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Condi tion C Reconstruction: Inplications for LF
H Lasni k

. Condition C Conpl enent/Adjunct Reconstruction Asymetries
(The ' Freidin-Lebeaux Effect')

(1) a. Wich report that John; revised did he; submt?
b. Wiich report that John, was inconpetent did he; submt?
Freidin (1986)

(2) a. *He, believes the claimthat John; is nice.
b. *He; likes the story that John, wote.
c. *Wiose claimthat John; is nice did he; believe?
d. Wich story that John; wote did he, Iike?
Lebeaux (1988)
(3) a. *Which claimthat John, was asleep did he;, |ater deny
b Whi ch claimthat John, made did he, | ater deny
Munn (1994)
(4) a. *Which claim[that John; was asl eep] was he; willing to
di scuss

b. Wich claim[that John, made] was he; willing to discuss
(5) a. *The claimthat John; is [sic] asleep, he, was wlling to
di scuss

b. The claimthat John, made, he was willing to discuss

Chonmsky (1993)

(6) a. *The claimthat John; was asl eep, he; won't discuss

b. The claimthat John; made, he, won't di scuss

Chonsky and Lasni k (1993)

(7) The claimthat John; was asleep seens to him [, t to be
correct] Chonsky (1993)
(8) *I seemto him [t to |ike John;]

(9) a. The 'Extension Condition': structure nmust be built

strictly cyclically.

b. Adjuncts are exenpt fromthe Extension Condition; relative
cl auses are adjuncts.

c. "Reconstruction"” is essentially a reflex of the formation
of operator-variable constructions.

b. An operator chain (a sequence of copies) undergoes

conpl enentary del etion

c. Condition Cis an LF requirenent. Chonsky (1993)

(10)a. [[Wiich claim[that John made]] was he willing to discuss
whteh—etatm  PF
b. [[Wich [t etatn]][that John made]] was he willing to
di scuss [whieh [t clainm] LF
c. For which x that John nade, he was willing to discuss x
claim Interpretation (?)



OR?

(11)a. [[Wiich claim[that John made]] was he willing to discuss
whteh—etarm PF
b. [[Wich claim[t]][that John made]] was he willing to
di scuss [[whieh—etat|[t]] LF
c. For which x, x a claimthat John nade, he was willing to
di scuss x Interpretation (?)

(12)a. Which claim[that John was asleep] was he willing to
di scuss pwhich—etatmthat—3ohn—was—asteept PF
b. [Wiich [t elatmtthat—3ehn—was—asteep}]|] was he willing to
di scuss [whith [t claimthat John was asl eep] LF
c. For which x, he was willing to discuss x claimthat John
was asl eep Interpretation (?)

BUT CRUCI ALLY NOT

(13)a. Which claim[that John was asleep] was he willing to
di scuss pwhieh—etatmthat—Jdohn—was—asteept} PF
b. [[Wich [t etatr]] [that John was asleep]]] was he willing
to discuss [[whieh [t clain]] that—Jdohn—was—asteep]] LF
c. For which x that John was asleep, he was wlling to
di scuss x claim Interpretation (?)

OR

(14)a. Wiich claim[that John was asleep] was he willing to
di scuss pwhieh—etatmthat—Jdoehn—was—asteept} PF
b. [[[Wiich clainj[that John was asleep]]] #] was he willing
to discuss [[wheh—etatmthat—3Jdohn—was—asteep|t] LF

c. For which x, x a claimthat John was asl eep, he was

willing to discuss x Interpretation (?)

(15) "...preference principle for reconstruction: Do it when you
can (i.e., try to mnimze the restriction in the operator
position)."

1. Concerns About the Generalization

(16) Which piece of evidence that John was guilty did he
successfully refute?

(17) The wi despread belief that John is inconpetent, he deeply
resents

(18) Wiose argunent that John was incorrect did you show hinf

(19) How many argunents that John's theory was correct did he
publ i sh?

(20) This argunment that John's theory is correct, he is now
ready to publish

(21) Which proof that Mary's theory is superior to John's did
she present?

(22) Mary's attenpt to hire John's student, he heartily
endor sed.

(23) John's request to attend Mary's lecture, she imedi ately
gr ant ed.



(24)a. The claimthat the director; was corrupt, he;, was

unwi I ling to discuss

b. That the director; was corrupt, everyone knew that he
woul d al ways be able to deny with a straight face

Postal (1997)

(25)a. \Wose allegation that John; was |l ess than truthful did he;

refute vehenently?

b. Whose claimthat the Senator; had viol ated the canpaign

finance regulations did he, dismss as politically
noti vat ed? Kuno (1997)

(26)a. *Which claimthat John; was asleep did he, |ater deny

(27)
(28)
(29)

(30)
(31)
(32)
(33)

(34)
(35)

(36)

Whi ch claimthat John, made did he, | ater deny
Munn (1994)
Later than what, one m ght ask?

*Whose claimthat John; is nice did he; believe?
Lebeaux (1988)

Susan: John is nice.

Mary: John is nice.

IJohn: | believe Susan but | don't believe Mary.

Lydi a G- ebenyova' s experi nent (UMD undergrads, 2004):

Two cl ai ns have been nmade about John's arrest: that John was
arrested yesterday and that John was arrested a week ago.
John has a | awyer, whose nane is Bil

Whi ch specific claimthat John had been arrested did Bil
deny

Wi ch specific claimthat he had been arrested did John deny
Wi ch specific claimthat John had been arrested did he deny
6 of 7 subjects accepted both (33) and (34) on the
coreferential reading.

VWhat if the conplenent/relative asymmetry w th WH novenent
is illusory. How problematic is that for the theory?

(37)a. (9)a vs. b is arguably just a stipulation, as is (9)c.

b. The status of (15) is unclear.

(38) | f anything, then, lack of that asymmetry m ght be a
"better' state of affairs. (The only mldly negative
consequence, depending on your point of view, is that a
potential argunent for traces, i.e., copies, disappears.)
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