace in object postion of the matrix clause. The trace in the idand causes no
violation if the wh-phrase need only a single thematic trace to be subjacent to it. (see eg. Brody (1995) or
Richards (1997) principle of minima compliance, a mgor and very interesting generdization of an ideain
Brody (1995) as he notes, and which he refers to as “ subjacency tax”). All this seems straightforward, and
makes no direct reference to parasitic chains. It’ s not clear why the derivationa approach is better. In fact, for
there to be an argument for derivations here, it would be necessary to argue that something adong these
representational lines cannot be right, otherwise Nunes account (and the derivational equipment it is
supposed to motivate) is redundant and therefore undesirable.

Lechner (2000) proposes an interesting anadysis of NP-comparatives where an empty operator raises to an
intermediate spec-C position and the AP moves into the matrix:

(iv) Mary met [young-er men]i [cpOp; than Peter met [pege [ap young men] Degt; 1]
I |
He suggests an argument for a mixed theory based on the following observation: “empty operators in spec-
CP of the than-XP [do] not interfere with AP-movement” (p.16): He observes that the two APs should not
form a chain for thematic/semantic reasons. Hence he suggests that these APs are linked by a move
operation that applied countercyclicaly to avoid the idand effect induced by the empty operator. Note that
countercyclic operations seem to be (a) quite problematic, as discussed in the body of this paper, and (b) they
adso seem to be besde the point if the relevant locdlity congraints (like on Lechner's assumptions the
thematic requirements) apply only to chains. Furthermore no crossing problem would arise if the matrix AP
and the empty operator are coindexed and the operator in turn is related to the whole degree phrase in the
lower clause, --asin other smilar congtructions analyzed in terms of empty operator movement since the late
seventies. Lechner provides arguments from principle C etc. that the structure does not involve pure deletion
only but movement/chain but his evidence does not seem to distinguish between linking the AP to its matrix
clause correspondent or to only to the operator at the edge of the embedded clause.

Pesetsky & Torrego (2000) provide an interesting and intricate new analysis of the that-t effect and
various related matters. They argue for what they cdl “relativized extreme functionalism”, which appears to
be an gpproach near identica to Brody's (1997a) bare checking theory. (I think the colourful name is
mideading, the issue involved in diminating features that are in principle uninterpretable is one of
restrictiveness and haslittle to do with functionalism.)

In bare checking theory dl features must be interpreted in principle, but in a given sentence some
occurrences of features may be in postions where their usua interpretation cannot be assigned to them,
where interpretating them would not make sense. In such cases occurences of features of type T (say wh for
example) in position(s) where they cannot be interpreted will have to merge (presumably via the chain and
the spec-head relation) with another feature of type T that is in a pogtion where interpreting it would make
semantic sense. Pesetsky & Torrego’'s gpproach is not completely identical to bare checking theory because
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to show that the results achieved in the less restrictive framework, that apparently involves
massive duplications (a property that is strange even in aminimalist setting, let alone ES)
cannot be restated in a non-mixed system that avoids redundancy and lack of
restrictiveness. There are also no attempts to argue that the assumed advantages outweigh
the considerable burden of significantly weakening the grammar. It is clear that, even if
focused arguments existed, for the claim that both derivations and representations must
exist side by side within the language faculty and duplicate each other, these would have to
be treated with extreme caution, since they would amount to a proposal to adopt a less
restrictive grammar.” Everything else being equal, there are clearly more anaytical

they wish to retain the otherwise apparently dispensable operation of feature deletion (as it follows feature
checking) in order to integrate into their system the anti that-t effectsin sentences with topicalization like:
(v) Mary said * (that) John sheliked

However it is not clear if such sentences should or can be integrated with other data they andyze. Anti that-
trace effects condtitute a much less clear class of facts than that-t effects. Maybe a pause in cases like (v),
where the matrix verb does not sdlect for that, suffices, suggesting perhaps an approach in terms of parsing.
Pesetsky & Torrego themselves gppear to dmost come close to saying that anti-that-t effects might not exist.
Nevertheless they atempt to extend their theory to cover such facts, but at the cost of a set of otherwise
unnecessary and ad hoc assumptions that in turn serioudy question the claim that these facts have genuindly
been “integrated”. It is necessary to reengineer their notion of locdity into a much less gppeding form,
gpecificaly to cover this case, it is necessary to retain the otherwise unnecessary operation of festure deletion,
and it is even necessary to adopt a gamma marking type mechanism that distinguishes deletion of a feature
from the feature being marked for deletion - thelatter carried part way through the derivation.

It seems fair to say that even if we assume that the anti-that-t effects must be trested syntax interndly,
Pesetsky & Torrego have not successfully integrated these into their theory. Assuming that anti that-t effects
need to be treated differently, dl dubious theoreticd adjustments and innovations just mentioned can be
dispensed with. The argument for derivations that they consder to have provided then disappears together
with the curious gamma-marking type distinction between marking for deletion a a one derivational stage
and deleting a a later one. The representational theory and bare checking theory will do the work required
elsewhere in Pesetsky & Torrego's paper and they will do so without the derivation-dependent and ad hoc
additions.

’ To make the point of restrictiveness more concrete, recall for example that (as noted in Brody (1997a)),
Chomsky (1995) proposes a representationd definition in addition to the derivationd system of interface
assembly (in effect an additiond definition) of what counts as a well-formed syntactic object (cf. dso Brody
(19983a) for some discussion). Or take the additiona digtinction he makes between deetion (interface
invishility only) and erasure (essentiadly invisibility aso for Move), where erasure occurs only if this would
not violate the representationd duplicate definition of well-formed syntactic object. Such duplications that
exploit the derivationd-representational duplication and digtinctions that in turn might build on these
additiona duplications should probably have no place in a redtrictive system of syntax and are indeed
excluded in principle by avoiding the less restrictive mixed theory that makes them possible in the first place.
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possibilities in a theory that has both representations and derivations with differing
properties than in a system that only has one of these concepts.

| shall refer to these considerations as the argument from restrictiveness against the
mixed theory of narrow syntax. Let me summarize this argument. Suppose that
representations/chains and derivationsymove have different properties. (This seems to be
the case.) Then it's an empirical question which notion(-sets) are the right ones. Having
both would weaken the theory in the sense of increasing the analytic options available (see
note 7. above), hence very strong arguments would be needed to maintain that both sets
are part of the theory of syntax. No strong argument appears to exist. Further, in addition
to the problem of the unmotivated lack of restrictiveness, we would also have the problem
of the unmotivated systematic (representationa -derivational) duplications of concept-sets.

1.2 Principlesof |-language

Suppose then, as is sometimes suggested, that arguments for a mixed theory are lacking
because the issue they would address is effectively meaningless. Representations and
derivations are just notationa variants, they are smply different approaches to expressing
the same notions and the same generalizations. Suppose that there were no empirical
differences to distinguish the derivational and the representational views.

But, on such an assumption, a mixed theory like standard minimalism only becomes
more strange. Putting aside the uninteresting case where notational variance means
synonymy, two names for the same concept, let us look at the situation where we take
derivation/move and representation/chain to be two different aspects, or two different
ways of looking at, the same phenomena. Consider first asituation in physics that might be
somewhat smilar. The famous double dit experiment of quantum theory can be
interpreted either in terms of probability waves or, in terms of a particle being able to
traverse multiple trajectories before hitting a target.® The two interpretations do not result
in distinguishable empirical predictions. (Thisisthe case now, and may or may not remain
S0 in the future). Assuming this fact, it would be a strange theory that postulates both
multiple trgjectories and probability waves, say mapping one into the other. It would be
much like a theory whose ontology is committed to two entities, the evening star and the
morning star in the context of the assumption that ultimately they are empiricaly
indistinguishable. The standard minimdist framework mapping derivations into

8 Remotely - and, at least here, irrelevantly - resembling syntactic chains.
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representations appears to be equaly curious - especialy so when viewed from the
perspective of ES - that rules out in principle the option of attributing redundancy to the
effect of selection or to evolutionary accidents.’

To repest, on the assumption that representation/chain and derivation/move are just
notational variants (ie. no empirical evidence distinguishes them), they are ether just
different names for the same notions or perhaps different but (at least currently) not
empirically distinguishable notions. So one could suggest that the choice between them is
not real, that one of themisjust away of looking at the other. In such asituation, it may be
reasonable to look for some deeper notions that subsume the two competing ones. But to
conclude from the assumption that, say, move captures the properties of chain that both
chain and move are part of the grammar seems mistaken. If we talk about (some module
of) I-language, and say that y is part of it, hence ared object, and, furthermore, that x is
just an aspect of y, away of looking at or treating y, this does not then seem to entail
postulating X as a distinct element of the mind. Further evidence would be necessary for
that, but by hypothesis this would be unavailable if the two notions cannot be distinguished
empiricaly. | shal refer to this consderation below as the argument from I-language
ontology. So this argument is meant to establish that the mixed theory cannot be defended
even on the (empirically dubious) grounds of derivations and representations being
notational variants. But the man argument against mixed theories remans the
consideration based on restrictiveness and duplication: there is relatively little evidence for
distinguishing derivations and representations, and not surprisingly there is essentialy no
serious evidence for adopting both.

2 Representations or derivations
2.1 Derivational theories and weak representationality

Suppose then that the rgection of mixed derivationa-representational theories, mainly on
grounds of empirically and conceptually unmotivated lack of restrictiveness is correct.
Next comes the related but distinct and secondary issue of whether syntax is better thought
of asapurely derivationa theory (PDT) or apurely representational one (PRT). By aPRT
of narrow syntax (or LF) | understand a theory that generates the interface level in the
mathematical sense of generation. The theory consists of a set of constraints or principles

® See Brody (1995, 1997ab 1998b 1999a, 2000b), Epstein et al. (1998) for more discussion of the
redundancy issue and related matters.
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that determine well-formedness. | assume that the question of how to assemble the
representation falls outside of the competence theory of grammar and is part of how the
linguistic competence system is used, most plausibly it corresponds to the theory of
parsing and sentence production.

A PDT is an ordered series of operations with input and output, where the input may
only consist of terminals and the outputs of some other operations.'® The following three
way distinction will be useful: (i) a derivationa theory is nonrepresentational if the
derivationa operations create opague objects whose interna elements and composition is
not accessible to any further rule or operation (ii) a derivational theory is weakly
representational if derivationa stages are transparent (i.e. representations), in the sense
that material aready assembled can be accessed by later principles. Findly, (iii) a
derivational theory is strongly representational if it is weakly representational and there are
constraints on the representations (weak sense) generated.

It is clear that derivational theories must be at least weakly representational. Take an
object z, the result of merging x and y. At some later step move can only apply toy if zisa
trangparent rather than an opague object since otherwise y would not be accessible or even
visible for this operation. Notice that even if move is reduced to merge and an interpretive
linking operation (in a way paralel to the theory of distributed chains of Brody (1998b,
1999a)) the same conclusion would till hold: the interpretive link between x and y could
not be established if z was opaque. The derivational theory therefore is at the same time a
(weakly) representational theory with multiple (weakly) representationa stages instead of
just one at the interface.™

So there can be no derivational theories that are fully nonrepresentationa. The
derivational theory will always be a mixed one to some extent. It would also seem to be
almost necessarily a multi-representational theory. One might think that this sort of weak
representationality does not matter, since the spirit of the theory remains derivationd. | can
see two problems with this sort scepticism about the argument. First, weakly
representational derivational theories are clearly mixed theories and the I-language
ontology argument above in section 1.2 applies to them just as much as to any other
empirically unmotivated mixed theory. The fact that al derivational theories must be
mixed then appears to already provide a good reason for rejecting derivational theories of
al kinds.

19 Actuad PDTs and PRTs may have other restrictions - relating, for example, to the number of branches
of nodes etc.

| chain-members are linked interpretively, and the status of z can switch from opague during the
derivation to transparent at LF, then the theory may not be multi-representational, but would still be mixed.
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Secondly, consider the suggestion that weak representationality does not matter, because
the crucia difference between the representational and derivationa view isthat the latter is
not strongly representational, there are no representational constraints on the structures
that the derivation assembles. Hence, these structures (although weakly representational)
are sill not levels of representation in some more important sense. But given that
derivationa theories are at least weakly representational, a derivational operation must
have an input and an output both of which are at least weakly representational. Thus, such
an operation is equivalent to a set of representation-pairs. a set of possible input-output
pairs. It can equivalently be thought of as a bi-representationa constraint. We have to
understand a weakly representational derivational theory as having only such constraints
on the representations as are put on them by the operations (sets of input-output pairs). It
Is clear, then, that the digtinction between weakly and strongly representational
derivationa theory despite appearances does not really have to do with the derivational-
representational distinction. What it really concerns is whether there are constraints that
are additiona to those captured by the postulated derivationa steps (whether we view
these as representational or derivationa constraints). The answer to this question may be
either negative or positive, both on the representational and on the derivationa view.
Currently of course the working hypothesis of most linguists working in this domain is that
there are no such congtraints. But whatever additiona content strong representationality
has over and above weak representationality, and whether this extrais or is not taken to be
part of the grammar, does not crucially pertain to the derivationa-representational
distinction.

To provide a more concrete example for this point, take current ‘derivational’ theory
with the operation merge, some applications of which are a suboperation of move. The
input of merge is any two well-formed representation WR and WR’ (built from terminals
and subtrees by merge) and the output WR’’ is WR augmented by WR’ in a way that
merge specifies. Thus, in the general case, mergeisin fact atri-representational constraint.
Where merge is a subpart of move it applies to an element WR’ of a tree WR and
augments WR with a proper subpart of WR, WR'. What merge specifies is that WR and
WR’ will besstersin WR’’ and furthermore WR’’ inherits its label from WR or WR'. (In
the case of move, always from WR for reasons independent of merge). In terms of a
multilevel representational theory this constraint is essentially equivdent to the
requirement that at every level a (sub)tree ST’ is well formed iff (a) it immediately
dominates two well formed subtrees ST and ST’ each composed of terminals and other
subtrees (in the case of move ST’ is properly dominated by ST) and (b) ST’ carries the
label of ST or ST’ (always ST in the case of move). Given this background, the question of
whether there are any syntactic congtraints that are additional to merge and move has little
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to do with representationality or derivationality of the system. We expect mostly on
grounds of restrictiveness that there aren't any but if there are, they can be stated either in
derivational or representational terms. Note in particular that a constraint on a single
representation can always be phrased as a bi- or tri-representational constraint with no
restriction on the input(s).

Thus the essence of representationality appears to be weak representationality. Strong
representationality does not seem to add a property that genuinely distinguishes between
derivationa and representational approaches. The otherwise important distinction between
weak and strong representationality mattersin the present discussion only insofar as it was
necessary to discuss why it very likely does not matter here. If it is true that the core
concept of representationality isweak representationality then of course having shown that
derivationa theories must be weakly representational, the question of whether we should
adopt derivationa theories of narrow syntax again reduces to whether we should adopt
mixed theories in this domain. As we have seen in the previous section, this we should
probably not do.

2.2 Redtrictiveness again

S0 current (apparently pure) derivational theory is equivalent to a restricted multi-
representational theory that has only such conditions on representations that can be stated
as conditions that hold on two adjacent levels. As we have seen it's in fact not clear that
this redlly is a restriction with respect to a multi-level representation a theory, since a
single level condition could be equivalent to a bi-level condition where the input may be
any structure. The real difference between derivational and representational approachesis
different. The representationa theory is a dsngle levd theory, dl
representations/derivations except the ‘final’ representation, LF, are eiminated - so
conditions can only hold here. This is clearly one obvious way to congrain the
multirepresentational theory: assume the existence of only a single representation, the one
corresponding to the final output of the derivationa system. Henceforth, | refer by
representational theory unambiguoudy to the single level representational approach. To
emphasize the representationa properties of derivationa theories | shal use the term
“multi-representationa”.

The derivationa approach constrains the multi-representationa theory differently, in a
way that does not resolve the problems of the mixed theory. The derivationa
representational  duplication now trandates as the duplication between the fina
representation and the relevant aspects of al representations generated that carry the same
information. Sisterhood and projection is duplicated at multiple levels by the effects of
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merge and chain by those of move.” The derivationa theory ignores the problems of
duplication and lack of restrictiveness, but suggests a different restriction. In this approach
congtraints like merge and move (which, as we have seen, are effectively equivalent to
multilevel representational constraints) are individuated and are crucialy required to
operate in asequentia manner.

Perhaps there are aspects in which the sequentia derivational theory is more restrictive
than the unilevel representational theory in an empirically motivated way. As far as |
know, this has never been argued and there is little to indicate that this might be the case.
On the other hand, there is immediate evidence of this type for the unilevel
representational theory. It's more restrictive than the derivational approach, since it
disallows bleeding relations, which don’t seem to occur in narrow syntax. In particular the
effects of the cycle, an additional stipulation under the derivationa system, follow
automatically from the representational nature of the theory.

If there redlly were derivational components in syntax we would expect bleeding
relations to occur with some regularity, and if syntax was fully derivational asis frequently
suggested, bleeding relations should be commonplace. Derivationa systems are eminently
suitable to express the situation where one operation bleeds another rule or constraint.
Consider cases where lack of bleeding of some constraint C can be detected as the fact that
ungrammatical sentences (ruled out by C on one derivation) do not become grammatical
on a different one where the context for C would not arise. Take for example the well
known fact that the wh-idand or the subject idand constraint cannot be bled by a
derivation that involves movement before the relevant configuration is created as eg. in (1)
and (2).

() a whatdidyouwonder Mary bought (what) when ==>
b. *what did you wonder when Mary bought (what) (when)

(2 a whowasbought [apicture of(who)]==>
b. *Who was[a picture of (who)] bought ([a picture of (who)])

To ded with the descriptive problems, the usual restrictive assumption added to
derivational framework has for a long time been the idea of the cycle in various
incarnations. The derivationsin (1) and (2) do not obey the cycle. Cyclic application of all
rules and constraints removes this empirical problem, together with other smilar ones. The

2 Infact, | argued that neither categoria projection (Brody (1997b, 2000a)), nor the chain relation (Brody
(1998b, 1999a)) should exist narrow syntax internaly, but | put these matters aside here.



Representations and derivations 355

solution is less than satisfactory if proposed as an explanation of the lack of bleeding in
derivationa frameworks. While the cycle may be a smple and attractive construct,
nevertheless, it is an additional sipulation that (as first observed in a somewhat different
framework by Freidin (1978)) appears to be unnecessary on the representationa view.
Until the cycle is independently motivated, the representational theory has the advantage
of being more restrictive than the derivational theory in an empirically motivated way. The
derivational approach can achieve the same degree of restrictiveness and empirica
adequacy only by invoking an additional descriptive stipulation.*®

Epstein (1995) proposed that the cycle is a consequence of an appropriately defined
notion of c-command, together with a PF ordering requirement. The intuitive ideais that a
relation based on c-command must be defined between all terminals of the tree (to make
possible the exhaustive ordering of the terminas at PF by the LCA) and c-command is
defined in terms of merge (as holding in a particular way between the merged categories,
see section 3.1 below). In a countercyclic operation applying to A, A will not, therefore,
have this c-command based relation established with higher nodes in the tree. Such
operations will thus be impossible.

13 Note that the examples in the text are not simply cases andysed representationally that are trandatable
derivationaly without any gain or loss in understanding - something that often seems to be the case with
arguments for derivations. The examples here illugtrate the point that there are severa derivations for asingle
representation, some of which need to be stipulatively exluded by some principle that is not entailed by the
derivationd nature of the grammar. So it does not matter for example if in (1b) when in the lower spec-C is
in the (intermediate) trace position of what or there are two positions available here, one for each wh-phrase.
The pure derivationd theory that contains no traces/copies (if it did, it would encode earlier stages of the
derivation into later representations) will not exlude exclude (1b) without some auxiliary assumptions that
prohibits the countercyclic derivation.

Smilarly in (2) it is not relevant that the subject idand congtraint gpparently has to hold of subjects only.
Thisisnot a stipulation that is additional to what would be necessary to exlude the structure in a derivationa
framework. Derivationdly the assumption trandates as the congraint holding only for extraction from
subjects. This much is necessary 0 that the structure be excluded on the cyclic derivation, but does not
suffice to rule out by itsdlf the countercyclic derivation. On the representationd approach, the representational
statement of the subject idand does not need to be smilarly supplemented by (some equivaent of) the cycle.

Consder adifferent line of attack. On the representational approach we need to ensure that the trace/copy
indde the subject is part of the chain that includes who in spec-C and the trace/copy inside the object. But
again this is not an extra statement that would correspond to the Stipulation of the cycle on the derivationa
view. If one A-position copy of who would be a trace and the other would not be, then the two copies of the
subject to object chain of pictures of who would not satisfy the identity requirement on chain members that
corresponds to the identity requirement of move, which is “copy (identity) and delete’ on the derivationd
view. But properties of move in the derivationd theory do not ensure the ungrammaticdity of the
countercyclic derivation, while given arepresentational approach, the corresponding properties of chain do.



356 Michae Brody

As noted in Brody (1997a), the account based on PF ordering does not rule out however
all violations of the cycle. Since traces are invisible at PF and therefore do not need to be
ordered, countercyclic movement or merger of A followed by cyclic raising of A is till
incorrectly allowed. The approach alows aso lowering rules if followed by cyclic raising
- highlighting another aspect in which the derivationa theory is less restrictive than the
representational.

In the representational theory chains are neutral with respect to lowering, raising, and
round trip (lowering followed by raisng into the same position) derivations. These
distinctions, by now, rather clearly seem empiricaly unmotivated. Although they could be
stipulatively grafted onto a representational theory, the basic concepts of this approach
unlike that of the derivationa theory do not naturaly provide for these unnecessary
distinctions.

The reliance of the Epstein’s explanation of the cycle on the LCA is aso questionable.
The satus of the LCA as an externa sipulation on an otherwise overgenerating
derivationa system raises the same issues as the cycle. Surely we should prefer atheory in
which the basic building blocks of hierarchical relations simply did not permit the types of
structures that in standard frameworks we need the LCA to rule out. See Brody (1997b),
(1999a) for atheory with this property and also Kayne's (2000) recent work.

In addition to these considerations there is an even more crucial problem with deriving
the cycle from (an appropriately constructed) c-command: the notion of c-command has a
complexity presented by its asymmetrical nature, so it is probably even more problematic
than the cycle that it is called for to explain. See Brody (1997b), (2000a) and below.'®

3 C-command
3.1 Derivational definition

Epstein pointed out in an influential paper (1995), see also Epstein et al. (1998), that in the
cyclic derivational framework of the minimalist approach, c-command can be defined asin
(3):

(3) x c-commands all and only the terms of a category y with which x was paired by
merge or by move in the course of the derivation

14 Sections 3.1 and 3.2 correspond with minor changes to sections of Brody (1997b). For the purposes at
hand, “term” can be taken as a synonym of “ condtituent”.
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He compared (3) with Reinhart's representational definition, which | restatein (4):

(4) xc-commandsy iff
(a) thefirst branching node dominating x dominatesy, and
(b) x does not dominatey, and
(c) x doesnot equa y

Epstein claimed that the derivational definition in (3) answers certain questions concerning
properties of the relation that are “unanswerable given the representationa definition of c-
command” (p.19 in the ms.). Before looking at this claim, notice that (4) can be made
more easily comparable to (3) if it is restated as (5) in aform parald to (3)*°:

(5 xc-commandsall and only the terms of its sister

He suggests that (2) explains that (a) x appears to c-command whatever the first (and not
fifth nth etc.) branching node dominating x dominates since “this is the projected node
created by paring of x and y...” Furthermore, x does not c-command (b) the first
branching node dominating X, (c) nodes dominated by x and (d) x itself in each case the
reason being that x was not paired with the category in question by merge or move during
the derivation.

But the derivationa definition in (3) appears to give us neither more nor lessinsight into
why these properties characterize c-command than the representational definition in (5).
We can say without any loss (or gain) in understanding that x appears to c-command
whatever the first (and not fifth nth etc.) branching node dominating x dominates since
‘this is the node that dominates (all and only) the terms of x and those of its sister y'.
Smilarly instead of saying that x does not c-command itself, the nodes dominating it and
the nodes it dominates because x was not paired with these we can say without any
apparent loss of insight that x does not c-command these because these are not its sisters.

Epstein suggests aso that the fact that c-command makes reference to branching can be
explained in a framework where “Structure Building (Merge and Move) consists of
Pairing, hence it invariably generates binary branching.” Again, this point is in fact
neutral with respect to the issue of whether syntax should be constructed as a

12 Or, if binary branching was not assumed then:
(5') x c-commands dl and only the terms of its Ssters
Note that Ssterhood is taken not to be reflexivein (5)/(5).



358 Michad Brody

representational or derivational system. The assumption that pairing by merge and moveis
always binary is an additional assumption. There is nothing in the notion of concatenation
that would force this operation to aways be binary. The syntactic concatenation could in
principle operate on any number of elements. This would alow aso the unary operation
alongside the binary, ternary etc. options. But, just like the concatenation operation can be
restricted to be binary, correspondingly, the branching of trees can be restricted to the
binary option, ensuring the same result in representationa terms: the elimination of non-
branching nodes (along with the elimination of other n-ary branching for n not= 2).

Additionaly, Epstein argues that the representational definition of c-command is
Inconsistent with the independently motivated hypothesis of the invisibility of intermediate
projections.”® He considers the example of the category that is the sister to a VVP-internal
VP-spec subject - | will refer to thisas V'. If V' is invisible for the computation of c-
command relations then the elements contained in it (the verb and its complement) will c-
command the subject and aso the categories the subject contains. Thisis undesirable. On
the other hand, Epstein suggests that the situation is different if c-command relations are
determined derivationaly by (3). Then assuming that the intermediate projection V' can
ultimately neither c-command nor be c-commanded (ie. if its c-command relations
established by (3) are diminated) then the subject will asymmetricaly c-command the
verb and its complement as required by Kayne’'s LCA. Notice that if V' is fully visible to
c-command relations then the subject and V' will symmetrically c-command each other,
creating problems for the antisymmetry hypothesis.

Given the assumption of antisymmetry, it seems necessary to assume that V' or, more
generaly, intermediate projections (or lower adjunction segments) are visible for the
computation of c-command relation, but cannot themselves c-command or be
commanded. Thereis nothing however in this state of affairs that would be “incompatible”
with arepresentational view.

Consider, instead, the weaker claim that this behaviour of intermediate projections can
be naturaly attributed to the assumption that at the point in the derivation where a
category becomes an intermediate projection (ie. once it projects further) its c-command
relations become invisible (it neither c-commands nor can it be c-commanded) but
nevertheless during the earlier derivation it has aready participated in determining c-
command by other nodes (it counts for the calculation of c-command by these).

1% 1n Brody (1998a), | argued that the best hypothesis to explain the invisibility of intermediate projections
(for chain theory) isthat they do not exist. See aso note 12 for references to alater hypothesis (“telescope’)
that subsumesthis one.
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The problem with this line of argument is that the interpretation of “becoming invisible’
Is not antecedently given, it is not any more natural to understand invisibility as entailing
only the loss of ahility to c-command and be c-commanded than to understand it as the
loss of any c-command related role (including the role in the calculation of c-command
relations between other nodes). Thus, again, the advantage of the derivational approach is
only gpparent. The statement that intermediate nodes participate in the caculation of c-
command relations by other nodes but they do not participate in c-command relations
themselves is not improved upon by saying that this latter property arises at a point in a
derivation where the nodes become intermediate nodes /project further.*’

3.2 Derivational explanation?

The various definitions of c-command - as Epstein notes in connection with his cyclic
derivationa version - do not explain why c-command exists, they just state its properties.
The question remains why certain - or perhaps adl - syntactic relations are restricted by c-
command? Why cannot categories establish the relation with any other category in the
tree? And if the set categories with which a given eement can establish a (relevant)
relation is to be restricted, why is it restricted precisely in the way the definition of c-
command states, rather than in one of the infinitely many other imaginable ways?

Epstein offered an explanation within the cyclic derivationa framework he adopted.
Thisis based on two assumptions that he refers to as (a) the first law/the unconnected tree
law and (b) the law of pre-existence. The unconnected tree law states that a syntactic
relation can only hold between elements that are members of the same tree and excludes
relations between elements of unconnected trees. “ Derivationaly construed”, as in (6)
(p.25.), it disalows relations between elements that at any point in the derivation were
members of different unconnected subtrees.

" The problem of intermediate projections will not even arise in the framework of mirror theory referred to
in note 12, where no categorid projection exigs.
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(6) [Epstein’'s(27)] T1 can enter into c-command (perhaps more generaly,
gyntactic) relation with T2 only if there exisss NO
DERIVATIONAL POINT at which:
) T1isatermof K1 (not=T1) and
i) Toisaterm of Ko (not=T9) and
i)  thereisno K3 such that K1 and Ko areterms of K3

Given the cycle, the condition in (6) prevents sideways c-command between two elements
x and y. In al such configurations cyclicity alows only derivations in which two
unconnected subtrees have been formed at some stage that properly contain x and y
respectively.'®

Notice that “derivationaly construed” actualy adds another assumption to the
unconnected tree law, namely that lack of (c-command) relation at any derivational level
freezes and cannot be overridden later:

(7) If there was no (c-command) relation at any given point in the derivation between
terms x,y, there cannot be arelation later.

(7) still alows x to have arelation to/c-command y where y c-commands X, sincein such a
configuration no unconnected subtrees that contain both x and y have been formed."
Epstein excludes this configuration by his principle of derivational “pre-existence” (8),
that disalows x c-commanding y on the grounds that y was not present when x was
introduced.

(8) x cannot bear arelation to y wheny is nonexistent
Given the assumption that the lack of arelation at a derivational point cannot be remedied

at alater stage, i.e. (7), (8) entails the exclusion of what we might call upward or reverse c-
command.

'8 Note that presupposing the cyclein the explanation of c-command and c-command in the explanation of
the cycle (cf. section 2.2 above) makes the explanation of both of these notions circular) in addition to the
other problems discussed in the text.

19 More precisdly no two unconnected subtrees have been formed that respectively properly include x and
y.
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On closer examination, the condition in (6) does not actually explain however the
impossibility of sideways relations. The intuitive content of the condition is that two
categories unconnected at any point in the derivation cannot enter into a (c-command)
relation. But in fact all merged/moved categories were unconnected before merger, still all
can c-command the appropriate nodes. In order to alow categories to c-command at all, it
IS necessary to add the stipulation in (6i,ii) that “K not= T”, i.e. that the top node of an
unconnected tree does not count as an unconnected element. But this means that “K
not=T" in fact just encodes the difference between c-command and lack of it and instead
of an explanation we have only another way of stating the c-command configuration.

Epstein comments on the “K not=T" restriction by noting about the top nodes (to be
related by merge/move) of the unconnected trees, ie. about K1 Ko, that “each equals aroot
node, neither has undergone Merge or Move, hence each is (like alexica entry) not ‘yet’ a
participant in syntactic relations’ (p.26.).2% ?* In other words, the two instances of the“ K
not=T" stipulation in (6i) and (6ii) can be exchanged for an additiona fourth subclause as
in(6):%

(6') T1 can enter into c-command (perhaps more generaly, syntactic) relation with To
only if there exisssNO DERIVATIONAL POINT at which:
1) Tqisatermof K1 and
i) Topisatermof Ko and
i) thereisno K3 such that K1 and Ko areterms of K3 and
Iv) merge/move has aready appliedto T1 and T

The intuition (6") expresses is that two terms that are integrated into some subtree by
merge/move cannot form arelation if at any point in the derivation after they have been
S0 integrated they are unconnected, i.e. they are members of distinct subtrees. With the
addition of (6'iv), (6') states that if applying merge/move to two elements X, y does not
result in asubtree of which both are terms, then x does not c-command y. So, inverting the
conditional, if x c-commands y then merge/move applying to x and y must have resulted in

2 More precisely, K1 and K2 have not yet undergone merge or the merge part of move.
2! Notice that “syntactic relation” here must mean: not yet part of the tree, and not as before, c-command.

22 Again, read “ merge part of move” for “ move® in (6).
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a subtree that includes both. In other words, either x or y must have been merged with
some tree that included the other.

The explanation of the definition in (3) involves then breaking it up into two parts: x c-
commandsy if neither of the following two sSituations obtains. () there is no derivationa
point a which x,y have been integrated into unconnected structures and (b) there is no
derivational point at which x is present/integrated but y is not. We can now bring the two
parts of the account (6") and (8) together again, since in both cases what is crucid, is that
there is a derivationa point at which a (sub)tree exists into which x is integrated but y is
not. But, whether or not we make this improvement, the account provides no evidence for
derivations, since it can again be easily restated in representational terms.

Instead of referring to a derivational point at which there is a (sub)tree into which x is
integrated but y is not, we can say that x cannot c-command y if in the single syntactic
representation there is a subtree which properly contains (ie. contains but is not equa to) x
but not y. Instead of rationalizing that all derivational stages must be checked for x-y
connection and where no c-command holds there was one at which x was in a (sub)tree
that did not contain y, we can presume that al subtrees in the representation must be
checked for x-y connection and we have no c-command where we find one in which they
are unconnected. (Note also that the representational version is in fact preferable, if the
bottom to top derivation and the cycle have no independent motivation (cf. Brody 1997a
and the text above), since the derivationa account needs to assume these. Furthermore, the
easy trandatability of the account into non-cyclic representational terms provides some
additional evidence against these constructs.) But until we have an explanation of why a
relation cannot be established at a later derivationa stage that connects the relevant
subtrees that were unconnected earlier (or, in representational terms, why the connection
must hold in al subtrees), it will remain debatable for both the representational and the
derivationa versions to what extent the account explains and not just rephrases Reinhart’s
definition.

In contrast to the clear exposition of the nonexplanatory nature of the definitionin (3) in
Epstein’s paper, this definition is itself sometimes taken to provide a sufficient explanation
of c-command. Thus for example Groat (1995) states that, while c-command is arbitrary
as arepresentationa definition, “it is explainable as a property of the derivation.” Take a
configuration like (9), where Z c-commands A B C, A, B does not c-command Z.

(9) Z+[cAB]
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According to Groat this “follows straightforwardly if the relations formed by [merge] are
in fact properties of the operation. Z is merged, hence Z isin relation with [c A B]. A B

were not merged with Z, hence they are not in relation with Z”.

But notice that we need to decide if merge/move applies to trees or to categories. If the
former then in (9) Z merges with C, hence Z does not c-command A and B. If the latter
then say [z D E] merges with [c A B], and D and E are incorrectly predicted to c-

command A and B. In neither case do we get the desired result. We can of course stipulate
c-command again, by saying for example that it is always a category that merges with a
tree.

3.3. Domination

The core of the c-command problem is the arbitrary asymmetric conjunction in its
definition: x c-commandsyy iff the following two conditions of somewhat different nature
obtain: (a) there is a z that immediately dominates x and (b) z dominatesy. It is crucial,
but unexplained, that the two subclauses make use of different notions of domination.
None of the attempted explanations some of which | just reviewed in the previous section
are able to explain this asymmetry.?® Consider a different approach (Brody 1997b, 1999a).
Instead of trying to explain the strange properties of c-command let us assume that no such
strange properties exist because, despite appearances, no notion of c-command is part of
syntax or more generaly of the grammar. Cases where c-command appears to be useful
are cases of accidental interplay between two in principle unrelated notions, one of which
IS domination.

How about the other notion? In standard frameworks this must sometimes be the
specifier-head relation and sometimes the head-complement relation. | shall only consider
here the specifier-head relation because in the ES representation provided by mirror theory
(Brody 1997b, 1999b, 2000a) the head-complement relation reduces to domination. (In
mirror theory heads and the associated phrases are not distinguished in the syntactic
representation, hence c-command by ahead H reduces to domination by H.)

23 |t is often suggested that c-command follows from the way semantics works but proponents of this view
typicaly do not raise the question of why the semantics they assume has to work in the way that the strange
asymmetry of the notion of c-command/scope comes into existence, why this relation must be what it is. So
in effect such accounts often restate c-command in semantics but do not atempt to explain its surprising
property. In fact asfar as| am aware, al atempted explanations in syntax or semantics so far amply define
c-command differently and tipulate the asymmetry differently rather than explainiit.
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Consider atypical condition that refersto c-command like e.g. principle C of the binding
theory. Suppose that spec-head agreement has the effect of the head inheriting/sharing the
referential/thematic features of its specifier. Then instead of requiring that an R-expression
not be c-commanded by a coreferential category we can prohibit the configuration where
the R-expression is dominated by an Agr node carrying the same reference.

Smilarly the requirement that chain members c-command each other can be
straightforwardly restated in terms of domination. Again | ignore head chains here, sincein
mirror theory their members will be in a drict domination relation with each other.
Consider chains that are constructed on potentially larger structures (phrasal chains in
standard terms). Assume that the members of these chains always occupy spec positions.
Let us think of the heads associated via spec-head relations with the spec positions
occupied by the chain members as themselves constituting a chain, call it r(estricted)-
chain. (Note that an r-chain is a chain whose members are heads, but it has nothing to do
with the head chains expressing the head-chain/movement relation. In mirror theory head
chainsin this latter sense reduce to morphology and do not exist narrow syntax internaly.)
It is the domination relation that must hold then between members of r-chains.
Additionaly and independently we require that r-chains members to have identical or
nondistinct specifiers. This is natural since the heads participating in the chain are by
virtue of that fact at least in some respects identical, so they will naturaly require identical
(or at least nondistinct cf. Brody 1997b, 1998b) spec’s.*’

4 Summary

The representational framework seems more restricted than the derivational one in that
there are many derivations for a single representations but not conversely. | argued on the
empirical grounds of bleeding relations that some of the derivations need to be eiminated
to reach descriptive adequacy. Additional asumptions are necessary in the derivational
framework that are not entailed by the hypothesis that syntax is derivational. As we have
seen the corresponding problems do not arise in the representational framework where the
correct consequences follow directly from the representational nature of the system.
Additionaly | provided arguments against mixed derivational-representational theories of

** In Brody (1999a), some empirical advantages of this view are sketched. Additionally, the substitution of
domination for c-command may solve the antisymmetry problem of the well motivated instances of c-
command from the right, cf. Brody (1997b, 2000a), Brody & Szabolcs (2000). The latter work elaborates
aso the ideathat semantic scope is Smilarly a matter of domination.
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the kind where derivations and representations essentially duplicate each other’s work. |
showed that no observationally adequate pure derivational theory can exist, on closer
examination derivational theories are mixed theories with derivational-representational
duplications, hence arguments against mixed theories hold also against apparently pure
derivationa theories.

In the second part of the paper, | argued that the derivationa explanation of (the
asymmetry in) c-command (like al other attempted explanations) is unsuccessful, hence
no indirect argument for a derivational approach can be based on it. | suggested that the
explanation may be so difficult to find because the complex notion is epiphenomena only
and does not exist within the grammar. | suggested an aternative approach, developed in
more detail elsewhere, according to which syntactic principles refer to smple domination
instead of c-command and other independently necessary principles unconnected to
domination that are involved with spec-head agreement ensure that reference to
domination instead of c-command is sufficient.

References

Brody, Michad (1995). Lexico-Logical Form: A Radically Minimalist Theory. Cambridge, Mass.:MIT
Press.

Brody, Michad (1997d). Perfect chains. In L. Haegeman (ed.). Elements of Grammar. 139-167.
Amgterdam: Kluwer.

Brody, Michagl (1997b). Mirror theory. ms. Universty College London. Earlier short verson in UCL
Working Papersin Linguistics 9. 179-222.

Brody, Michael (19984). Projection and phrase structure. Linguistic Inquiry 29.3. 367-398

Brody, Michadl (1998b). The minimalist program and a perfect syntax. in Mind and Language 13. 205-214.

Brody, Michadl (1999a). Chains in perfect syntax. Paper presented at the GLOW workshop on ‘ Technicdl
aspects of movement’ in Potsdam.

Brody, Michadl (1999b). Word order, restructuring and mirror theory. In P. Svenonious (ed.). Proceedings
of the Tromso VO-OV Workshop. 27-43. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Brody, Michadl (2000a). Mirror theory: syntactic representation in perfect syntax. Linguistic Inquiry 31.1.

Brody, Michael (2000b) Relating Syntactic Elements. Syntax 3.

Brody, Michadl & Anna Szabolcs (2000). Overt scope: a case study in Hungarian. ms NY U and UCL.

Chomsky, Noam (1995). The Minimalist program. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Epstein, Samud (1995). Un-principled syntax and the derivation of syntactic relations. Ms. Harvard
University.

Epstein, Samuel et d. (1998). A Derivational Approach to Syntactic Relations. Oxford: OUP.

Fengo, Robert & Robert May (1994). Indices and Identity. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Fox, Danidl (1999). Recongtruction, binding theory and the interpretation of chains. Linguistic Inquiry 30.
157-196.



366 Michae Brody

Freidin, Robert (1978). Cyclicity and the theory of grammar. Linguistic Inquiry 9. 519-549.

Heycock, Caraline (1995). Asymmetriesin recongtruction. Linguistic Inquiry 26. 547-570.

Horngtein, Norbert (1998). Movement and chains. Syntax 1. 99-127.

Hornstein, Norbert (2000). On A-chains. A reply to Brody. Syntax 3.

Kayne, Richard (2000) Recent thoughts on antisymmetry. Paper presented at the Cortona workshop on
antisymmetry.

Kuno, Susumo (1998). Binding theory in the minimalist program. ms. Harvard University.

Lechner, Winfried (2000). Class handouts, Blago Summer Schoal.

Nedleman, Ad & Hansvan de Koot (1999). The configurationd matrix. ms. UCL.

Nunes, Jairo (2000), Sideward movement. ms. University of Maryland.

Pesetsky, David & Esther Torrego (2000). xxx ms. MIT

Richards, Norwin (1997). What moves where in which language. Doctoral Dissertation. MIT.

Reuland, Eric (1997). Primitives of binding. UIL OTSworking paper.

SHfir, Ken (1998). Vehicle change and recongtruction in A’-chains. ms. Rutgers University.

Sarke, Micha (2000) GLOW abstract.399.



