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Abstract

Minimalism, in contrast to Government-Binding Theory, da®t analyze traces
as being categories that are devoid of content at the moniergation; rather, move-
ment is viewed as being decomposed into copying plus delefipplying this to
A-movements leads to binding-theoretic problems. The anshat | propose is that
traces are deleted before the binding theory applies; mulay, the behavior of A-
traces with respect to a number of reconstruction phenorisesiaown to follow—
traces are simply not there. Also, a principled explanagajiven for Lasnik’s conjec-
ture that A-traces don't exist, and his conjecture is sttiesiged.

1 Introduction

Since the early 1970'’s, within what can broadly be calledr@$iyan syntax, it has become
commonplace to posit a trace in the original position evenetan element moves. The
trace was originally most commonly viewed as an empty cajegm-indexed with the
element that moves, as in (1):

1 a | wonder whpJohn saw,t
b. John was arrested; t

The moved element is said to bind its trace, with binding @efias in (2):

2) Binding =4et. A binds B if and only if A c-commands B and A and B are co-
indexed.

Particularly within the Government-Binding Theory (Chdmd981, 1982), the status of
the referential content of these traces was a topic of someeest. The Binding Theory
is assumed to partition referential nominals into thressga: anaphors, pronominals, and
R-expressions; this third class is presumed to constitgeréferentially independent ex-
pressions. Assuming that binding is restricted to argurpesttions (called A-positions),
the Binding Theory is given in (3):

(3) Binding Theory
Principle A: An anaphor must be A-bound in its local domain.
Principle B: A pronoun must be A-free (i.e., not bound) inldsal domain.
Principle C: An R-expression must be A-free.
The trace of wh-movement is called an A-bar bound trace,anttihe moved element is in

what is called an A-bar (i.e. a non-argument) position, agrtck the wh-trace was taken to
be an R-expression, since its binder is not in an A-posttion.

I will henceforth ignore the issues surrounding the bindimepretic status of A-bar traces.
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My concern will be for a problem for the binding-theoretimpy-theoretic account of
A-traces, as in (4):

4) John was murdered;t

If the trace ofJohnis literally taken to be a copy for the purposes of the bindivepry, the
trace will cause a violation of Principle C. After all, the weal element, its binder, is in an
A-position, causing the moved element to A-bind the trace.

For this reason, the A-trace has been taken to be an anapirttie beginning of
Government-Binding Theory (Chomsky 1981) to the present Beom one perspective,
this seems reasonable. If the A-trace is anything, it mustrbanaphor, in order to escape
the clutches of the Binding Theory. Nevertheless, | willleegfrom a variety of considera-
tions, that there is no workable way to achieve the anaplstaitis of the A-trace, and that
will be the bulk of this paper. Because the A-trace could r@th anaphor, it cannot be
anything, and so this paper will show that what Lasnik (1998jtemplated as a possibility,
i.e. that null A-traces do not exist, is a reality, and pr@gd principled reason why that is
the case.

The proposal to do away with A-traces, however, immediatetes objections about
“reconstruction” of the moved element in the position of tiexze (Bobaljik 2002, Boeckx
2001, Hornstein 1995, and others). | take the tack that trsetess to these objections
than meets the eye. Reconstruction seems to be used sisuut&y as the name of a phe-
nomenon and the theoretical account of that phenomenomnBe&action as the name of a
phenomenon simply means interpreting a displaced elensg¢hbagh it were in its original
position. As Lasnik notes, in the above paper, one couldlgwall treat the account in
derivational terms, doing interpretation before movemasin terms of traces.

The paper will develop as follows. In Section 2, | will dissuapparent cases of R-
expressions converting to pronouns, and develop an acodwsuich conversions in terms
of a theory of pronouns that is advocated in Baltin & Van Ceadaroeck (in preparation).
Section 3 shows that the account of conversion to a pronatngladvocated there will not
allow for conversion to an anaphor, a consequence that [gostgal by facts about object
ellipsis in Korean. One of the areas that | will apply the Baltan Craenenbroeck approach
to is the phenomenon of copy-raising (Ura 1994, Moore 1998]),in Section 4, | will show
that previous arguments for A-traces fail to establishrtbristence. Section 5 shows that
A-traces must appear originally but must delete by the timaethe Binding Theory applies,
and discusses Lasnik’s analysis and conclusion. Sectidgacstes semantic accounts of
copy-conversion to a trace, and Section 7 concludes.

2 Pronoun-Conversion

In this section, | will document acceptable cases of changiire referential status of a
nominal, in order to contrast these cases later with impssilnlie changes. Specifically, itis
possible to change an R-expression, or a referentiallypiel@ent expression, to a pronoun,
and | will now propose why this is possible, but not extenglitdl a change to a reflexive.



2.1 A. Cases of Pronoun-Conversion

Chomsky (1995) proposes a constraint on the inclusion of syawactic material in the
course of a derivation, such as indices or bar levels. Phraskers are argued to be en-
tirely constituted of features, which are arranged intodbes, and these bundles (i.e. lex-
ical items) merge with other bundles to create phrases,hnuie then calculated to bear
the label of one of the daughters. No other elements can appgarase-markers, other
than what is present at the outset. This constraint, cailteilisiveness’, essentially makes
phrase-markers extremely sparse, and rules out featarggicity on nodes in the course of
derivations.

One such operation proves particularly challenging fotusizeness—the operation
dubbed ‘Vehicle Change’ by Vanden Wyngaerd & Zwart (1990)jisToperation has been
thought to convert an R-expression to a pronoun in an edlipentext, so as to avoid a
Condition C violation. Vehicle change is at work in the felimg situation, assuming that
the binding theory applies to the resolved ellipsis case:

(5) We thought that Johrwould be arrested, but heidn't (i.e. think that
he, would be arrested).

If vehicle change convertiohnto a pronoun in the elided VP, the structure does not violate
the binding theory, since a name c-commands a pronoun iriiadikcal domain after the
conversion.

A case that is similar, from a certain point of view, is theqass known in many lan-
guages as copy-raising—see Joseph (1976) for a discudsiois oase in Classical Greek,
Ura (1994) for Igho, and Moore (1998) for Turkish. Englistsliteas well (dubbed Richard
by Rogers 1974), and it can be seen at work in (6):

(6) a. The shitlooks like it;’s gonna hit the fan.
b. There looks like therg's gonna be a riot.

(6a) shows an idiom chunk in the matrix subject positionnééiiest is the realization of the
original, in the embedded subject position, as a pronouherahan an overt copy. (6b), in
which an expletive is realized in both the matrix and the esidieel subject position, is also
significant.

These facts can be explained by the Binding Theory, in whiemuate that leaving the
originals as literal copies in (6a) would violate the birgltheory, so that (7), for example,
would violate Principle C:

(7)  *The shit looks like the shits gonna hit the fan.
Binding is standardly defined as in (8):
(8) o bindsp =ger. a c-command$ anda andp are co-indexed.

| will assume the standard definition of c-command, in whichcommands iff a does not
dominate and the first node that dominateslominateg as well. Interestingly, attributing
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the form of the original in copy-raising to the demands oftihding theory receives cross-
linguistic support. Lasnik (1991) shows that Thai, Vietrem®, and Korean, while differing
in certain respects among themselves, all apparently lackliion C. The examples below,
drawn from Lasnik’s paper, are from Thai and Viethamesegeetsvely:

9) Coon khit  waaCoon chalaat.
John thinksthat Johnis smart
‘John thinks that he is smart.’ Thai (Lasnik 1991:12, ex. 20)

(10) Johntin ~ Johnsg thang.
Johnthinks Johnwill win.
‘John thinks that he will win.’ Vietnamese (Lasnik 1991: &%, 21)

To these languages could be added Laotian, and the Laotnaraising construction al-
lows the original to remain as an overt copy (i.e. not a pronsu

(1)) Johrkhuu waaJdohnboo mii panjaa.
Johnappearghat JohnNEG haveknowledge
‘John is an idiot. Laotian (Vincent Chanethom p.c.)

If the original must convert to a pronoun in English in orderobey the binding theory,
languages that have different binding requirements woelexpected to show different
forms for the original, and Laotian illustrates that thipegtation is fulfilled.

My concern is the second part of the definition of binding, elhiequires co-indexing.
In line with much recent minimalist work on the grammaticature of indices (Reuland
2001, Kratzer 2009), | will take identity of indices to depeon identity of¢-features (i.e.
person, number, and gender features), and, following Ckpifi®©95), take the expletive
thereto be defective, containing at most a person feature. Thigadan of the forms, then,
seem to be dictated by the binding theory.

3 The Absence of Reflexive-Conversion Processes

However, why does copy-raising seem to be so limited in théza&tions of the originals,
restricting the forms to pronouns and expletives? Therendeebe no instances of copy-
raising in which the original appears as a reflexive, as caselka in Ura’s survey of the
languages in which this phenomenon appears, or the virhsgrece of originals being
realized as reflexives in the published literature.

Moreover, absence of conversion to reflexives is, | woulthtgléhe same phenomenon
as the absence of reflexive interpretations for null objewited by Kim (1999¥,in his dis-

2Thanks to Vincent Chanethom for this judgement.

3An anonymous reviewer suggests that null objects in thesgulges might simply be null topics, as
originally proposed by Huang (1987), in which case the lack eflexive reading might simply be due to the
inability of reflexives to serve as topics. First, | wouldpmlite an absolute prohibition against reflexives serving
as topics; (i) sounds fine to me.



cussion of argument ellipsis in Japanese, Korean, and Mandaless the elided argument
is anteceded by another reflexive, as in (12):

(12) Zhangsamu xihuan[guanyuziji-de yaoyan];Mali ye bu xihuan[NP e].
Zhangsamotlike [about self-Genrumor] Mary alsonotlike  [NP €]
‘Zhangsan doesn't like rumors about himself, and Mary dagsither.’

a. Mary does not like rumors about herself, either.
b. Mary does not like rumors about Zhangsan, either.
Mandarin (Kim 1999:255, ex. 2)

Crucially, Kim shows that elided objects cannot be inteiguteas reflexives (citing Huang
1987 for the generalization):

(13) a. Zhangsadale [NPe]
Zhangsarhit PERF[NP €]
i. * ‘Zhangsan hit himself!’
ii. ‘Zhangsan hit someone else. Mandarin (Kim 1999, ex. 45)

b. Peter-nun/ka [NP e] cungoha-yess-ta.
Petertor/NOM [NP €] hatePASTIND
i. * Peter hated himself.
ii. Peter hated someone else. Korean (Kim 1999:275)

Kim proposes to account for this generalization by emplgyrengo & May’s (1994) more
articulated theory of index types, withhoccurrences of indices representing nominals with
independent reference, apabccurrences of indices representing nominals with degetnd
reference. The inability of elided objects to be interpieds reflexives is due, in his system,
to the reflexive bearing g-occurrence of the index, while the antecedent subjectshear
a-occurrence, as in (14):

(14) [Peter nun/ka], [NP e]l31 cungoha-yess-ta.

In Fiengo & May'’s system, syntactic identity is required &dlipsis (or copying), and the
different types of indices destroy this identity.

Below, | will posit a different account of the inability offlexives to elide when they are
solely locally A-bounc®, one which does not rely on the distinction betweeoccurrences

@) Himself;, John really likes.

Second, Otani & Whitman (1991) argue against Huang'’s aislgsting certain cases of sloppy identity that
Huang'’s analysis predicts to be possible but which cannatrottherefore retain the conclusions in the text.
4Kim shows that such examples are true object-ellipsis cames not cases of VP-ellipsis preceded by
raising of the V out of the VP, as proposed by Otani & Whitma®9q(1).
5That is, when they are not parallel to other sentences intwthie object is locally A-bound by the subject,
as in (i) (Kim’'s ex. 48, noted by Xu 1986).

@) Meigerenpiping le  ziji ma?Bu, Johnmeipiping le [NPe].
everyonecriticize PERFselfQ no Johnnot criticize PERF[NP €]
‘Did everyone criticize themself? No, John did not criteizimself.



of indices ang-occurrences of indices. In short, we have found cases vitiergressions
convert to pronouns, but no cases where names convert th@saf he trick is to account
for this gap in a principled way. | will show why null objectsust lack interpretations as
anaphors.

Baltin & Van Craenenbroeck (in preparation) account fomprm-conversion by view-
ing pronouns as being configurationally defined rather tledimeld by a feature [+pronom-
inal]. Viewing deletion as occurring in the syntax, as pregub by Baltin (to appear), a
pro-form is defined as in (15):

(15) A pro-form is a functional head with a missing complemen

By “missing”, | mean “radically missing” (i.e. not presentthe syntax itself). This accounts
for ellipsis-containing antecedents, as in (16):

(16) John cleaned because he had to , and he cooked déeadil as
well.

The VP-ellipsis in the subordinate clause of (16)’s secamgunct can, under one interpre-
tation, be construed as “had to cook”, i.e. is a sort of “mixedonstruction” of the first
ellipsis minus the antecedent of the first elided VP, and tibstitution of the antecedent of
the second ellipsis for the antecedent of the first elligsisther words, the actual content
of the first ellipsis cannot be computed if the first ellipsisan antecedent for the second
ellipsis. This could be explained if the ellipsis resolati@stores a kind of “pro-form”, par-
allel to the phenomenon of sloppy identity in (17), whichuiegs a looser form of identity
than strict syntactic and semantic identity between adteand elided material:

a7 John flipped his lid, and Sally did too. (i.e. flipped helid).

By taking seriously Postal's (1969) original view of promsuas determiners whose (in the
current sense) NP complements have been deleted, if we &sgod to render material
radically missing, we can see that pronouns are, in a senger+specified forms of their
antecedents. In a sense, then, conversion to a pronoun dbaddinformation but rather,
if anything, removes information. In this sense, inclus®ss is not violated by pronoun-
conversion, and therefore pronoun conversion is permitted

Crucially, | am taking conversion to a pronoun to be optipmalthe sense that the
ellipsis (in this case, of the relevant NP, but of any elidategory) is optional- a fact that
unites Laotian copy-raising, in which the ellipsis does Imappen because it is not forced,
with English copy-raising, in which it is forced. Such a cersion to anaphors would be
impossible, because anaphors do not involve deletion. #yfaiable characterization of
anaphors, since Pica (1987), views them as morphemicatipkx. Pica observes, in what
has come to be known as ‘Pica’s Generalization’, that mdgghcally complex anaphors
can be locally bound, while morphologically simplex anajgtmannot be, but rather must be



long-distance boun® An example of this contrast can be found in Dutch, with theticst
between simplexzichand complexichzelf from Reinhart & Reuland (1993):

(18) Janzag [jou achter zich/hemstaan].
Jansaw[you behindSE/him stand]
‘Jan saw you stand behind SE/him. (Reinhart & Reuland 18939)

(19) Janhaat zichzelf/*hem.
Janhateshimself/*him.
‘John hates himself.’ (Reinhart & Reuland 1993, ex. 10)

Reinhart & Reuland encode this contrast by distinguishing types of anaphors: SE-
anaphors (essentially morphologically simplex) and SBEbBphors (morphologically com-
plex), and formulating their binding principles that reteranaphors in terms of SELF-
anaphors.

This regular correspondence between morphological forrbamling-theoretic behav-
ior suggests an extension of the Baltin & Van Craenenbroggkacach to anaphors. In
other words, having a characteristic morphological form@y is the signature of being
classified as an anaphor; no separate feature [+anaphagpded, and indeed should be
discarded as unrevealing. However, there is no operatetrctuld convert an R-expression
into an anaphor without violating inclusiveness. No deletis involved in the genesis of
anaphors; they are typically just genitives+nouns. (Rétalke’s (1971) analysis of reflex-
ives in English, in which he motivated this structure for Esty) Therefore, if we accept
inclusiveness, we must reject conversion to an anaphor.

We are now in a position to draw a different conclusion fronmksi about the impos-
sibility of taking dropped objects to be anaphors in Koredmemwthey are bound solely by
their subjects, as in (14). Let us take deletion to apply &gintax, as argued in Baltin
(to appear). (Note that this conclusion is forced if we attlep Baltin-van Craenenbroeck
analysis of pronoun conversion.) Because the binding yhapplies at LF, deletion will
feed the binding theory. If deletion requires syntactioiitg, there will be no option for
interpreting a deleted object as a reflexive; inclusiveipesgents conversion to a reflexive,
the binding theory will rule out conversion to a pronoun asoadition B violation, and if
the object remains as an R-expression, Condition C will ouliethe structure.

However, deletion of A-traces will be permitted, and, in tneeses, forced by the bind-
ing theory’ Because there is no licit binding-theoretic type for an éc& in many cases,

®Unless the SE-anaphor is the third argument of a triadicipagelwhich is already reflexive-marked, as in
the Dutch equivalent of (i):

@) John assigned himself to himself.

See Reinhart & Reuland (1993) for details.
"One exception seems to be A-moved anaphors as ECM subjeats(ig

0] John believes himselfto be admired;t

The trace in this case, as a pure copy, will be a copy of a reflegnd hence could remain in the representation.
This will not be true, | claim, of A-traces of pronouns and fpeessions.



such a dependency cannot register at the point of applicafithe binding theory. Thus,
the deletion is a familiar case of “repair”, of the sort noteijinally by Ross (1969), in his
analysis of sluicing as repairing island violations, andrenrecently, by Merchant (2001)
and Fox & Lasnik (2003). More recently, these latter authtage explicitly taken PF to
be the locus of application of ellipsis and so ellipsis wilhinesty” violations that would
otherwise have been incurred at PF. Merchant illustragesdhcept of PF-Islands with Left
Branch Condition violations, originally studied by Ros967)8

(20)  *How detailed does he want | a list]? (Merchant 20011 5, ex. 6a)

These violations can be repaired by deleting the phrasesichvihe offending extractees
originate:

(21) He wants a detailed list, but | don’t know how detailed.
(Merchant 2001:Ch. 5, ex. 16a)

However, the binding theory is standardly assumed to agglygaffecting semantic inter-

pretation rather than phonetic interpretation. Therefdedetion at PF should not amnesty
a binding-theoretic violation. On the other hand, if deletapplies in the syntax, deleting
formal features, deletion will bleed the binding theory,iethinterprets or feeds the inter-
pretation of formal objects.

3.1 How and where does deletion work?

Like others who have considered the mechanism of tracdialel@e.g. Chomsky & Lasnik
1995), | assume that trace-deletion is just deletion, ileatever mechanism is responsi-
ble for ellipsis will delete traces, whether they are speaily traces (as in Fox 1999) or
copies. In this vein, trace-deletion (I am specifically camtcating on A-traces) is formally
no different from any other instance of deletion. Viewedirthis lens, we are led to ask
why object-deletion can apply in some languages, such as€éj Japanese, and Korean,
but not others, such as English, while A-traces are not aityilconstrained, so that, e.qg.
English, has object A-traces.

A common view of the difference is that the languages whighdr@p the object typ-
ically lack agreement between the nominal and functionablkén the neighborhood (see
Kuroda 1988 for an advocacy and defense of this view). If véawagreement features as
being checked at PF, and take “deletion at PF” to mean nomepirciation of phonological
features plus literal erasure of “strong” features (feadyplaying a role in overt pronoun-
ciation), we can see that deleting a nominal with valued ergent features will deprive a
head that has unvalued agreement features of a source atigaluFor example, consider
a hypothetical case of object-drop in English:

(22) a. John kissed Sally.

8An anonymous NYUWPL reviewer questions this judgement, famds (21) acceptable. | am reporting
Merchant’s judgement, however, and | and other native sgsdlnd it unacceptable.
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b. *John kissed

The structure for (22b), in which the object has dropped,hil(23) in the relevant respects:

(23) vP
%
o P
John v VP
[Person |] \
[Number[]] V'
[Gender{ || \\/

kiss

The Person, Number, and Gender features are unvalued, lholraing valued by the ob-
ject, which in this case has dropped; in the meantime, v ngdohas any way of valuing
its ¢-features. If we assume that agreement is checked at PEpded¢ PF will account for
deletion’s bleeding agreement.

On the other hand, movement of the object, taken to be irtemeege, will not bleed
agreement. Let us assume, for instance, that the objecteséirgt in [Spec,vP] when it
moves, for instance as an unaccusative:

(24) vP
N
/\
the river
Y VP
[Personlll |] \
[Number [Sq] Vv
[Gender [N]] N
V DP
\ —

freeze the river

Deletion is indicated by bolding, and in this case, if we asstthat merge into v's Spec can
value v’'s uninterpretable features, this merge will sgtisé requirements. In languages
that freely allow object drop, such as Japanese, Chineseikarean, v presumably lacks
uninterpretablep-features. In short, deletion of traces, in whatever foram be shown to
be governed by the same principles as deletion of any typareip.



4 Arguments for A-traces (including A-traces as anaphors)

As Lila Gleitman (1995:185) said, “Difficult problems can s&lved. Impossible ones are
harder.” Nevertheless, | haven', strictly speaking, shémat taking A-traces to be anaphors
is impossible; after all, my objection rests upon the Initeisess Condition, which, while
plausible, is still an empirical constraint. Thereforewituld be helpful to consider argu-
ments both for A-traces that have appeared in the literatune independent arguments for
A-traces being anaphors.

To preview my conclusions, it is obvious that they will be,il@lreasoned, unequiv-
ocally opposed to those drawn by the linguists who origjnallit forth these arguments.
For one thing, many of the arguments are based on reconstruethich is, in my view,
ambiguous between the name of a phenomenon (interpretiefearent in Position A as
though it were in Position B, a position lower than A in thegde-marker) and the account
of that phenomenon (literally putting the element back iRtwsition B for the purposes
of interpretation). Chomsky (1995:202) seems to take ttierlapproach to reconstruction
when he writes:

Reconstruction is a curious operation, particularly wheis iheld to follow

LF-movement, thus restoring what has been covertly movddf] possible,

the process should be eliminated. An approach that hasione#lg been sug-
gested is the “copy theory” of movement: the trace left behiga copy of
the moved element, deleted by principle of the PF componetite case of
overt movement. But at LF the copy remains, providing theemias for “re-

construction.” Let us consider this possibility, surelylie preferred if it is
possible. (Chomsky 1995:202)

What is noteworthy is the reference to reconstruction aspamation. Clearly, he is view-
ing reconstruction as a theoretical account, rather thang®nomenon. As a theoretical
account, however, it is equating the phenomenon with a Bpasechanism for accounting
for it—i.e., the copy theory of movement. Other accountsparssible, however, such as a
sequential derivation in which the element in question taalty interpreted in its original
position. In fact, a derivational account will be shown tosdugported in the next section
when copy-raising is discussed in some cases. In othefis asuduang’s (1993) arguments
for A-traces, a derivational account will not be possibled @ther considerations will be
brought to bear, such as Heycock’s (1995) reformulatiomeffacts.

4.1 A. ‘Specified Subject Condition’ arguments

These arguments all rely on some version of Chomsky’s (18p8tified Subject Condition,
formulated as in (25):

(25) No rule can involve X, Y (X superior to Y) in the structure X...[a...Z...-
WYV...]... where Z is the subject of WYV and is not controllbg a category
containing X.
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The leading idea is that if Z is present as a trace that is boyrXi(i.e. is “controlled” by X
in the formulation above), it can act as a specified subjetthitocks the relation between
any two positions between which it intervenes (i.e. Y and sitfom other than X).

4.1.1 An early argument for A-traces

Chomsky (1973) notes the ungrammaticality of (26):
(26) *John seems to the men to like each other. (Chomsky 17 3,73b)

The inability of binding to occur across a raised subjectewthe binder is not the raised
subject itself, can be accounted for by assuming (i) thaptieposition to does not block c-
command by its object of sisters to tteephrase; (ii) the raised subject leaves a trace, which
acts as a specified subject that intervenes between thévputatder (i.ethe menin this
instance) and the anaphor. In current terms, the trace dfubject causes the embedded
VP to constitute a local domain, with Principle A requirifat an anaphor be bound in its
local domain. (27) is the structure of (26) in the relevaspexts, showing the problem:

(27) cP
|

C/
/\
C TP
DP; T
—
John T VP
[PREY |
V/
/\
\Y; vP
PP \&
PN /\
P DP vV TP
to —/~_ seem ‘
the men T
T vP
to /\
DP; v/
—_—
John v VP
/\
DP; vV’
|
each other Vv
like

11



In this case, the embedded vP constitutes a local domaihédaariaphor each other, which
is free within it, violating the binding theory. The tracetbé raised subject, then, counts as
a suitable proxy for the raised subject itself, creatingcallalomain for binding.

Chomsky considers an alternative account of the ungrarati&yi of (26) which does
not rely on traces, but rather on ordering anaphoric bingliith raising. This straightfor-
ward derivational account simply orders binding beforsirgj, at which point the embed-
ded subject is overtly present. A problem for this altergtaccording to Chomsky, is that
it creates an ordering paradox, in that raising can feeditgngs seen from the contrast
between (28a-b):

(28) a. They seem to each othgto be happy.
b. *It seems to each othgethat they are happy.

(28b) is ungrammatical because the antecedent does naticxaod the anaphor with which
it is co-indexed; raising the antecedent in (28a) allows #ritecedent to c-command the
anaphor, binding it and hence satisfying the binding thebing ordering paradox is a prob-
lem in a theory in which all semantic interpretation ruld$ofe all syntactic transformations
(binding is considered to be a rule of semantic interpr@tdtiand semantic interpretation
operates on a completed phrase-marker.

This argument lacks the force that it once had; currentlyigaifsicant, probably the
dominant, strand within minimalism takes syntactic, seticgaand phonological computa-
tion to take place in a bottom-up fashion that is based ors wiisaid computation called
phases (Chomsky 2000,2001). Let us take the phases, fakbesconcreteness, to be vP
and CP, as does Chomsky. In this case, the lowest vP, whetraiesl, will have a subject,
and because the anaphor is within this phase, it will be et@tufor binding and, in the
case of (26), will be free, causing a Principle A violation.the case of (28), the anaphor
is in the higher vP, and when the vP gets its subject througimga the anaphor will be
bound, satisfying the binding theory.

In short, if binding is dynamic, applying to each phase as @anstructed from the bot-
tom up, the “ordering paradox” disappears. Binding occtivadous points in the grammatr,
and so is interspersed with syntactic computation, whidhalgo occur at various points.
The argument for traces, then, no longer is as strong as iirwa873, because the core
assumptions have changed, and the derivational alteenistinore plausible now than it
was at that time.

4.1.2 The ban on super-raising as a binding theory violation

Super-raising (Rizzi 1990, Ura 1994, and others) can be efas long A-movement over
an overt subject. An example would be (29):

(29) *John seems that it is likely;tto win.

An initially appealing account of the ban on super-raisinguld ascribe super-raising’s
impossibility to the binding theory, and taking the tracdotoan anaphor. The intervening
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lexical subject, the expletive it in this case, would caleeintermediate clause to be a local
domain, within which the trace would be free.

A problem for the assimilation of this case to the bindingotlyds that super-raising is
much worse than overt binding in this configuration, as in:(30

(30) *They; think that it would be necessary for each otherleave.

The contrast between (29) and (30) argues against an assimilof the ban on super-
raising to an account based on a Principle A violation. ldgdd®izzi (1990) bans super-
raising as a violation of Relativized Minimality, in whiclnargument cannot move over
the nearest c-commanding A-specifier, a condition violate80). Presumably, the class
of possible interveners differs for the purposes of the Bigd heory.

4.1.3 Reconstruction and the need for an A-trace

One interesting argument for an A-trace is based on reaaistn, and does not have a
straightforward translation into a derivational accodritis account, due to Huang (1993),
is based on the different reconstruction possibilities dfak moved predicates and A-bar
moved arguments, and can be seen in the contrast in (32):

(31) a. *How angry with each othgdo they think that he is ?
b. Which pictures of each othedlo they think that he saw ?

Huang’s account relies on the predicate containing a traceibject position of the predi-
cate that is co-indexed with the subject of the embedde@seaf as in (31b).

Interestingly, the grammaticality of (31b) argues for aiddional account of binding
over the reconstruction account, if we assume that the tintlikes place when the wh-
phrase is in the Spec of the lower CP, in which case it can badby the matrix subject,
which c-commands it. If we assume that intermediate traetstelat LF, so that we would
only have, in the case of a wh-phrase, an operator that bimdsable in an A-position, the
intermediate position in which binding would occur could be represented by a trace at
LF.

(32) [ t; how angry with each othgt do they; think that he is ?

The fronted predicate, because it contains the subjec¢,traould constitute a binding
domain; therefore, the anaphor within the predicate woatldehto be bound within the
predicate. If the anaphor were bound outside of the preglieag. by the matrix subject, the
binding would violate Principle A.

The wh-argument in (31b), on the other hand, would lack aesuliface, and hence
would not constitute a local domain for binding. Hence, restnuction of a wh-argument
is not forced. Heycock (1995) argues, however, that thenaigBon of a predicate-internal
trace, crucial to Huang’s account, is insufficient to acedanall cases of obligatory recon-
struction of predicates. For instance, a predicate-iatefrtrace will do nothing to amnesty
the apparent Condition C violation in (33):
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(33) ?*[How afraid of Margaref; do you think sheexpects John to be?
(Heycock 1995, ex. 13)

In (33), Johnis the subject of the predicate, but obligatory reconsimacof the predicate
will force the matrix subject, after reconstruction, todime R-expressioWargaretin the
predicate, violating Condition C.

Heycock’s solution to the predicate-argument recondtrucsymmetry is to appeal to
the D-linked/non-D-linked distinction between A-bar dedencies developed by Pesetsky
(1987), Cinque (1990), and others. Essentially, if pradiEare typically non-D-linked, a
way of representing the distinction, in Heycock’s systespilower the restriction into the
position of the trac@.Heycock’s account ensures, then, that the A-trace acceweives
no support from predicate/argument asymmetries.

4.2 Scope reconstruction

May (1977) noted that (34) has a reading in which the matrbjexit scopes below the
matrix predicate:

(34) Somebody is likely to leave.

One way of interpreting this fact is to allow the matrix sujeo lower to the position of
the trace, as in (35):

(35) e is likely [somebody] to leave.

Boeckx (2001) discusses this phenomenon in detail, and tloé literal lowering would
violate the proper binding condition (Fiengo (1977)), inigthtraces must be c-commanded
by their antecedents. After all, the pre-lowering représtson of (35) is (36):

(36) [Somebody]is likely [t;] to leave.

And the trace in (36) in the embedded complement is replagdeomatrix subject, with

which it is co-indexed, and which was originally in the pmsitof the trace. The lowering
of the subject back into its original position, however,lWehve a trace, which must itself
be bound. Boeckx solves this problem by inserting a null &x@ in the position of the

matrix trace, eliminating it.

An alternative, within what has come to be known as ‘Singlepdt Syntax’ (Bobaljik
1995), views movement as copying to a c-commanding postiod it is a matter of phonol-
ogy as to which copy to pronounce (i.e., the higher copy oldwer copy). Bobaljik (2002)
argues that one can distinguish which copy is activatednferpretation and which is acti-
vated for pronounciation, so that, e.g., lowering can ba sseactivation of the lower copy

°In a copy theory of traces, this seems tantamount to delétimgperator part of the phrase, leaving the
restriction in the trace position. In any event, | am takirg stance on the existence of A-bar traces, and
so nothing in Heycock’s account is incompatible with mindjai is concerned solely with the existence of
A-traces.
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for interpretation and activation of the higher copy formmanciation. Boeckx provides an
interesting argument against the copy view of loweringingpthe contrast in (37)-(38):

(37) A red car seems to me to be parked at the corner.
(=it seems to me that there isared car. . .) (Boeckx 2001, ®x. 6

(38) A red car seems to every driver to be parked at the corner.
(*it seems to every driver that there isa red car...) (Boe2h®1, ex. 68)

In other words, scope reconstruction is blocked acrosstarviening quantifier experiencer.
The copy theory, which makes the matter solely a decision asich copy to pronounce,
has no explanation for why an intervening quantifier shofflecathe decision, but Boeckx
argues that a Relativized Minimality (Rizzi 1990) accoumtaivailable under a lowering
analysis, given that the intervening quantifier will blo@construction of a quantifier, as-
suming that lowering and raising are both subject to Reiat/ Minimality.

By providing an argument against the copy theory, Boeckxoiemtially on the same
side as this paper. However, we must ask whether (a) hisiymsgitoposal is compatible
with the non-existence of A-traces; and (b) whether anradtiare proposal for scope recon-
struction that is compatible with the facts is in accord wite non-existence of A-traces.

As for the first question, it is important to note that, in a 8&hrase Structure frame-
work, nothing rules out creation of a specifier position. $tandard cases of raising, Chom-
sky (1995) notes that the position is actually created bsingj i.e. there is no movement
into an empty node, as there was in the 1970’'s (see e.g. EmM@®7d@3. Just as this is true
for raising, so could it be true for lowerirl.However, at least one possibility for the rep-
resentation of the scope ambiguity in (34) exists whiche@rss to me, is compatible with
the phenomena that Boeckx notes, but which does not requirering.

Willliams (1983) discusses verbs that take pleonasticesuibj as in (39), and concludes
that they actually behave as sentence adverbs.

(39) It seems that John likes pizza.
Note that (39) seems to be synonymous with (40):
(40) Apparently, John likes pizza.

Assuming that the expletive subject in (39) is forced foicHir grammatical reasons, note
that a verb that takes an expletive may often occur as a [etécdl, in the position of
sentence adverbs:

41) John, it seems (to me), likes pizza.
(42) John, apparently, likes pizza.

We can account for Williams’ insight by assigning raisinghbse and sentence adverbs in
general, to the typét,t), the type of sentential negation, also a scope-taking tgre@nd
interpret narrow scope for the subject by subjecting (43ctupe interpretation:

10Boeckx shows that this lowering operation is actually cotilpawith plausible ideas about cyclicity.
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We can see, in fact, that just as the lowered reading is uaalaiwhen the matrix experi-
encer is quantified, shown in (38), the sentence adverb isssiple when it is quantified
by a matrix experiencer:

(44) *John, it seems to every student, is quite intelligent.

Needless to say, the Relativized Minimality account, witiamgifier-lowering, has nothing
to add about the ungrammaticality of (44). Furthermore stt@pe ambiguity persists with
a sentence adverb:

(45) Some politician, apparently, will leave.
I must confess to having no analysis of quantifier-adverlpsdoteractions, but these facts
point to a much more general phenomenon than is amenableeesahg analysis.
4.3 C. The Chain Condition

Rizzi (1986) formulates a representational condition @tds that assimilates them to
anaphoric dependencies in general; as such, it crucidilgsren the presence of traces
as chain links.

In a nutshell, the Chain Condition reduces to the Thetae@oit, which requires that
every argument receive a theta-role, and that the theterion applies to chains, sequences
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of co-indexed positions in which each link is in a c-commaeldtion with each other link.
This is the general definition of a chain, but for conveniemetus use the term movement
chain for a chain formed by movement. Rizzi's account redieshe following definitions:

(46) C ={o1...0,}is a chain iff, for 1< i < n, a; is the local binder of; ;.
(Rizzi 1986:66)

(47) 8-Criterion: Given the structure S, there is a set K of chains {C;}, where G
={a;1,...,0;}, such that:

(i) If ois anargument of S, then there is a€K such thato = a; and ap-role is
assigned to Chy exactly one position P;

(i) If P is a position of S marked with-role R, then there is a,G& K to which P
assigns R, and exactly ong; in C; is an argument.

(Rizzi 1986:67)

The Chain Condition rules out an anaphor head of a movemain aftervening between
the head and the tail of a movement chain with which it is ateked, as in (48):

(48) *Gianni si e statoaffidato.
Gianni to himself wasbeenentrusted tt;
(Rizzi 1986, ex. 9a)

That the problem lies solely with the derivation that mustrbelicated in (48), and not
its meaning, can be seen in the acceptability of (49), whedns to be synonymous, but
which differs from (49) in that the anaphor is unmoved oyeathd occurs to the right of the
movement chain’s tail:

(49) Giannie statoaffidato a se stesso.
Gianniwasbeenentrustedo himself
‘Gianni has been entrusted to himself. (Rizzi 1986, ex. 9a)

Rizzi derives the contrast between (48) and (49) fromehasiterion, given in (47):
each argument must be in a chain, which is a sequence of egedgositions. The locality
requirement on chain links in (47) is crucial, and plays dsiee role in ruling out anaphors
that intervene between elements moved to A-positions agid titaces; thed-criterion is
responsible for such cases as (48). The ciitis assigned &-role that is distinct from the
6-role that is assigned to the objectaffidare‘entrust’; the result is a configuration in which
the object trace, which is in a position in which it receivs®irole, acts as a local binder for
the trace of the clitic. Hence, there is no well-formed cHammnation for the structure that
obeys thes-criterion. Siand its trace cannot form a chain, because the trace of tleetobj
intervenes, causingj to fail to be a local binder for the tracsis intervention between the
derived subject and the derived subject’s trace will likeswdlock chain formation between
the derived subject and its trace.
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However, as shown in Baltin (2003), the Chain Condition qariterion) will incor-
rectly rule out a structure in which the anaphor and its atent have both moved, as in
(50):

(50) They would [DP those kidg]PP [P to][ each othef] [VP introduce [ DP t] [PP
t];].
(Baltin 2003, ex. 42)

(50) is based on a pseudo-gapping example in which the dilgett A-binds the indirect
object, and both are pseudo-gapping remnants:

(51) Although they wouldn’t introduce these kids to Tom ardlys they would those
kids; to each other

When an argument is encountered, it heads a chain, and Bydfierion, each chain must
receive &-role, presumably accomplished by the tail of the chain ooy in aé-position.
Overtly, a direct object and an indirect object occur. Beeathey are co-indexed and the
object c-commands the indirect object, it is in principlesgible to form a chain. However,
there is no chain that could be constructed from all four elets (the direct and indirect
object and their two traces) without violating tBeriterion. Nevertheless, the structure is
perfectly acceptable.

It seems, therefore, that the Chain Condition, which retiesA-traces and which is
couched as a representational condition, is problematithiat article, Baltin (2003) relies
on a derivational account of A-binding in which it takes @aat the end of the first phase.
Therefore, raising of an anaphor will generally interfelighvhe binding relationships that
it needs to be established. | confess that | do not have anailiee explanation for the very
interesting facts that Rizzi noted in (47) and (48), but th&i@ Condition is clearly not a
definitive area of support for the existence of A-traces.

5 Previous accounts of A-traces

5.1 A.Lasnik (1999)

Lasnik (1999) presents a great deal of evidence that Adrdoanot reconstruct. One of his
arguments demonstrates the optionality of raising an EClyesti into the matrix, and is
based on Kayne (1985), who noted that in thake oufconstruction, an ECM subject can
appear either before or after the partiolet

(52) a. He made Sally out to be a liar.
b. He made out Sally to be a liar.

Interestingly, when the infinitive is negated, a universglliantified ECM subject can only
take wide scope with respect to the negation if it appearsrbehe particle:

(53) He made every person out not to like Sally.
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However, a universally quantified subject can take narrapsaevith respect to the negation
if it follows the particle:

(54) He made out every person not to like Sally.

Given the presence of the particle in the matrix, an ECM satlifeat is separated from its
infinitive by the particle must itself be in the matrix. If g@ois clause-bound, the negation
of necessity has a lower scope than any element in the métting ECM is in the matrix,

it will necessarily scope over the negation.

The word order in which the ECM subiject is adjacent to its itifie, on the other hand,
is compatible with a lack of raising, and corroborating thisk of raising is an understood
scope in which the ECM subject can scope below the negatibithwas just mentioned,
is trapped within the infinitive. Hence, subject-to-objegising is transparently justified by
word order facts, but understood scope facts when sucmgaisiseen motivates a conclu-
sion that is germane to our present concerns: the absencep# seconstruction.

Lasnik suggests that the absence of reconstruction effdtiisA-traces leads to the
conclusion that A-traces do not exist, a conclusion withokHhiagree, but his reasoning
that leads to his conclusion is somewhat different from mite argues that there is no
need for A-traces if one views theta-roles to be chara@drin terms of features on the
elements that bear them, features which are carried alomgdygment. He argues not that
the traces are deleted, but that they are not created in sh@ltce.

My stance is somewhat different, in that the present pajpgrearthat the traces are
created, but are deleted. Ockham’s Razor, and the overig}l @nA-movement processes,
argue for the deletion view. In this context, the analysisafy-raising is highly relevant.
The best account of the process relies on the retention obrigenal in addition to the
creation of the copy. The original is presumably retainadaf@F-reason; its presence is
needed to check a morphological feature in the originaltjprsiBy contrast, in non-copy-
raising, no PF reason forces retention of the original, Bedrace deletes. Not creating the
trace (the original) in cases in which it fails to show up wbaieate a bifurcation between
copy-raising and non-copy-raising; the original would Ibeated (and retained) in copy-
raising, but would not be created at all in non-copy-raisiidditionally, the non-creation
account would not unite the non-existence of these A-tragtsthe absence of reflexive
readings of null objects in Chinese, Japanese, and Koreawiere noted in connection
with (14) 11

6 Semantic accounts of A-traces

In this section, | shall show that one a priori appealing ativge of A-traces, that they per-
mit all semantic interpretation to occur at a single levehat really a clear-cut advantage,

13im Wood has informed me of the existence of a recent alieméa Lasnik?s analysis that has been
proposed by Cedric Boeckx (Boeckx 2008), in which copyingejdaced by a re-merge operation, in which a
copy is not created, but the original is simply re-merged im@& position. While | have not yet absorbed fully
the ramifications of this proposal, it would seem to be sulijethe same criticisms as is Lasnik’s.
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and that theta-roles could simply be determined at Firsgiler

One currently finds a consensus in Minimalist circles thatatroles must be identified
at LF, so that all interpretation is done at LF. It was not gisvso. In the early 1970’s, seman-
tic interpretation was not done at a single level; thematiations were interpreted at deep
structure, and other aspects of interpretation, such astifjga scope and binding, were
determined at surface structure (Chomsky 1971). With tiwerstdof trace theory (Wasow
1972, Fiengo 1974, 1977, Chomsky 1973), the prospect ofjdsemantic interpretation at
surface structure was raised. After all, surface strustargiched with traces now contained
all of the information that the semantic component needadessuch structures could now
contain a history of movement.

However, the use of A-traces to allow all semantic integdien, including thematic
relations, to be done at the end of a derivation (surfacetstrel at that time, now LF) is,
| would contend, a kind of “mission creep” for traces. A unjtdinal level for all inter-
pretation was originally a consequence of trace theorywag never really an argument
for traces. The earliest motivation for traces (see, inipadr Fiengo 1977 and Chomsky
1973) was based on binding-theoretic considerations. ¥ample, Fiengo (1977) argued
that rightward movement rules covered up the traces withaérlements such as the exple-
tivesit andtherebecause otherwise traces would improperly bind their @eats. Such
an argument relied crucially on traces being present taggaaite in the relevant binding
configurations. Similarly, Section 3.1 of the present patiscusses Chomsky’s (1973) ar-
gument for A-traces as being necessary to create bindingdsmvithin which anaphors
must be bound in order to allow the correct binding patterns.

These arguments, while valid at the time that they were puwtdad, are no longer
germane to the issue of whether or not A-traces are neceddaaye shown, in my dis-
cussion of Chomsky’s argument, that the derivational adttve which he rejected at the
time gains initial plausibility from his later (2000, 200dgvelopment of phase theory, so
that binding could simply take place at the end of the intigphase construction. Similarly,
the particular phenomena that Fiengo accounted for by ingatightward movement rules
now receive treatments that do not invoke rightward moventer example, the expletive
there construction, which was earlier analyzed as rightward mmear@ of the associate to
a position aftebe was re-analyzed by Stowell (1978) as generation of thecagsdn the
postbe presumably VP-internal position, with insertion of thepketive in [Spec, TP] (in
current terms), in order to satisfy T's EPP feature. Moreegalty, within the context of
his Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA), Kayne (1994) haamalyzed what had previ-
ously been considered to be rightward movement phenomefsoatimes a series of)
leftward-movements. If this is right, such phenomena n@ésrsupport the postulation of
traces.

Interestingly, Lasnik (1999), after suggesting that Acé®do not exist, suggests a way
in which the non-existence of A-traces could be made corblgatvith the interpretation of
thematic relations at LF: by viewing theta-roles as featwich can be assigned to and
retained on DPs which have been moved. So, for example, asthatkisstakes an agent
and a theme, and its lexical entry is as in (51):
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(55) kiss+[ __ DP]
+agent <+theme>

As is commonplace in theories that assume the UniversahAlant Hypothesis (Perimut-
ter & Postal 1977) or the Uniformity of Thematic Assignmentgdthesis (UTAH; Baker
1988), the agent is assigned in [Spec,vP] (Kratzer 1996)ttamtheme in [Spec,VP]. How-
ever, in a passive sentence such as (56), the theme has beed, mitimately ending up in
[Spec,TP], presumably by A-movement.

(56) Sally was kissed.
In relevant respects, the LF for (56) will be (57).

(57)  [TP[DP +theme Sally][ T[T was J[VP [V [V kissed]][]]

In other words, the linking conventions, which hold at théseti(D-Structure in earlier the-
ories, or first Merge in Minimalism), do not hold after movarhebut this is not a problem
in a theory which takes theta-roles to be features, whichbeagarried along with moving
elements under movement.

Nevertheless, Jackendoff has pointed out quite forcefutigt convincingly (see Jack-
endoff 1987 in particular) that the conception of thetasohs features (lexical entries
which show the lists of features assigned to arguments dieddheta-grids) is too un-
constrained, and allows in principle any combination ofdh®les assigned to arguments.
Levin & Rappaport-Hovav (1988), for example, note (58) itli@5b)) as an example of an
unattested but predicted theta-grid:

(58) [+Agent], [+Location], [+Experiencer], [+Instrumgn

This would be impossible in a system such as Jackendoffighioh there are no theta-roles
per se with any status, but rather just propositions in a simmeta-language (which for
him express the notion of travel or location of an entity) wdfich the elements that we
label as theta-roles are just constituents of these pridposi For examplegive instead
of having the plausible theta-grid in (59), would be repnésé along the lines of (60) in
Jackendoff’s systert?

(59) give, [+Source], [+Theme],[+Goal]
(60) GO, [ENTITY;], [FROM [ENTITY ], [TO [ ENTITY ]]]

In other words, the theme would be the entity traveling (ttgeiment of GO, in (60)), the

source would be the argument of FROM, and the goal would bardpement of TO. The

indices on the entities would correspond to the grammdficedtions that would house the
nominals that bear those conceptual relations.

2This is a gross over-simplification of Jackendoff’s syste@amwhich | refer the reader to Jackendoff (1990)
for a more complete explication. For one thing, it ignores thistinction made by Jackendoff, as well as
Grimshaw (1990), between an aspectual tier or aspectuatste (which would represent causes, for example)
and thematic structure, for which the notion of travel orlibian of an entity would be represented.
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Currently, probably most influenced by Hale & Keyser (199@)nimalism has also
come to eschew traditional thematic relation labels exasptonvenient short-hand, with-
out any theoretical status. Chomsky (1995:313) commeits“g 6-role is assigned in a
certain structural configuratiom; assigns thaé-role only in the sense that it is the head of
that configuration...” Thus, an agent is simply that DP teahi[Spec,vP]. Nothing more
need be said about the agent-hood of the DP; its presencatisttbctural configuration is
sufficient.

Chomsky’s remarks about the interactionfole determination and movement are
instructive. He notes that a non-trivial chain is not in afaguration, only a link of the chain.
A non-trivial (i.e. more than one link) chain is not in a configtion fore-role assignment,
and so raising from &-position to anotheé-position is impossible. Accordingly, the only
recipient of eb-role is a trivial, single-linked, chain. Chomsky (1995;@8us comments that
“O-relatedness is a ‘base property’, complementary to feathecking, which is a property
of movement.”

This property is fortuitous, since it dovetails with the amgents in this paper that an
A-trace would necessarily violate the binding theory in tnoases (the environment for
copy-raising being an exception, since the trace would &drte a pronoun, a permissible
operation). Sinc@-role assignment can only take place under first merge, whgingply
determine thed-role of an argument when it is first introduced into the dune, along
the lines of the Extended Standard Theory (Chomsky 1971)rtis the level of deep
structure?

In fact, the arguments for A-traces are, as far as can bendieked from inspection of
the literature on the semantics of traces in general (seerfaad 1998, Fox 1999, 2000
in particular), seem to be non-existent. In the case of Atfaaes, the trace functions as a
variable, with the head of the chain being construed as aratipeA-chains could be seen
analogously, and in fact have been (e.g. by Sauerland 1888)the A-trace being seen as
a variable bound by a lambda-operator. One problem forlating all apparently syntac-
tically predicative expressions was raised by Williams83)9 who noted that VPs, while
generally treated as lambda-expressions (by Sag 1976 dhdrii 1977, among others),
must receive a rather different semantic treatment whenttliee pleonastic, and hence se-
mantically empty, subjects, as noted in Section 3.2 (sggaiiticular, (39)). Interestingly, a
common response to the existence of such subjects and sostiumtions has been to stip-
ulate that such subjects are in a special class (see Sa@sdifi@ission of “ugly objects”).
Indeed, Rothstein (2001) analyzes such cases as “vacunbsdaabstraction”.

However, the postulation of vacuous lambda-abstractiomgbithis attempt to maintain
the generality of lambda-abstraction into conflict with @tsiy’s (1991) ban on vacuous
guantification, as a consequence of his Principle of Fubrfretation (Chomsky 1986),
who notes that natural language never seems to expressugoperators, in what are
apparently A-bar positions, that bind no variables. If tBisight, then the postulation of
vacuous lambda abstraction fails to explain why there séerns no evidence for vacuous
guantification in natural language.

An argument against bifurcating semantic interpretation@the lines of the Extended
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Standard Theory, in which thematic relations are deterchatefirst Merge and quantifier
scope interpretation is determined at the end of the darivatight be that Ockham’s Ra-
zor would militate against it. This use of Ockham’s Razorplad maintain, is unwarranted,
and invites Chomsky's (1972) reply to another such use ofh@aks Razor, i.e. the argu-
ments by proponents of Generative Semantics that a theatitiply had an underlying
level of semantic representation plus transformations pvaterable to a theory that had
syntactic rules generating structures and interpretilesrimterpreting those structures:

[...] it is correct to say that the “most conservative” the@ one that has
no more theoretical apparatus than what was describedseinnarkers and
transformations. The descriptive power of such a systemasneous. Hence
this is a rather uninteresting theory. (Chomsky 1972:68)

In other words, a theory that has fewer levels but prioritifee paucity of levels to the
extent that it is placing apples and oranges together with@level, sacrificing the chance
of arriving at a natural characterization of what is an apid what is an orange, is not
really advancing our understanding of fruits.

Applied to the topic at hand, if determination @&foles makes use of information only
available at the outset of placement in a structure, i.st Merge, then it is radically differ-
ent from, say, quantifier scope, or the determination of ajpeivariable structures, which
potentially are determined non-locally.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, | have argued that A-traces, if they are unidedsas copies, are created, but
cannot freely survive; the discussion of the copy theorymhade the former point, given the
assumption that one would like to relate copy-movement amd(nvert)-copy-movement,
and the discussion of the binding theory has argued for titer lpoint. A-copies simply
can't survive at the level of grammar at which the bindingotlyeapplies, except when
they can convert to pronouns without violating ConditionlB.other cases, the binding
theory would require an anaphor, and no mechanism exis@i@ed a non-anaphor (i.e. a
pronoun or an R-expression) to an anaphor. Therefore, scopyawhich would otherwise
be A-bound, would have to delete.

This is thus an example of deletion as repair, of the sorbiluced by Ross (1969),
except that the repair in this instance would be of a semabiicling theory violation,
rather than what Merchant (2001) has characterized as adbifem. If this is right, it
indicates that deletion must apply much earlier than PFénavert syntax, as argued by
Baltin (to appear), because the deletion has semantic goesees.

Interestingly, | have argued that A-traces can't exist,|h#ve also suggested that they
don’t have to exist, if one allows thematic relations to beedmined at the outset, rather
than waiting until the end. In this way, | have strengthenedriik’s (1999) conjecture that
A-traces might not exist to a reality, and have tried to giveriacipled reason for their
non-existence.
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