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Abstract

This paper focuses on the complex factors whichdeesubject domains opaque to sub-
extraction. Subjects have been held to be islandextractability possibilities. Gallego
& Uriagereka (2006) suggest that sub-extractiomnaaned from subjects when they
occupy the specifier position of TP because TP phase in Romance. By contrast, |
show that this is not the right constraint in laages such as Spanish or Italian, in
which sub-extraction is licit from both post-verlzald pre-verbal subjects. In addition,
English and other non-Romance languages also tretiaicases of sub-extraction from
subjects, irrespective of their pre-verbal or pastsal position. Building on Chomsky’s
(2008) notion of phase, | propose that DPs maytioag or weak phases depending on
two major discourse-related factors; namely, D&dmess and Discourse-Linking. Thus,
sub-extraction from a weak DP phase is possibleefDP is marked as indefinite and
discourse-linked.

1. Introduction?

In this work | am concerned with the nature of sgbjislands. There has
been a long-standing line of research within GaneraGrammar since
Ross’s (1967) and Chomsky’'s (1973) first effortadentify the different

conditions which delimit the power of transformaso These constraints
have been ever since comprised under the notieslasfd, which may be
defined as a syntactic domain which bars extraatioa constituent out of
it (Huang’s [1982] extraction domains).
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In line with Boeckx (2008), | take the view thattrall islands are
identical, claiming that varied factors influendeetisland effects that a
given type of constituent arises. Concentrating subject islands in
opposition to objects (leaving aside the questibadjuncts), | explore the
complex nature of extraction out of an island. Rertnore, not all types of
island show an identical behaviour in respect & éxtraction of their
members. This has led linguists to draw a distomcthetween strong and
weak islands (Cinque 1990; Postal 1998; Szabolcde& Dikken 2002).
DPs have been claimed to be strong islands, edlgediathey are
definite/specific (Fiengo & Higginbotham 1981; Mamz1992, 1998) and
if they are placed in subject position. In this lwbrmplement the idea that
the notion of island should be relativised as ctoggiistic data show that
in some languages sub-extraction from a subject beyossible. This
selective nature depicts DPs as weak islands. Eesnguch as (1) from
Spanish illustrate the selective islandhood of esttisf

2In the examples | use the trace-convention for mwe instead of the copy-
convention for reasons of space. An anonymous weri@oints out that examples such
as (1) are not relevant for the claim that subjaotsnot always islands, since it contains
unaccuativevPs. Unaccusative subjects are underlying objectsthat they are not
candidates for islandhood.

Following the classification provided by Levin &aRpaport Hovav (1995) and
Mendikoetxea (1999), neithereer ‘believe’ norser ‘be’ stand as unaccusative verbs.
One of the tests that Mendikoetxea (1999: 1583)krsffas a diagnostic for
unaccusativity consists in the possible occurraideare subjects:

(i) Siempre vienen mujeres.
always come women
‘Women always come.’

If creeror serwere unaccusatives, then they should allow foottmirrence of bare NP
subjects:

(i) *Mujeres creen que libros de Juan son interesante
women Dbelieve that books of John are interesting
‘Women believe that John’s books are interesting.’

Additionally, by definition, unaccusative verbs Bawnly one argument which is
assigned the semantic role of Theme. As facrasr ‘believe’ is concerned, it requires
two arguments with their corresponding semantiesol

In the light of these remarks, | do not find exdespsuch as (1) irrelevant in order to
show that sub-extraction out of subjects in préakposition is plausible in Spanish.
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(1) ¢Dequé autori crees queaoar libros t son interesantisimos?
of which author believeRES2sG that several books are very interesting
‘Of which author do you believe that several boakes very interesting?’

To put subject islands in perspective, the asymmbghaviour of subjects
and objects can be traced back to Huang’s (1982pi@on on Extraction
Domains (CED), according to which objects are fpansnt extraction
domains, whereas subjects are opaque to extragtaf@h a par with
adjuncts). This may well explain the difference (&) (Chomsky
2008: 146):

(2) a.of which cardid they find the (driver, picture)t
b. *of which car did the (driver, picture) ttause a scandal?

Throughout the history of Generative Grammar, twaysvto explore the
properties of islands may be clearly identified.eBkx (2008) establishes
this distinction, which | briefly outline. Firstslands have been described
as being an issue of the narrow syntax (Chomsky 22008). From this
viewpoint they are part of the computational systmd their impact on
grammaticality is seen as derivational. For Chom&Q308) subject DPs
are phases, hence nothing can be extracted obewf in conformity with
the Phase Impenetrability Principle (PFC)n a similar vein, a very
insightful approach to subject islands as a deowat phenomenon is
Gallego & Uriagereka (2006), who claim that subraetion is blocked
from a derived subject DP in Spec-TP, since TP hase in certain
languages. | review this proposal below.

A second view takes islands to be conditions ondugput of the
narrow syntax, hence being applied on the prodéicteoivations at the
interfaces (Kayne 1984).In accordance, islands are described as

3 will come back to the notion of phase and the RiIGection 2.

“Hornstein et al. (2007) make a distinction betwe&nadriven and PF-driven islands
depending on whether the repairing phenomenoncihaimvents the island is related
to Logical Form or Phonological Form. Sluicing aedumption are two such repairing
operations. Merchant (2001) has also claimed Hidgast, some islands are PF-driven,
while others are conditions at LF. An alternativew is found in Lasnik (2001) and
Fox & Lasnik (2003), who suggest that there is eal rreason to make such a
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representational limitations. These two extremeepatan be reconciled
depending on whether we take a uniform or hetereges approach to the
nature of islands. Boeckx (2008) claims that therface or narrow-syntax
origin of the repairing mechanisms employed to gaie the island
character of a constituent proves an extremelyulisedl to understand the
very core of the existence of islands. To put bther words, the extraction
possibilities and the repairing strategies emplotetldus whether islands
emerge in the narrow syntax or at the interfaces.

In this connection, the interaction of islandhood @henomena such
as ellipsis or resumption has been vastly investygBoeckx 2003;
Boeckx & Lasnik 2006; Hornstein et al. 2007; Menmth&001). To
illustrate the mitigating power of resumption, coles (3) (Boeckx 2008:
155):

(3) a.*Which woman did John laugh [after Bill kissed ]
b. Which woman did John laugh [after Bill kissed her]

Adjuncts are felt to be islands, and as such ngthan be extracted out of
them. However, if a resumptive pronoun is inseintedhe gap that the
extraction site leaves, the overall constructioans® to be grammatically
licensed. The problem arises when it comes to amalgllipsis and

resumption as applying in the syntax or at therfates. As my works

proceeds, it will become clear that linguistic theshould characterise
islands as involving both derivational and représ@onal conditions.

In this work | explore the nature of islands anepgmse that the
mitigating effects are a composite set of propsrtieat may obviate the
degradation of constructions when extraction ouhefm comes to play. |
propose that subject islands are phases and tkaphhsehood of DP
subjects arises from a set of intermingling diseeuelated semantic
properties, such as Definiteness and Discoursetignkindependently
from the derived position of the DP. SimilaruB, | take DPs to be weak
phases but the combination of the factors just ioeetl entitles a DP as a
strong phase.

distinction. Finally, Hornstein & Uriagereka (20022002b) have detected LF
properties on islands.
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| suggest that the island-circumventing factorsdiseourse features.
Hence, in line with Chomsky (2008), the distinctibatween weak and
strong DP phases is reduced to feature visibilitgg 2IC> Consequently,
subject islands as strong phases show both repatiseal and derivational
properties in that they exhibit interpretive tranbich are relevant at the
interfaces, but also drive the whole process ofdigvation in the narrow
syntax.

The organisation of the paper is as follows: itisec2 focuses on the
notion of phase and the phasal status of DPs;eitlian 3 reveals an
intriguing challenge to subject islands, namely jsciislands are
heterogeneous as regards sub-extraction; iii) ih ptesent Gallego &
Uriagereka’s (2006, 2007) phase-based approachied islands; iv) |
identify some shortcomings in this approach in isect5, mainly
concerning the distinction between derived and {g@seerated subjects; v)
in section 6 | deal with the island-repairing fast@f Definiteness and
Discourse-linking; vi) section 7 offers a new phéssed approach to
subject islands based on their composite nature disdourse-related
features; and vii) the last section summarisesingirfgs.

2. On phases and the phasal status of DPs

As advanced in the introduction, my analysis ofisctaslands relies on the
phasal character of subject DPs. In order to mhlse droposal easier to
follow, in this section | briefly present Chomskyhase model and its
technicalities. In addition, | deal with data amguaments that have recently
been given to support the idea that DPs may besghas

Chomsky (2001: 11-12) claims that in order to redoomputational
load, derivations of syntactic structures procegdphases. Phases are
roughly cycles of syntactic computation that arette the semantic and
phonological interfaces, where they receive a Lalgi€orm (LF)
interpretation and a Phonological Form (PF) intetguion, respectively.

°A similar intuition underlies the analysis of isttnoffered by Truswell (2005: 6),
except that he assumes a definition of strong dsldmsed on the notion of multiple
spell-out proposed by Uriagereka (1999) and S&@92); namely, “Astrong islandis
the non-projecting phrasal sister of a phrasal toesit.” Accordingly, all subjects
should be strong islands contrary to facts.
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Once phases are transferred to these componeajsath not accessible
for further computation.

One of the main properties of phases is that threyirmpenetrable.
Chomsky (2001: 5) makes this concrete under thesd’hapenetrability
Principle (PIC): The head and complement of a pltassmot be accessed
by an external probe; only the edge of a phasédeamached from outside
the phase. In this connection, syntactic computatiare guided by the
operation of AGREE between a probe and a goalderaio ensure that all
grammatical features are assigned a value andenpietable features are
deleted before transfer to the interfaces.

The nature and number of phases is still a darkstqure As
Frascarelli (2006) herself admits, the notion anopprties of phases are
still an open issue for further research. Chom&@p8) holds that CP and
transitive V*P (in opposition to unaccusative/passwe) are phases and
leaves the door open to the inclusion of DPs ifigte

To illustrate how the phase system works, congdi@y and its partial
derivation in (4b):

(4) a.The band has won a new prize.
b. [cHc 2][trlop The band}f: [t has][+r the-bandvon [yp wen[pp a new prize]]]l]

[3-PERS] [PAST-TNS] [3-PERS|
[SG-NumM]  [3-PERY [PL-NuM]
[Nom-CasH [SG-NumM|

[EPA

Due to its uninterpretable features, T is an agbingbe which searches for
a suitable goal. There are two candidates: theubiest and the DP obiject.
As is clear from the morpho-phonological form assidj to the auxiliary
under T, this category agrees with the DP subjBleeé DP object is not
accessed because, in compliance with PIC, it teencomplement domain
of the v*P phase. This phasal chunk has been transferréuetomterfaces
so that the DP object is not in the workspace offle EPP feature under T
ensures that the category agreed with moves to-Bpec

As regards the properties of phases, there is nergeconsensus as to
the uniform nature of all types of phases. To adeatme strength of my
proposal that subject islands are DP phases, lineutome of the
arguments in favour of assigning phasal traits s .D
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Hicks (2009) holds that a phase is any syntactiouctire
corresponding to a proposition: CP is a phase &g &3 it includes tense
and force;vP is a phase when it has a complete argument teuct
(transitivev*Ps). By analogy, DPs can be phases in as muchegaray
have a complete argument structure:

(5) Chomsky’s publication of a new book

It is evident that DPs such as (5) contain an Ageifiject and a Theme
object. This is obviously reminiscent of the argutaé structure of*Ps
and the propositional character of CPs. As statedHicks (2009: 150),
“the general tendency after Abney (1987) towardsyung the nominal
and clausal architecture (DP and CP) would alscdnsistent with such an
approach.”

Many attempts have been made to unify phases atwhaicfor the
phasal properties of DPs (see Hiraiwa 2005, Le@8@3, Matushansky
2005, Svenonius 2004, to mention just a few). Tlaennrend has been to
uncover LF-properties and PF-properties.

One crucial property of phases is the presence slilgect. For
Chomsky, only thosePs which project a subject are phases. For Hicks
(2009), DPs are phases when they have a subjeds. définition is
employed to explain binding relations within DPs.

(6) John likes [Billi's pictures of himself;].

The anaphor can only be interpreted as boundilly the DP internal
subject. Binding is based on the local domain amkdiclaims that DPs
with a subject on their own are the local domairekghbinding applies. If
the DP lacks a subject the binding domain exteadbd next higher local
domain, namely*P:

(7) John likes [pictures of himsejf.

In other words, DPs may also be divided in twoorsir phases and weak
phases, depending on whether they contain an éaligject or not. Hicks

(2009) simply assumes that phrases are phasesmmphases, but this
distinction basically corresponds to the differebeéveen strong and weak
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phases. If binding configurations are interpretetlg this is a good piece
of evidence in favour of the LF-phase status of.DPs

As Frascarelli (2006) observes, Chomsky (2000)rassuhat CP and
V*P are phases because they are semantically caglet“isolable” at the
interfaces. It is self-evident that CPs are phaadlfi independent.
Evidence fonv*P isolability is given by Chomsky (2000): pseudsithg,
fronting and response fragments:

(8) a.What John did was [insult the dean].
b. John said that he would insult the dean and [ihtw dean] he did.
c. [Me insult the dean]!?

Evidence for the phase status of DPs comes fromndikig Chomsky’s
(2000) tests to the DP (see also Matushansky 2005):

(9) a.What John bought is [the last book by Chomsky].
b. [The last book by Chomsky] I haven't read yet.
c. Q: What did you buy?
A: [The last book by Chomsky].

Pseudo-clefting, fronting and response fragmentsvsthat DPs may be
phonetically isolated, which is one of the prometof phases at PF. It is
thus natural to conclude that DP may be a phaseekMer, Matushansky
(2005) demonstrates that the phasal status of ®Retiuniform at PF and
LF. Giusti (2006) also entertains that DPs are foly independent LF-
phases.

When dealing with diagnostic tests for phasehoodtushansky
(2005) classifies them into different types depegdon whether they are
related to phonology, semantics or syntax. As shalove, DPs show PF-
and LF-isolability. Now, | concentrate on the pHastatus of DPs in the
syntax. Matushansky (2005) argues that what isteared to the interfaces
iIs the complement of phases. From this it follohat tTP and VP cannot
move while their corresponding phases, CP &’ can. As regards DPs,
the prediction is that if a DP is a phase, its clemgnt (NP or N, in
Abney’s [1987] system) does not move in the synteonversely, the
whole phasal DP may undergo movement as a wholehvh reflected at
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PF. If quantifier fronting is treated with in terna§ movement (Barbosa
2009), we can build an argument in favour of thagalh status of DPs, see
(10a). Nevertheless, in languages such as SpdresNR complement of a
DP may be moved to the left periphery, which sutgeat Matushansky’s
claim that the complements of DPs cannot move tsnmaintained in all
languages, as illustrated in (10b):

(10) a.[ppMuchos pastelestomeré it enla fiesta.
many cakes garr.1sG at the party
‘I will eat many cakes at the party.’

b. [vpPastelescomeré  muchos enla fiesta.
cakes eauT.1sG many at the party
‘I will eat many cakes at the party.’

At a first sight, NP-preposing seems to contrathietphasal status of DPs.
Recall that, according to PIC, the complement gfhasal head is not
accessible from outside. In other words, C canticda any material in the
phase domain. However, the edge of the phase asiign which may be
used for further computation. This edge can be @sedn escape hatch.
Accordingly, the NPpastelescakes’ moves first to the specifier of DP and
subsequently raises to spec-CP. If this analysisoigect, it sheds some
light upon the phasal nature of DPs in that theindviour in relation to
internal movement is identical to that of CP am.

Now | turn to some morphological basis for the ggiastatus of DPs.
Giusti (2006) proposes the existence of a more-dnaned structure in
DPs, which includes discourse features, such as/toptrast, and even
EPP. In Albanian, adjectives occur in post-nomimalsition in the
unmarked order. However, they can take a pre-ndmiosition if they are
emphasised (Guisti 2006: 170):

(11) a. njé grua tjetér e bukur
a woman other nice

b. njeebukur grua tjetér
a nice woman other

‘another nice woman’
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The derived order is obtained via movement to atkstPhrase in order to
value the feature [+ Kontrast]. If movement is ntwiogy-driven and if
movement inside a specific phrase is symptomatidsophasehood (see
discussion in Matushansky 2005), the conclusiorthes DPs may be
phases.

All the above remarks point to the fact that DPy fina phases. Both
from an interpretive (LF) and phonological (PF)rgaf view, DPs qualify
as phases. One should be careful with this cormiusince the number and
nature of phases is still a debatable point, asitpdi out above. My
contribution to this current debate is to proposat tcertain LF-related
properties are crucial to turn a DP into a phase.

3. Presenting a challenging discovery

It is a standard assumption that sub-extractioblasked out of subjects.
This is commonly acknowledged as the object/sulgsgmmetry, which
treats subjects as islands in respect of extrdityabpossibilities.
Accordingly, there have appeared many proposaéxpdain the paradigm
in (12), from Lasnik & Saito (1992):

(12) a.Whq did you hear [a story aboui?
b.*Whq did [a story about;} amuse you?

The distinction between the behaviour of objectd anbjects has been
taken as the basis to claim that subjects ban suhetion, whereas objects
do not. As stated in the introduction section, neaesearch has tried to
explain the object/subject asymmetry from multiplerspectives. Some
linguists have claimed that moved constituents bhwko sub-extraction,

thereby accounting for the impossible sub-extractior subjects as
opposed to objects, when they are attracted to-$Pedlthough using

different explanatory and descriptive tools, thésthe line pursued by
Takahashi (1994), Gallego (2007) Gallego & Uriagar€2006, 2007),

Hong & An (2007), Stepanov (2007), among many ather

®0n the basis of the derived or underlying subjéatus, Chomsky (2008) holds that
whereas sub-extraction from an internal argumemclding objects and
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At the centre of all the afore-mentioned proposalshe prediction
that if a subject does not undergo movement, stilstransparent to sub-
extraction, similar to objects. In the light of thenglish and Spanish
examples in (13), this prediction is borne out:

(13) a.Whaq s there [a picture ofton the wall? (Stepanov 2007)

b. ¢, De qué equipadices gue han bailado
Of what team sayrReES2sGthat haverRES3PL danced

[pp cuatro participantesijt?
four participants

‘Which team do you say that four members of haseced?’
(Gallego & Uriagereka 2006)

unaccusative/passive subjects) is licit, sub-ektradrom external arguments is barred.
See also Gallego (2007), where all theses facterdiacussed.

"The verbdecir ‘say’ in Spanish shows at least two different angat structures: i) it
may select one single object; or ii) it may requre object and a prepositional object
(PO):

(i) Juan dijo gue cuatro miembros delequipo habian
John sayrAST.3sG that four members of-the team haweT.3pPL
bailado toda la noche.
danced all the night
‘John said that four members of the team had dhattenight long.’

(i) Juan dijo del  equipo que cuatr@mbros habian
John sayrAST.3sG of-the team that four members haweT.3PL
bailado toda la noche.
danced all the night
‘John said about the team that four of their mermb@d danced all night long.’

If the PO is interpreted as directly selected by terb, as in (ii), no sub-extraction
proper is at stake since in case the PO undengbaaovement, its source position is
not within the subject DP of the subordinate clausefact, this PO already belongs
within the matrix clause and its movement is ndéé@ed by any property of thbat
clause.

Following this reasoning, sentence (13b) is amtuguas it shows two different
readings: i) the PHe qué equipdof what team’ generates as complement of the noun
participantesin the subordinate subject position, hence sulaetion is involved; and
i) the PP originates as a complement of the maaxb, in which case no sub-
extraction is applied. The examples that Gallegdréagereka (2006) use involving the
verb decir can always be felicitous in this second readingabse there is no island
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The conclusion drawn from these examples is thatesiraction from
subjects is permitted due to the fact that theveele DPs remainn situ,
within vP. In languages such as English, where the [EP&ure is
satisfied by moving the DP subject to Spec-TP, tuaclusion always
holds, except when some other mechanism such aestiggghereis used
to eliminate the [EPP]. Conversely, in languageshsas Spanish, which
may optionally leave subjecis situ, the permissive behaviour of post-
verbal subjects inhibits the islandhood of thevaig DP, thereby licensing
sub-extraction. This is the difference that GalleégdJriagereka (2006,
2007) detect in (14), taken from Uriagereka (1988):

trespassing. See also Broekhuis (2008) for thepiewldent status of the preposed PP in
Dutch examples.

8An anonymous reviewer points out to me that Torfd@85: 31) has already discussed
data concerning extraction from subjects in Spanish

() De qué autorano sabes [[ qué traducciongsQ [t han
of which author not knowrRES2SG which translations havreES3PL
ganado premios internacionales]]?
won awards international
‘Which author don’t you know what translated bobkshave won international
awards?’

Also Rizzi (2006: 114) discusses similar issueewtnaction possibilities in relation to
sentences such as (ii):

(i) ?[ce [Di quale autorg C ti domandi [CP [quanti librj]t C [TP siano
Of which author cL-2sGwonder how many books are
stati censuratif]]?
been censored
‘Which author do you wonder how many books byenbgen censored?”’

However, the constructions in these two studies different to the ones | am
investigating in several respects. In both stregturthe subject contains two
wh-operators. One of them raises to the subordinBtetli® second operator undergoes
wh-movement to matrix CP. The two movements at issadriggered by a Q-feature in
each C. In my analysis, only the matrix C contairi3-feature.

A second property which distinguishes Rizzi’s stiwes from mine is that he
applies extraction to passive subjects, hence el@rsubjects. As already noted in the
main text there is no bar on extraction from dedigabjects (Stepanov 2007).
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(14) a.¢De qué conferenciantete parece gue ;me van
Of what speakers GicBeemPRES3SG that CL-1SG go-PRES3PL
a impresionar[ve [pplas propuestastt; t,]?
to to-impress the proposals
b.*¢;De qué conferenciantete parece qusr|as propuestas};
Of what speakers CL-2SG seemPRES3sGthat  the proposals
me van a impresiongr+p t t; t,]?

CL-1SG gO-PRES3PL to to-impress
‘Which speakers does it seem to you that thegmals by will impressne?’

The discovery | wish to reveal is the fact thatverbal subjects may also
allow for sub-extraction in languages such as $pamrovided that certain
grammatical conditions are obeyed. Contra Gallegtr&agereka (2006,
2007), | present data in (15) and (16) which denratesthat sub-extraction
from subjects is licit in Spanish regardless of flyatactic position they
occupy:

(15) a.¢De qué cantante crees @uensuy provocativas varias fotos?
of which singer beliepe@Es2sG that are very provocative several photos
b.¢De qué cantante crees gums fotos son muy provocativas?

of which singer beliep@es2sGthat several photos are very provocative
‘Of which singer do you believe that sevexiabtos are very provocative?’

(16) a.¢De qué cantante parece que les han escandalizado
of which singer see®rReS3sG that CL-3L havePRES3PL shocked

algunas fotos?
some photos

b. ¢, De qué cantante parece gue algunas faes han
of which singer seeRRES3sG that some photos CLPB havePRES3PL

escandalizado?
shocked

‘Of which singer does it seems that s@inetos have shocked them?’

At least in Southern Peninsular Spanish these sesteare felicitous,
which challenge Gallego & Uriagereka’s claim thae-perbally moved
subjects are not candidates to permit sub-extractidote that in the
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subordinate clauses in (15b) and (16b) their reéspesubjects/arias fotos
de qué cantantsseveral photos of which singer’ aadgunas fotos de qué
cantante ‘some photos of which singer’ have undergone ma@ranto
Spec-TP. Yet this does not yield an incorrect auieo

Similarly, in English sub-extraction is also alladve(though
marginally) even when the subject undergoes movenenSpec-TP,
contrary to Chomsky’s (2008) clait:

(17) a.?Which singer did some pictures of shock the auéienc
b. ?AWhich writer did a poem of shock the audience?

The EPP feature in (17) is satisfied by movingEfesubjects to Spec-TP.
As such, this movement renders the subjects op&musub-extraction,

hence predicting the ungrammaticality of (17), caryt to facts. This also
calls into question the validity of Gallego & Urexgka'’s proposal.

Lastly, it is also known that not only subjects agaque to sub-
extraction. Alongside subjects, objects are rehicta allowwh-operators
to trespass their DP boundaries under certain tiondi Stepanov (2007),
building on Diesing (1992), offers examples in whgub-extraction from
objects is blocked:

(18) *Whqg did John read every/all/most/the story/storiesii@

Under the view that objects are transparent to esdkaction, the
ungrammaticality of (18) is unexpect€dlhus, the claim that subjects and

®Chomsky (2008) discusses cases of sub-extractitin pveposition pied-piping. lan
Roberts (p.c.) points out that preposition stragdyrelds slightly better results. He
suggests that this is because of the unnaturabctearof pied-piping in at least these
cases. | will not go into the reasons for thiseafidéince. In this work | consider both the
pied-piping and P-stranding versions of these caoosons. As expected, there is no
general consensus among syntacticians on the abdégtof sub-extraction, though
there is a common preference for P-stranding cocisbins.

YFollowing a suggestion by Hornstein (p.c.), if ifidites involve a kind of
restructuring that strong quantifiers cannot undefpere may well be an expected
difference here. In line with Diesing (1992), we@kNPs are actually NPs whereas
strong Q headed nominals are DPs. Thus, the resiulisb-extraction are expected to
be acceptable from NPs in clear contrast with D&s.shown below, distinguishing
between weak DP phases and strong DP phases ates tha correct predictions.
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objects differ in terms of islandhood needs somwesiiegy. On the one hand,
it is not the case that all subjects are opaquibeextraction, both cross-
linguistically and language-particularly; on thénet hand, it is untenable
that all objects allow for internal movemeht.

As suggested by Adger (p.c.), if we keep to thedpiping construction and use
picture-nouns, some examples may be correct:

(i) Of what did John buy ?every/*all/|*most/*the picture/picés {?

Davies & Dubinsky (2003) note this difference amidlace it to the semantic nature of
picture-nouns in contrast with other nouns suchstsy. What is important is that not
all types of sub-extraction yield a felicitous cartee, contrary to the standard view.
Ysabel (2002) holds that extraction out of a subigdiarred due to the fact that DP
subjects are barriers, as opposed to DP object€cfmsky 1986). It is again expected
that sub-extraction should be licensed from DP abjebut banned from DP subjects.
This prediction is not borne out in the light ofetltross-linguistic data offered
throughout my work.

Gallego & Uriagereka (2007) claim that objects Spanish do not block sub-
extraction and relate the extractability possile$itto Case assignment. Following
Torrego (1998), they make a difference betweenotdjavhich are preceded by the
prepositiona and objects which are not; otherwise, they arecase-assigned. On the
basis of this distinction, Gallego & Uriagereka @Z0 64) hold that noa-marked
objects allow for sub-extraction, whereasnarked objects do not (their grammatical
judgement):

() (?)¢De qué artista se limpiaron ya o0s tuadros?
of which artistcL cleanPAST.3pPL already the paintings
‘Which artist were the paintings by alreatiyaned up?’

(i) 7* ¢De qué padres se limpio ya a los hijos?
of which parentsL cleanPAST.3sG already to the children
‘Of which parents were the children alreathaned up?’

Surprisingly, if the extraction domains are introdd by a different kind of D, these
sentences appreciably improve and the deviancesivesti

(iii) ¢, De qué  artista se limpiaron ya gualos cuadros?
of which artist cL cleanPAST.3rL already some  paintings
‘Which artist were some paintings by already oeghup?’

As regards the ungrammaticality of (ii), it is ribe case that ali-marked objects ban
sub-extraction. This is clear in (iv), which suggethat Case assignment is not the
reason why (ii) is degraded:
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4. The syntactic position of subjects

In this section | deal with some derivational fastevhich influence the
nature of subject islands. The crucial fact seemnbd that subjects are
islands when they occupy a derived position, aneétgnsion, extraction
out of subjects is allowed if they remamsitu. This line of research has
been pursued by linguists such as Diesing (1992kafashi (1994),
Lasnik & Saito (1992), Wexler & Culicover (1981)nch more recently
Stepanov (2007) and Gallego & Uriagereka (2007).

To start the discussion, passive subjects in Bmgiiglergo movement
to Spec-TP. Once the passive subject sits in SpgatTs a derived subject
in that it does not occupy the base-generatediposithe prediction is that
sub-extraction out of a passive subject shoulddmnéd. This is confirmed
by (19), extracted from Stepanov (2007):

(19) ?*Whg was [a friend of j}; arrested i

As is clear, extraction out of a passive subjecbliscked in English.
However, if the subject remains in its original pios the degradation goes
away, as instantiated in example (20), taken freep&hov (2007):

(20) Whaq is there [a picture ofiton the wall?

The expletivethere satisfies the EPP requirement of T, hence thec&bgi
subject does not undergo movement to Spec-TP atrdcégn is not
blocked (Takahashi 1994; Stepanov 2007; Gallego rgadéreka 2006,
2007)*? In Gallego & Uriagereka’'s system, the licensinquditions on
extractability are linked to the freezing effedsitt Spec-TP is subject to.
They explain the freezing effect of Spec-TP in terwf the Edge
Condition, which states that “Syntactic Objectspimase edges become

(iv)?*¢De qué padres has visitadmachos amigos?
of which parents haweres3sG visited to many friends
‘Of which parents have you visited manyride?’
“Davies & Dubinsky (2003) also arrive at the conidnghat extraction from subjects
is banned in English due to the satisfaction ofER& under T.
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internally frozen” (Gallego & Uriagereka 2006: '8)This Edge Condition
accounts for the difference between (19) and (@Qhat the DRa picture
of whomoves to Spec-TP only in (19), predicting thagats frozen in this
position, thereby blocking sub-extraction. By castr in (20) the Spec-TP
is filled with the expletive, hence the ¥Ppicture of whoremains in its
base-generated position, which enables it to pesufutextraction.

Gallego & Uriagereka (2006, 2007) go further andgast that the
phase edge involved in these cases is the speoifier p-complete T.
Chomsky (2008) holds that phases are CP\gid From this it follows
that TP is not a phase, at least in principle.rbleoto solve this difficulty,
Gallego & Uriagereka (2006), building on Gallegdd@2Z), propose the
phenomenon of Phase Sliding, which basically cesmsisturning TP into a
phase as a consequencevdb-T movement in Romance (see also den
Dikken 2007 on a similar idea based on extendingsek). From this it
follows that phases are still uniform cross-lingigally, so that CP and*P
are phases in all languages; yet under certainittomsl TP may be a phase
in a specific language if littler undergoesv-to-T movement. In other
words, TP inherits its phasehood fref

If TP may become a phase under certain circumssamcomance,
this predicts that no sub-extraction is allowedhfrthe subject when it is
placed in Spec-TP. To illustrate this predictioall€go & Uriagereka use
the Spanish examples in (21), repeated for conueaie

(21) a.¢De qué conferenciantés  parece gue ime van
Of what speakers CtexseempPRES3sGthat CL-1SG go-PRES3PL

a impresionar[p [pplas propuestas}t; t,]?
to to-impress the proposals

b.*¢De qué conferenciantde parece querllas propuestas}; me
Of what speakers Cls@seempPrES3sGthat the proposals Clsd

van a impresiongk-p § t; t,]?
gO-PRES3PL to to-impress

‘Which speakers does it seem to you that thegwals by will impress me?’

*The explanatory power of this condition is essdigtimentical to Rizzi's (2006)
Criterial Freezing. Also Hong & An (2007) employetlsame strategy to distinguish
between subjects and objects in respect of extrditya
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The difference in terms of grammaticality is retate the fact that in (21b)
the DP subjectas propuestasie qué conferenciante&he proposals of
which speakers’ is an island because the whole @F indergone
movement to Spec-TP prior to sub-extraction to SpBcin the matrix
clause. This previous movement entitles the whélea$ a phase edge via
Phase Sliding (note that v moves to T). In accacdawith the Edge
Condition, the DP freezes at Spec-TP, therebyldisailg sub-extraction.

Conversely, in (21a) the DP subjeths propuestas de qué
conferenciantesthe proposals of which speakers’ stays situ, which
enables the higher probe C to see inside and tattraesvh-operator:’ In
other words, the DP subject is not placed in a @leage, thus there is no
ban on sub-extraction to Spec-CP in the main clause

So far, it seems that Gallego & Uriagereka’s (20@@posal is on the
right track in that it employs the notion of phas® a primitive, hence
deriving the notion of island. This proposal exp#aithe subject/object
asymmetries that my work is exploring in that subration is allowed out
of objects, but disallowed out of subjects, exaepen these remain situ.
Note that contrary to other properties of island<3allego & Uriagereka’s
system it is purely syntactic mechanisms that thibeisland effects, namely
edge phases and the Edge Condition. From this libwe that the
distribution of islands is a narrow-syntactic pheemon. This sheds light
on Boeckx's (2008) claim that islands show bothre@spntational and
derivational properties. In other words, the prmnal conclusion is that a
constituent is an island due to lack of interpretontent at the interfaces,
or due to a specific syntactic position achievethgnarrow syntax.

Interestingly, Gallego & Uriagereka (2006, 2007uee the notion of
island to the freezing effects of the specifiema@f-complete T. This raises
the question as to the sub-extraction possibilibésa subject which is
moved to the specifier of a defective T, for ins&m ECM constructions.
Chomsky (2008) makes a distinction betwgecomplete T and defective
T in terms of sub-extraction. The relevant examplasur in (22):

“The fact that post-verbal subjects show specifiperties different from pre-verbal
subjects has been vastly explored in the literaturibe-Etxevarria (1994); Ordéfiez
(1998, 2005); Cardinaletti (2004); Ortega-Sant@0&, among many others.
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(22) a.*Of which car did [the (driver, picture) cause eamdal]?
b. Of which car did they believe the (driver, pictute have caused a scandal?

T in ECM constructions is nap-complete, hence its specifier does not
qualify as a phase edge in (22b). Provided thathia case the Edge
Condition is not operative, sub-extraction out of BCM subject is
allowed:® In strong contrast, in (22a) the subject occupies specifier
position of ap-complete T so that it becomes a phase edge. TP
subject in (22a) freezes in Spec-TP and sub-extrat banned.

5. Shortcomings of the phase-based approach

In this section | present theoretical and empirieajuments against
Gallego & Uriagereka’s (2007) phase-based apprdacsubject islands.
Although | do agree that sub-extraction is conredi@ the notion of
phases, it might be the case that it is not thesg@Imature of T in Romance
that bans sub-extraction from subject DPs when thesy in Spec-TP.
Assuming a non-absolute definition of phasehoodatagory may qualify
as a phase depending on certain conditions. The id@ot new. In this
respect, Sevdali (2009) shows that in Greek a CyPlraaa strong or weak
phase due to the discourse properties of the he&dsG, Chomsky (2008)
holds thatvP is a selective phase in that only transitive stand for strong
phases. In this line, | hint at the possibility tthiais a combination of
interpretive properties that make a DP a strong@ha

As mentioned earlier, DP subjects are not islamdsselinguistically.
Actually, Stepanov (2007) gives examples of langsaguch as Hungarian
and Palauan, among other languages, which do ok [dub-extraction
from a subject:

°As Bianchi & Chesi (2008) note, for Kayne (1983)CME subjects constitute left
branch islands, thereby not allowing any kind df-sxtraction:

() *[Which book]} do you believe [the first chapter ¢fto be full of lies?

Generally there is no consensus among speakersdimegahe grammatical status of
sub-extraction from ECM subjects. Because in mylysma | do not focus on the
position occupied by ECM subjects, | leave thissfjioe aside.
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Palauan(Georgopoulos 1991)

(23) Mary [a kltukl [el  kmo ng-oltoir  er a John ]]
Mary R-cleacompR-3sGImMP-love John
‘Mary, [that __ loves John] is clear.’

Hungarian(E. Kiss 1987)

(24) Melyik szinészfnek gondolja Janos, hogya fényképe meglett?
which actress’s thinks Jaribat the picture-her turned up
‘Which actress does John think that a pectf _ turned up?’

Furthermore, languages such as English also alldwegtraction given
that the subject is not in Spec-TP. This was theclesion arrived at by
Gallego & Uriagereka (2006), which is illustrate¢ bhe following

example from Lasnik & Park (2003):

(25) a.[cp[Which candidate]were [rp there [p[posters of if] all over the town]]]?
b. *[ cp[Which candidate]were [rp[posters of ;[ tiall over the town]]]?

Gallego & Uriagereka (2006) claim that sub-extmttifrom Spanish
subjects is barred when they move to Spec-TP dtigetphasal extension
fromvto T. Accordingly, in a language which consistgmdlavesy in situ,

it is predicted that T is not a phasal head. Tkub;extraction from Spec-
TP in English should be permitted, contrary to dadf this line of
reasoning is correct, the data in (25b) remaingpiaeed.

Gallego & Uriagereka (2007) try to build a solutiday relating
extractability possibilities to agreement, in lingth Boeckx (2003) and
Chomsky (2001, 2008). They explain that a subjets grozen when full
agreement holds between T and the relevant DP.al$msposes questions
as to the reason why in languages such as Sparbséxsraction is allowed
from Spec-TP.

Moreover, | have compiled examples from Englishalhhinvolve sub-
extraction from a subject in Spec-TP and the ou@mmot unacceptabté:

®Actually, as lan Roberts (p.c.) indicates, (26apndy slightly degraded and (26b) is
perfect with P-stranding. David Adger (p.c.) fin@¥a) odd and shows no amelioration
with respect to a DP introduced with the definiteti® whereas (27b) is fine and
contrasts in terms of acceptability with definite$
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(26) a. TWhich car]; did a driver of tcause a scandal?
b. [Which car] did some pictures of tause a scandal?

(27) a. ?POf which car}; did a driver t cause a scandal?
b. [Of which car} did some pictures tause a scandal?

The conclusion drawn from this data is that in ESiglSpec-TP is a
position where sub-extraction may optionally appfgometimes

marginally). This is untenable in the light of th@nimalist maxim that

options are not allowed. Alternatively, rather tithe specific position of
subjects, it seems that internal properties of Beésin charge of rendering
them opaque to sub-extraction. | explore this aiteve below.

A second problem for Gallego & Uriagereka’s propasgposed by
the Spanish data they use to confirm that sub-etxrafrom post-verbal
subjects is allowed, as opposed to pre-verbal stshjégain, this is rightly
predicted if Spec-TP is a phase edge as a conssgjuEnthe phasal
properties inherited by T. The data is repeatd@&):

(28) a.¢De qué conferenciantds parece gue me van
Of what speakers CL-2SG seemPRES3sSG thatCL-1SG go-PRES3PL

a impresionar[p [pplas propuestas}t; t,]?
to to-impress the proposals
b.*¢De qué conferenciantee parece qugellas propuestas}; me
Of what speakers cL-2sGseemPRES3sGthat the proposals CL-1SG

van a impresionafyp t t; t,]?
gO-PRES3PL to to-impress

‘Which speakers does it seem to you that thegwals by will impress me?’

There appears not to be a general consensus anpandsls speakers as to
the grammaticality judgement of sentences suc@®&)s For instance, (28a)
Is degraded unless the determiner in the extraditenis replaced by a
possessive D such asd ‘their’. In addition, if the same substitution digs

in (29b), the sub-extraction is strongly ameliodatélote that the same
strategy is used by Hungarian, as illustrated #):12

L asnik & Stowell (1991), Rizzi (2001), Falco (200d&al with this data in terms of
weak cross-over effects and observe that bindingthef possessive pronouns in
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(29) a.

Given
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¢,De qué conferenciantdés parece que me van
Of what speakers CL-2SG seemPRES3sG thatCL-1SG go-PRES3PL

a impresionay|+p [ppSUS propuestag]tt; t,]?
to to-impress their proposals

. ¢, De gué conferenciantde parece quedsus propuestas|f me

Of what speakers cL-2sGseemPRES3sGthat  their proposals cCL-1SG

van a impresiongkp t t; t,]?
gOPRES3PL to to-impress

‘Which speakers does it seem to you that thegwals by will impress me?’

that Spec-TP is a phase edge by Phase Sliduigextraction is

predicted to be blocked in (29b), contrary to fabsreover, sentences in
(30) and (31) involve sub-extraction and no bapus on it regardless of
the base-generated or derived position of the stifje

constructions similar to (29) is due to the speaifature of thevh-operator. If thevh
expression is non-specific, the binding relatioeglaot obtain:

(i) a.[Who the hell] do (you say that) hig; students admirg? Non-specific

b. [Which famous professarflo (you say that) hisstudents admirg? Specific

The core point seems to be that specificity (urtders as Discourse-Linking)
ameliorateswh-movement and provides with suitable workspace Wording the
possessive pronoun. | return to the influence dhking on sub-extraction shortly.

8An anonymous reviewer points out to me that se®stich as (30b) and (31b) are
degraded. In these examples, sub-extraction hasdmsied after moving the subject to
Spec-TP. As mentioned in the main text, in at leastain varieties of Spanish all the
examples are well-formed in as much as pragmatiorfa such as length allow for such
complex constructions.

Among syntacticians there is no general agreeroenthe well/ill-formedness of
sentences such as (30) and (31). Angela Di Tulti@. finds all four sentences
grammatical, whereas Violeta Demonte (p.c.) and yaridendikoetxea (p.c.), at a first
sight, consider them incorrect. However, after elaaspection, Demonte detects
differences between examples in (a) and (b) andesig that the (b)-examples improve
if the premodifiettanta‘such’ is replaced by a quantifier suchnagcha'much’:

() ?¢cDe qué actriz varias fotos han causado mucha polémica?
‘Of which actress have several photos causech scandal?’

Interestingly, the sentences that Gallego & Uriagar (2007) take as well-formed
(examples in (a), with sub-extraction from postbatrsubject) do not show any
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(30) a.¢De qué actriz han causadaoasr fotos tanta polémica?
of which actress harerr3PL caused several photos such a scandal

b.¢;De qué actriz varias fotos han causado tanta polémica?
of which actress several photosk@RFE3PL caused such a scandal

‘Of which actress have several photos cassel a scandal?’

(31) a.¢;De qué actriz parece que han causado varias fotos
of which actress seeRRES3sG that haverERFE3PL caused several photos

tanta polémica?
such a scandal

b.¢;De qué actriz parece gque variagos han causado
of which actress se@ReS3SG that several photos haverr3PL caused

tanta polémica?
such a scandal

‘Of which actress does it seem thaessvphotos have caused such a scandal?’

If Spec-TP is a phase edge which does block sutaeidn in Spanish,
sentences (30b) and (31b) should be incorrect. fdi@diction is not borne
out.

Consider now the possible sub-extraction from dbjes Spanish.
One of the most prevalent characteristics of thgest/object asymmetry is
that objects allow sub-extraction. This is also thew that Gallego &
Uriagereka (2006, 2007) adopt on the basis of elesguch as (32):

(32) ¢[De qué linguistajvais a leer muchos articulg? t
of what linguist  gorP2to to-read many papers
‘Which linguist are you going to read marapers by?’

Again, extraction out of objects posits some protgdesince not all sub-
extraction cases yield a grammatical output, agvahio (33):

amelioration. Instead, it is the (b)-examples tmaay get better under certain
circumstances.

| am grateful to Violeta Demonte, Amaya MendikaztxAna Ojea and Angela Di
Tullio for their grammaticality judgements and het suggestions.
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(33) *¢[De qué linguista]vais a leer los articulogt
of what linguist  garlto to-read the papers
‘Which linguist are you going to read thepprs by?’

It is safe to conclude so far that sub-extractimmfa DP is contingent on
other factors which do not rely on the functiona$ional status of the
relevant DP. Therefore, provided that certain coowlé are satisfied, sub-
extraction from subjects and objects are ultimaftelicitous regardless of
the specific syntactic position that the DP occsipie this respect, | concur
with Ceplova (2001), Boeckx (2003) and Boeckx & @rann (2007) in

assuming that a phase-based approach to subjeetmom problematic in

that if subject DPs are phases the conceptualizatigghases is either too
restricted or too permissive. Furthermore, Gall&dJriagereka (2007)

base their analysis of sub-extraction on the plastlof TP (not on the
phase properties of the relevant DP). In my appgrokelaborate a proposal
founded on the phasal character of DPs, not ormpbasal nature of the
position that DPs occupy.

6. Some constraints on internal sub-extraction
6.1 Definiteness effects and DP phases

Chomsky (2008) has identified DPs as phases. AsrGSkyp (2001, 2004)
claims, the domain of a phase cannot be targetednbgputer probe in
accordance with the Phase Impenetrability Principl@is is just a
consequence of the Transfer process, by which aeptlamain is sent to
the phonological and semantic components to bgrsssia phonological
representation and a semantic representation, ategglg. In this
connection, once the domain of a definite DP hanleansferred to the
other components, nothing could be extracted oiit of

Radford (2009) explores the possibility that deénbPs are phases.
To illustrate, consider sentences in (34), takemfRadford (2009’

YDavies & Dubinsky (2003) have proposed that objéttEnglish are DPs, whereas
subjects are only NPs. This explains why sub-ektracfrom objects is licensed as
opposed to subjects. However, this proposal alsseppsome problems since, as
illustrated in the main text, it is not the casattbub-extraction is allowed from all type
of objects.
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(34) a.Whq were you reading a book aboif t
b.*Wha were you reading the/this/that/his book abgit t

The difference of grammaticality in (34) is adductm the definite
character of the DP object in (34b), which will $hbe classified as a
phase? One problem that this analysis poses is thateésdmwt discriminate
between the definite DP in (34b), barrwg-extraction and the definite DP
in (35), which seemingly allows extraction in spitethe definite nature of
the DP at issue.

(35) Which of these books did you design the covers of?

Both examples (34b) and (35) instantiate the usge@ihite DPs in object
position, but only in (35) will extraction resulh ia correct sentence,
although both DPs are phases due to their defthiacter.

In relation to the Definiteness Effects that | aemlthg with here,
Ticio (2006) describes possible extractions ouadDP depending on a
three-fold classification of the extracted categamyterms of objects,
possessors and agefitsDealing with Spanish, she suggests that only
objects can be extracted out of a definite DP:

(36) a.*¢[De qué autor] has leido los librg®t (agent)
of which author haveerr2sGread the books
‘Of which author have you read the books?’

b.*¢ [De quién]; has visto [las fotos de ese mont{]? (possessor)
of whom haveeRF2sGseen the photos of that mountain
‘Of whom have you seen the photos of that moufitai

“Definiteness effects on the extractability of DRsdbeen independently explored by
Diesing (1992) and Davies & Dubinsky (2003), amotfters.

210n previous approaches to the classification o@&baDP constituents in terms of
agents, possessors and objects and their diffestemttural position within DP, see
Torrego (1985), Ormazéabal (1991) and Sanchez (199@®)ygi & Longobardi (1991)
also offer an analysis of extraction which is basedthe type of argument that is
included in the relevant DP.
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c.¢[De qué cantantglsalieron publicadas las fotos?*f  (object)
of which singer  wereasT.3rPL published the photos
‘Of which singer were the photos published?’

The grammaticality of (36c¢) argues against an egilan of the

impossibility of extraction in (36a—b) as a consawe of the definite
nature of the DP. Note that the three sentenc€3Ghinvolve a definite

DP. Contra Fiengo & Higginbotham (1981) and Stof2000), among

others,wh-movement out of definite DPs is not entirely exigd in the

light of examples such as (36¢). Interestinglyarf indefinite D such as
varios/as‘several’ substitutes for the definite D in (3Hgtill-formedness

disappears, provided that there is only one siaghgiment present in the
DP:

(37) a.¢[De qué autor] has leido varios libro8't (agent)
of which author haveerr2sG read several books
‘Of which author have you read several books?’

b. ¢[De quién} has visto [varias fotos de esmte {? (possessor)
of whom haveERF2SG seen several photos of that mountain
‘Of whom have you seen several photos of thatnteon?’

c.¢[De qué cantantglsalieron publicadas varias fotosg? (object)
of which singer wereAsT.3rPL published several photos
‘Of which singer were several photos published?’

From the data in (37) a conclusion may be drawn, tlegardless of the
semantic relation between the noun and its praposit complement,
nondefinite DPs permit sub-extraction.

Moreover, Ticio (2006: 138) goes further when slsseds that
Spanish definite DPs and Spanish specific DPsrdifith respect to sub-
extraction possibilities.

(38) a.*¢[De qué autor] has leido estos librg3 t (agent)
of which author haveerr2sG read these books
‘Of which author have you read these books?’

*’The verbsalir ‘come out’ is unaccusative in Spanish, so thatsthigiectlas fotos de
qué cantantéthe photos of which singer’ originates as complamef VP, thereby
behaving as an object.
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b.*¢ [De quién} has visto [estas fotos de ese tend}? (possessor)
of whom haveeRF2sG seen these photos of that mountain
‘Of whom have you seen these photos of that nzoo®t

c.*¢[De qué cantantgjsalieron publicadas estas fotg® (object)
of which singer  wereasT.3rPL published these photos
‘Of which singer were these photos published?’

The ungrammaticality of the examples in (38) widmubnstratives suggests
that there is no difference among agents, possessut objects when
Specificity Effects are concerned in Spanish, asypks of extraction will
be banned in specific DPs irrespectively of thenhgpossessor or object
status of the moved category.

What seems to be prevalent in Ticio’s (2006) apgmotd Spanish
nominals is that all types of extraction involve vament out of a DP
which occupies an (underlying) object position. @uestion arises at this
point: What would happen if sub-extraction appleed of a DP in subject
position? Sentences in (39) and (40) instantiasesaf extraction out of a
DP subject:

(39) a.¢De qué cantante has dicho que sonpmwocativas varias/las fotos?
of which singer haveeRrF2sG said that are very provocative several/the photos
‘Of which singer have you said that severalfihetos are very provocative?’

b.*¢ De qué cantante has dicho que son pnoyocativas estas fotos?
of which singer haveerF2sG said that are very provocative  these photos
‘Of which singer have you said that these pb@i@ very provocative?’

(40) a.¢De qué pelicula has dicho que intewpieron la conferencia
of which film havePERF2sG said that interruppAsT.3rPL the talk

varios/los directores?
several/the directors

‘Of which film have you said that several/the dias interrupted the talk?’

b*¢;De qué pelicula has dicho que interpieron la conferencia
of which film haverERF2SG said that interrupkAsST.3pPL the talk

estos directores?
these directors

‘Of which film have you said that these director®rrupted the talk?’
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The grammaticality judgement of (39) clearly shdivgt extraction out of
specific DP subjects is banned in Spanish, whegsdsaction out of
definite and indefinite DP subjects may be allowadder certain
circumstances. This is surprising in the light ofiadg’'s (1982) CED,
according to which subjects are islands in thastated above with respect
to English, they do not permit the extraction of arfi their constituent®.
This subject-island condition is illustrated in Y4@ccording to which any
extraction out of a DP subject is barred in Spaniglespective of the
(non)definite/specific status. All the relevant eyades in (39-40) improve
appreciably when the extraction involves pied-pypiof the whole DP
subject, except with specifics, which is indicatofehe islandhood of these
DP subjects:

(41) a.¢Varias/las fotos de qué cantante has dicho que son
several/the photos of which singer hae®r2sG said that are

muy provocativas?
very provocative

‘Several/the photos of which singer have yad asge very provocative?’

b. *¢Estas fotos de qué cantante has dicho que son muy provocativas?
these photos of which singer harerF2sG said that are very provocative
‘These photos of which singer have you sagdvary provocative?’

(42) a.¢Varios/los directores de qué  pelicula has dicho que
several/the directors  of which film  harerr2sG said that

interrumpieron la conferencia?
interruptPAST3.PL the talk

‘Several/the directors of which film have yaidsthat interrupted the talk?

#The precise definition of Huang’s (1982) CED mafefsrence to proper government:
only those subjects that are not properly govelned lexical head are islands. As an
anonymous reviewer comments, in languages suchmdse, Spanish, Italian, etc., it
was argued that subjects were governed. This leavk®r open to the possibility that
in these languages, sub-extraction from subjeqitaissible.
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b.*¢ Estos directores de qué pelicula has  dicho que interrumpieron
these directors of which film harveRF2sG said that interrupbAST.3PL

la conferencia?
the talk

‘These directors of which film have you said thderrupted the talk?’

It is reasonable to conclude so far that Definigsi@pecificity effects arise
in relation to extraction out of DPs irrespectifendether they are placed
in object or subject position. Accordingly, Def@iSpecific DPs are clearly
islands and, as such, they may be dealt with imgeof phases. In this
connection, Anti-definiteness may be seen as amndstircumventing
factor. However, the phase-based approach anatgsiBP islands is
troublesome in that | have identified clear cadesxtraction out of definite
DPs in Spanish which yield a correct outcome, af¢ney are placed in
subject position (see (39)—(42)). From this, twaatosions may be drawn:
(i) The notion of island should be parameterisedriter to capture typical
cases of subject extractability in languages swib@anish, in line with
Boeckx (2003), Sabel (2002), Gallego & Uriagerek@0)(7), among others;
(i) The interpretation of DPs as (non)definite/sifie is an interface issue,
in that it is relevant at LF where semantic propsrtare subject to
processing. This throws some light into the natofaslands since the
circumventing feature seems to be an LF phenomeand, following
Boeckx’s (2008) reasoning, subject islands are thdentified as
representational conditions on syntactic objecthie©factors seem to be
involved in repairing islands though, which | toydlarify in next section.

6.2 Discourse-linked operators

Linguists draw a distinction between two typesntérirogatives: discourse-
linked (D-linked) phrases such a&ich man which implies the existence
of a set of contextually determined entitiese() from which the speaker is
asking for a choice, and non-D-linked interrogagi\seich asvho, which
carry no such implication (Pesetsky 1987; Cinqu@01¥Enc¢ 1991; Rizzi
2001; Frazier & Clifton 2002). Let’'s see what happd& wh-movement is
applied to a sentence such as (43), from AartsA19D):



120 ANGEL JMENEZ FERNANDEZ

(43) What did you design the covers of?

Sentence (43) is correct, especially if the intgatove operatomhat is
interpreted as being D-linkede. if whatrefers to a subset of a previously
identified set in the context. This accounts foe thrammaticality of
sentences such as (44), in which the extractioverugently affects a D-
linked phrase (Radford, p.c.):

(44) Which of these books did you design the covers of?

The operatowhatin (43) has two interpretations depending on wéeth
Is considered as a D-linked or as a non-D-linkechgf. As stated above,
only when it is interpreted as D-linked will senten(43) be completely
felicitous. Note that in the above examples theaetion site is a definite
DP, hence a phase, yet if tédroperator is properly identified in the
discourse the islandhood of these definite DPspaired.

Assuming the subject/object asymmetry as regamelextraction of a
wh-operator, let's consider the extractability posgies of D-/non-D-
linked wh-constituents out of a DP in Engliéh:

(45) a.[Of which car]; did they find the (driver, picture)?t
(No subject island + Definite DP + D-linked opteira

b.*[Of which car]; did the (driver, picture); tause a scandal?
(Subject island + Definite DP + D-linked operator
(From Chomsky [2008], repeated here for converagnc

(46) a. ??70f what]; did they find the (driver, picturejt
(No subject island + Definite DP + non-D-linkedenator)

b. *[Of what]; did the (driver, picture);tause a scandal?
(Subject island + Definite DP + non-D-linked ogter)

In the (a) sentences the extraction site idrmovement occupies the
object. As such, it allows for the extraction ofvB-operator provided this

| thank lan Roberts, Norbert Hornstein, David Adgdane Arnold and Mary

O’Sullivan for their grammaticality judgements. ritust be stated that no general
consensus has been achieved among native speélsrglish and syntacticians. Even
the acceptable examples quoted from Chomsky (2008t sound very good.
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is D-linked. Interestingly, the situation is difést when the extraction site
iIs the subject of the whole sentence, since no iaragbn is felt
irrespectively of the D-linkedness or non-D-linkeda of thewvh-operator.
However, if the sub-extraction involves movemeni @uan indefinite DP,
the sentence strongly improves, especially if weoperator is D-linked,
as sentences in (47) illustr&te:

(47) a.[Of which car] did some pictures tause a scandal?
b. ?P0f what did] some pictures tause a scandal?
c. (?]Which car]; did some pictures of tause a scandal?
d. [What did]; some pictures of tause a scandai?

This paradigm exhibits the fact that sub-extracticom a DP subject is
licit given that extracted material is D-linked atige DP is indefinite. In
any case, it should be clear that D-linking andniieiness are interface
properties, since their influence is felt at LF enthe derivation is
transferred to be semantically processed. Thisslead to conclude that
island-effects are interface conditions.

7. A new phase-based approach to subject DPs

In this section | explore another possibility topen the difference in
terms of sub-extraction and its relation to the osmt of islands.
Implementing Chomsky’s (2008) view, | suggest thktDPs are phases,
on a par with CP andP. However, some DPs are strong phases due to the
combination of certain interface interpretive pndjgs such as Definitess
and D-Linking. Accordingly, only some DPs are iglapnhence islandhood

*The reason that Rizzi (2001) adduces to explainesmtaction of D-linkedwh-
operators is that, as specific, they contain satigpic properties. Although | agree that
information structure plays a role in licensing @xtraction, | will not pursue this
information-based approach here due to lack ofespac

**The P-stranding versions and the grammaticalitggmaent have been kindly given by
lan Roberts (p.c.). Concerning the pied-piping dtrites in (47a—b), David Adger
detects a contrast between the non-D-linked anthkad examples. As mentioned
above, the operatawhat may have a D-linked reading, which explains whydpis
well-formed.



122 ANGEL JMENEZ FERNANDEZ

Is a derived notion. In this vein, what renders Dpaque to sub-extraction
is a complex of interface properties, and not dhly derived position of
DPs (contra Gallego & Uriagereka 2007). Actualijpo@hsky (2008: 152)
notes that “what yields the subject-island effécgppears, is search that
goes too deeply into a phase already passed, additference between
base and surface position.” Chomsky draws this losian from the
grammatical status of sentences like (48):

(48) [Of which car] did they believe the (driver, pica)r; to have caused a scand|?

The core point about extractability possibilitisstihat they are ruled by a
heterogeneous series of conditions. The availglmfitextraction cannot be
accounted for by just proposing one single conalitibo recapitulate, two
factors influencing the extraction possibilitiesattd have considered are
Definiteness and D-linking.

These two conditions identify the possibilities @ftraction out of
DPs. Mind that | am concerned here with weak idafithis means that the
grammaticality of the extractions under investigatis rather selective.
The relative weakness of these islands is strengtheshen the two factors
combine, thereby obtaining a stronger island. Thanples in (49)-(54)
illustrate the emergence of a strong island whéflerént combinations are
taken into account, regardless of the subject/olaggmmetry:

*There is no general consensus as to the gramniigtioBECM constructions which
involves sub-extraction from the subordinate subj®¥¢hile Chomsky considers that
sentences such as (48) are correct, Stepanov (20@upting Chomsky (1973) and
Kayne (1984) — holds that sub-extraction from arVE€ degraded on the basis of the
example??Who do you believe [a picture of t] to be on Bale

#ror a different list of constituents which indusgand effects, see Szabolcsi & den
Dikken (2002). | am aware that there are additidaators influencing the islandhood
of a given constituent. One such factor may be gsijpn stranding (Chomsky 1986;
Kayne 1984; Kuno 1973). The reason provided by K(b®73) lies on the NP-
Incompleteness that defines the nominal expredsittehind. Although this proposal
sounds right, in this work | do not deal with thennection between islands and
preposition stranding. | simply concentrate on tdiscourse properties which are
responsible for the emergence of a strong island.
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(49) a.?;,De quién crees gue son muy praies las fotos?
of whom believerRES2SG that are very provocative the photos
(Subject island + Definite DP + non-D-linked ogter)
‘Of whom do you believe that the photos arg/\y®ovocative?’

b.¢De qué profesor crees guersawy provocativas las fotos?
of which teacher believeRES2SG that are very provocative the photos
(Subject island + Definite DP + D-linked operator)
‘Of which professor do you believe that the foiscare very provocative?’

(50) a.?;,De quién crees gque son muyquativas algunas fotos?
of whom believesRES2SG that are very provocative  some photos
(Subject island + Indefinite DP + non-D-linked ogter)
‘Of whom do you believe that some photos amy peovocative?’

b. ¢De qué profesor crees guersaw provocativas algunas fotos?
of which teacher believeRES2sG that are very provocative some  photos
(Subject island + Indefinite DP + D-linked openmat
‘Of which professor do you believe that sometpk are very provocative?’

(51) a.*¢De qué crees que has ciwa los directores’?
of what believe,RES2sG that haves; met to the directors
(No subject island + Definite DP + non-D-linkeplevator)
‘Of what do you believe that you have met thechiors?’

b. ¢ De qué pelicula crees gque has conocido a los directores?
of what film believePrRES2SG that haverERF2SG met  to the directors
(No subject island + Definite DP + D-linked opera
‘Of which film do you believe that you have meétdirectors?’

*°As noted by Gallego & Uriagereka (2007), sub-extoacis not licensed when the
object is introduced by the dative prepositaon

(i) *¢[De qué estudiantehas criticado alos padregs t
of what student haweRF.2sG criticized to the parents
‘Which student have you criticized the paresf®

Nevertheless, if the definite IDs is replaced by the possessivesd; the sub-extraction
is repaired. In line with Falco (2007) it seemstthassessive pronouns give rise to
Weak Cross-Over effects, thereby accounting foiptesibility of sub-extraction:

(i) ¢[De qué estudiantehas criticado a sus padrés t
of what student haveRF2sG criticized to his parents
‘Which student have you criticized the paseoit?’
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(52) a.?% De qué crees gue has conocido a unos directores?
of what believeRES2SG that haverERF2SGmet  to some directors
(No subject island + Indefinite DP + non-D-linkeperator)
‘Of what do you believe that you have met someators?’

b. ¢ De qué pelicula crees gue has conocidmos directores?
of what film believePRES2SG that haverERF2SG met to the directors
(No subject island + Indefinite DP + D-linked ogi®r)

‘Of which film do you believe that you have metse directors?’

(53) a.¢De qué coche crees gue encontraral conductor/la foto?
of what car believerRes2sc that findPAST.3PLto.the  driver/the picture
(No subject island + Definite DP + D-linked opera
‘Of which car do you believe they found the driypgcture?’

b.*¢De qué coche crees que el cotoilla foto provoco
of what car believerRes2sG that the driver/the picture causesT.3pPL

un escandalo?
a scandal

(Subject island + Definite DP + D-linked operator)
‘Of which car do you believe the driver/picturausad a scandal?’

(54) a.*¢De qué crees gue encontraral  conductor/la foto?
of what believerRES2SG that findPAST.3PL to.the driver/the picture
(No subject island + Definite DP + non-D-linkedenator)
‘Of what do you believe they found the driver/pie?’

b.**¢; De qué crees que el conduta foto provoco
of what believerRES2sG that the driver/the picture causesT.3PL

un escandalo?
a scandal

(Subject island + Definite DP + non-D-linked ogter)
‘Of what do you believe that the driver/picturaisad a scandal?’

Several describing generalisations derive frondidta above:

1) The more D-linked avh-operator, the more natural the resulting
construction. This is one of the ameliorating sgas that
Spanish employs to allow for the extraction of @erator from
a definite DP, as examples in (51) illustrate. &nhy, English
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may circumvent a subject island by using D-linkiag, shown
throughout my work.

2) The CED on its own cannot account for some cases of
extraction out of an island in Spanish, as exam(®@3—(54)
confirm. This can be taken as evidence againsCtP as part
of UG. This possibility is vastly explored by Stepa (2007) in
the light of Nunes & Uriagereka’s (2000) nondisanation
between complements and noncomplements. Also, Boeck
(2003) and Gallego & Uriagereka (2006, 2007) arratethe
same conclusion.

3) Regardless of their derived or base-generatedigosgubjects
may allow for sub-extraction under certain circuenses. This
Is the crucial point in my work. It is not the cabat subjects do
not favour sub-extraction due to the fact that tbegqupy Spec-
TP. It is rather their phasal nature that disallewis-extraction.

All these generalisations may be accommodated prirzcipled way if
some kind of phase-based analysis is adopted. Asianed above, if DPs
are phases as a consequence of a specific conainirtdtproperties such as
D-linking and Definiteness, all the special trasfssubject islands fall into
place. This is the line | want to pursue here. Em@e in support of my
analysis of DPs as selective phases comes froms-Gnogiistic and
theoretical grounds.

In this connection, Sevdali (2009) discusses twmesyof non-finite
clauses in Ancient Greek and two types of finiteuskes in Modern Greek.
Starting with Ancient Greek, she convincingly argtleat the presence of
discourse properties such as contrast renders a €tfong phase. This
explains why infinitival clauses with overt or na@tcusative subjects are
strong phases, C*Ps, whereas control infinitives @Ps, weak phases that
permit case-agreement operations driven from oeutsid

As far as Modern Greek is concerned, Sevdali (200&icates that
there are two types of finitea-clauses. If the subordinate clause may have
either a controlled PRO or an explicit subject, @B will be a strong
phase. By contrast, if thea-clause can only take a controlled PRO as its
subject, this CP will be a weak phase. The two elesthat follow
illustrate this distinction:
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(55) O Manolis elpizi na erthi
the ManolissoM hopePRES3SG na COMePRES3SG
avrio (i Xristina)
tomorrow (the Christinaom)

‘Manolis hopes to come tomorrow’/‘Manolis hopestt@duristina comes
tomorrow.’

(56) O Manolis kseri na kalib
the Manolisvom know-PRES3SG naswim-PRES3SG
*(avrio)  *(i Xristina)
(tomorrow) (the Christinaiom)

‘Manolis knows (how) to swim’/ but **Manolis knowsow to swim Christina
tomorrow.=°

The basic idea is that clauses allowing both PRDaacase-marked subject
show discourse properties and they are analysedstiamg C*Ps;
conversely, if they can only contain a controlleBR@d and show no
discourse properties it is because they are simy@ak CPs. This is
reminiscent of Chomsky’s (2006, 2008) distincticgtvileen weak/P and
strongv*Ps and can be extended to all phases in all layegia

Following this line of reasoning, it will be optimid all phasal heads
are classified as weak or strong, hence making moyminent the strict
parallelism that Chomsky advocates for. In thisww&Ps are strong phases
(hence D*Ps) when certain discourse-related prmsenttersect. If a DP is
a strong phase it does block sub-extraction. Wéhatucial in this approach
Is that discourse features are relevant to declugtiver a given category is
a strong phase or not. Accordingly, it seems tledadirse properties such
as Definiteness and D-linking are in charge ofingrbDPs into D*Ps.

The relevance of LF-related features for the phaséhof DPs is
given a full account in Heck, Muller & Trommer (20 They show that
DPs may be phases in Scandinavian (Swedish andsiadue to the
presence of a Definiteness feature. For theseibtgthe [+ Def] feature is

%The translations have been taken directly from S&v2009). As noted by an
anonymous reviewer, the ungrammatical translatanhe built in as *Manolis knows
how Christina to swim tomorrow.” Otherwise, the tergmaticality may be thought to
be caused by an improper transitive/causative Gissvimm Greek subjects can stay
situ and this is presumably what Sevdali’s gloss ierided to show.
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sheltered under N, not under D. They assume thB{Rd are phases and in
order for the [+ Def] feature to be visible for comation, they propose
feature movement to the edge of the DP. What i®rmapt for my analysis
Is the increasingly interface-driven character g@htactic operations
(Grohmann 2008), since Definiteness and D-linkitwyp LF properties
play a crucial role in the syntactic computatiorsob-extraction.

Let me now illustrate how the notion of D*P relatesextractability
possibilities. In Chomsky’s (2008) system, weak g@sado not count for
the purpose of Spell-Out or the Phase Impenettaidfirinciple in that a
probe/goal Agree relation may be established betvaee external probe
and any material in the complement of the weak @hHsthis is on the
right track, we have enough theoretical apparaiusxplain why all cases
of sub-extraction from a definite/non-D-linked DIlpe ébarred: they are
strong phases and as such the complement hasyalead transferred to
the interfaces so thatveh-operator in the complement of a D*P cannot be
targeted by C. On the other hand, weak phasescar8pell-Out domains.
Therefore, non-definite/D-linked DPs are only we@lPs and sub-
extraction of thewh-constituent is permitted, given that by the tirhest
undergoes movement to Spec-CP it has not beenfdreats yet to the
semantic and phonological components. If the dison between DP/D*P
Is on track, the grammaticality of English and Sglarsentences in (52) can
be easily accommodated.

(57) a.Of which singer do you think that some picturegehshocked the audience?

b..De qué cantante te parece qururas fotos han
of which singecL-2sG seemPRES3sGthat some  photos haveRF3PL

escandalizado a la audiencia?
shocked to the audience

‘Of which singer does it seem to you that some phbtave shocked the
audience?’

The extraction domains in these two sentenceshar®Psome pictures of
which singerand algunas fotos de qué cantamespectively. These DPs
contain two features which are at stake when C sam@robe the internal
wh-operators, namely [- def] and [D-linked]. Conseafle the DPs are
only weak phases so that the [wh]-feature in themplement domain is
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visible. This allows the edge feature under C toaet thewh-operator,
yielding a grammatical result (Pesetsky & Torre§0D).

To see more clearly how the derivation of casesutiFextraction is
drawn, let me make my proposal more explicit. THe&dlgunas fotos de
qué cantanteésome pictures of which singer has the featuralicture
informally drawn in (58), which is the starting poifor the derivation of
(57b):

(58) [pp algunas fotos [deyb qué cantante]]]
[- def] [D-linked Wh]

First, the whole DP is moved into Spec-TP to sattee [EPP] feature.
Once the matrix C is merged to TP, C probes anttlses for a suitable
goal in order to establish the AGREE relation. Thdinked Wh] feature
under the QP is visible at the CP cycle since thelevDP contains the
feature [- def]. Recall that this DP is just a wedlase due to the [- def]
feature. Accordingly, C may have access into thisdhd agrees with the
[D-linked] wh-feature. The edge feature (EF) in C triggers ma@rof the
PPde qué cantant®f which singer’ to its specifier.

(59) [cpde qué cantante C TP .pp dlgunas fotos{dfyp que-antantd]]
{Blinked-WH [- def] [D-linkedVh]
tEH

When transferred to the semantic component, all nmbe-interpretable
features have already been deleted and the dervestiassigned the right
semantic interpretation.

By contrast, in (60a) the DIas fotos de qué cantantine pictures of
which singer’, although being marked as D-linkedntains a [+ def]
feature which renders the whole DP impenetrable tduthe fact that its
phasehood has been strengthened. Yet, in cas¢hhatroperator lacks
the [D-linked] feature, the outcome is even morgrdded. This is
illustrated in (60b). The reason again is founthia stronger phasehood of
the corresponding DP.
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(60) a.??% De qué cantante te parece lgsiefotos  han
of which singecL-2sG seemPRES3SG that the photos hawERFE3PL

escandalizado a la audiencia?
shocked to the audience

‘Of which singer does it seem to you that thetphdnave shocked the audience?’

b.*¢De quién te parece gue flases han escandalizado
of whomcL-2sG seemPRES3sG that the photos haweeRFE3PL shocked

a la audiencia?
to the audience

‘Of whom does it seem to you that the photos tsincecked the audience?’

Concentrating on (60b), the DP subjéas fotos de quiémualifies as a
strong DP phase (hence D*P), since it contains aldff feature. This
precludes any DP-internal feature from being vesitr an outside probe.
Consequently, the uninterpretable [wh-feature] he matrix C remains
unvalued and the derivation crashes because noteallres may be
interpreted in the semantic component.

As regards the representational/derivational nadfireubject islands,
the intuition is that both narrow-syntax and inded properties are crucial
when treating a DP as a weak or strong phase. ©oria hand, since the
discourse-related features of Definiteness and dbise-linking are
conceived of as already present in the lexicalyartbey influence the
computation of the relevant construction. From thisllows that a DP is
opaque to sub-extraction if the features at issad&enthe DP a strong
phase. In clear contrast, the DP is transparendutp-extraction if the
opposite discourse-related features interact ariceritee DP a weak phase.
Recall that Definiteness and D-linking are intetpee features. From this
perspective, a weak DP phase is licensed if intdegrcorrectly at LF.

As mentioned earlier, Chomsky (2008) notes thatanggss of the
base or surface position, subject-island effeateearhen a probe searches
for a goal within a phase that has already beersfieared to the interfaces.
My work lends further support to this claim in tisatb-extraction is subject
to the distinction between weak and strong DP phasel the degraded
cases are explained by using a phase domain tleatbban already
transferred to the other components of grammarcédsiocking any
further computation. As a consequence, there remenmterpretable
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features under C which have not been valued, tgediving the
derivation to crash.

My analysis of subject islands as strong phase$earasily extended
to other languages, which also gives further créalitt. | have already
pointed out that Hungarian and Palauan are languagewhich sub-
extraction from subjects is licensed. In Italiamstances of sub-extraction
are found that confirm the selective nature of DBjects (Luca Grossi,

p.c.):

(61) a.Diche autore credi che ltndibri  sono stati
of which author believerRes2sG that many books ameeRrRFE3PL been

un successo?
a success

‘Of which author do you believe that many bobkse been a success?’

b.Di che autore credi che mdibri hanno causato tanta
of which author believerRES2sG that many books haweeRFE3PL caused such
polemica?

a scandal

‘Of which author do you believe that many booksédncaused such a scandal?’

In (61) the original subject Dkholti libri di che autore‘'many books of
which author’ is marked with the features [- defhda[D-linked].
Consequently, the whole DP is only a weak phaseis,Tthe matrix C
probes thavh-expression internal to DP and attracts if to Spég-thereby
satisfying the EF. Interestingly, thdroperator may undergo movement to
Spec-CP despite having previously moved to SpechATthe embedded
clause. Again, this situation confirms that subraotion is not connected
with the base-generated or derived nature of Diestg

Although dealing with topicalisation, another typleA’-movement,
Broekhuis (2008: 63) points out that in Dutch subraction from subject
DPs is perfectly acceptable independently of theesytic position that they
occupy, as shown in the following examples (capitate indicative of
contrast):
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(62) a.Van DEZE fabriek hebben de werknemers gistelnet werk onderbroken.
of this factory have thepayees yesterday the work interrupted
‘Of this factory, the employees intgxted their work yesterday.’

b.Van DEZE school hebben alle leerlingen verleden g8 marathon gelopen.
of this school have alhetpupils last year the marathon run
‘Of this school, all the pupils run thearathon last year.’

Note that the displaced PP is marked as [D-linkedjich renders the
whole subject DP a weak phase, thereby permitting-extraction.
Accordingly, Dutch also provides a further argumémtfavour of my
analysis of sub-extraction in terms of phases.

Finally, as brought out to me by Ignacio Bosque.Jprelative clauses
in Spanish also constitute a good type of consomdb test sub-extraction
and demonstrate the phasehood of DPs. Chomsky \20@&dy analysed
cases of relative clauses in cleft-constructionswimich sub-extraction
seems to be banned (Chomsky’s grammaticality juegém

(63) a.lt was the CAR (not the TRUCK) of which [they fothnel (driver, picture)]

b. *it was the CAR (not the TRUCK) of which [the (@rivpicture) caused
a scandal]

Chomsky assumes that the ill-formedness in (63)uis to some subject-
island effect. Notice that in (63a) sub-extractimas taken place out of a
DP object, whereas in (63b) the relative opera&s leen extracted from a
DP subject, thereby yielding an unacceptable ou¢écofss demonstrated
throughout my work, subject extraction is licensedvh-constructions in
other languages. One sub-typewdtconstruction is the relative clause. In
this respect, Stepanov (2007: 92) observes thautkish sub-extraction is
licit in relative clauses:

(64) a.[Opi [Ahmet-in tgit-me-si]-nin  ben-i  Uz-d@- ] ev.
AhmeGEN QgO4NF-AGR-GEN |-ACC sadderrAST-COMP-AGR house
Lit. ‘The house [which [that Ahmet wdnt_ ] saddened me].’
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b. [Op; [pro [[ti anne-si]-nin  herkes-le kgAtw-g-u]-nu-m
motherGR-GEN everyone-with talkkAST-COMP-AGR-ACC
duy-dug-um] adam.
hearPST-COMP-AGR man

Lit. ‘The man [whose | heard [that [ _ motherk&d to everyone]].’

In Spanish, sub-extraction out of a subject hasnbgl®own to yield
acceptable structures wh-interrogatives. As regards relative clauses, we
should expect the same results. Sub-extractiohef¢lative operator out
of the subject of the relative clause gives risesemtences that are
grammatically perfect (Bosque’s grammaticality jadgent):

(65) a.La actriz de la que han causadoas fotos una gran polémica
the actress of whom hawverr3PL caused several pictures a huge scandal

b.La actriz de la que varias fotos han causado una gragolémica
the actress of whom several pictures tmsr=3PL caused a  huge scandal

‘the actress of whom several pictures haused a huge scandal’

(66) a.La actriz de la que parece que han causado varias fotos
the actress of whom se@RES3sG that haverERE3PL caused several pictures

una gran polémica
a huge scandal

b.La actriz de la que parece que varig@os  han causado
the actress of whom se@RES3sG that several pictures haveRrF3PL caused

una gran polémica
a huge scandal

‘the actress of whom it seems that severdupes have caused a huge scandal’

In both DPs the relative operator has been movéaoDP subject which
is marked as [- def]. This subject may follow therb; as in (65a) and
(66a). In that case, the subject remamsitu. However, it can also precede
the verb, in which case it undergoes movement &g and it is at this
stage that sub-extraction of the operator takesepld the DP subject is
marked as [+ def], sub-extraction is blocked. Té&spn is that in that case
the DP is a phase and the [wh]-feature of theivelaiperator is too deeply
inside the phase as to be the goal of an outsmleepr
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(67) a.*La actriz de la que han causdamfotos una gran polémica
the actress of whom hawerF3pL caused the pictures a huge scandal

b.*La actriz de la que las fotos  han causado una gran polémica
the actress of whom the pictures hegrr3pPL caused a huge scandal

‘the actress of whom the pictures have caadaalge scandal’

(68) a.*La actriz de la que parece gue han causado las fotos
the actress of whom se@mRes3sG that haverERE3PL caused the pictures

una gran polémica
a huge scandal

b.*La actriz de la que parece que Fasos han causado
the actress of whom seemes3sGthat the pictures haveerFk3pL caused

una gran polémica
a huge scandal

‘the actress of whom it seems that the pgsddrave caused a huge scandal’

As is evident, the syntax of relative clauses algoports my proposal that
LF-related features determine the phasal statidst

8. Conclusions

In this work | have focused on the interaction icdurse-related features
such as Definiteness and Discourse-Linking as #wskio render a DP a
strong phase and account for the subject-islanectsffwhich arise under
certain circumstances. | have proved that sub-etxdra is licit when a
subject DP is a weak phase, regardless of the®imf@osition it occupies.
In such a situation, C may penetrate down to tles@ldomain to probe the
wh-operator and agree with it. Then, the edge featnder C attracts the
wh-operator to Spec-TP. Nevertheless, when the sulgecnarked as
definite and non-D-linked, it turns into a strongA)thereby blocking sub-
extraction since the [wh]-feature is not visibler f6€ to establish an
agreement relation. From this viewpoint, subjetands emerge in the
narrow syntax. However, due to the specific intetige properties a given
DP is also processed as an island in the interfd2ata from Spanish,
English, Italian, Hungarian and Dutch favour my gddased approach to
subject islands.
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In addition, my analysis also supports Chomsky80&) view that
there is a strict parallelism among all phasesesorca par with CP andP,
DP may be a weak or strong phase.
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