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1. Introduction

1.1 The problem

Inthisarticle, | will show that the vast colledion o word arder diff erences between English
and Dutch, including the most charaderistic and central ones sich asthe VO/OV distinction,
follows from only one small differencein how phrases for feaure dheding are defined.
Pradicdly al differences, in ather words, turn ou to follow from a simple diff erence between
the two languages with resped to Pied Piping.

Almost sinceitsinception, modern generative grammar, in thisresped at least inspired
by structurali st ideas of Greenberg (1966 and ahers, has assumed that the languages of the
world can be divided in thase with VSO, SVO or SOV astheir degp structure order.
Occasionally, some other basic orders of Subjed, Verb and Objed were proposed (like VOS
for Malagasy), bu graduall y a nea-consensus developed that Verb and Objed (V and O) are
adjacent in underlying structure, that Subjeds preceade Objeds and that the basic word orders
are therefore SVO and SOV. Among the Germanic languages, Engli sh and the Scandinavian
languages are cnsidered to represent the SVO type, whil e Dutch and German are usually
analyzed as SOV (Thiersch (1978, Koster (1975).

Another asped of the receved view was that the distinction between, say, English and
Dutch results from a parameter, the so-caled OV/VO parameter (seefor instance Nedeman
(1999).

Thisview has never been satisfadory, becaise, correspondng with the OV/VO
distinction, there is a substantial number of other fads nat at al covered by the simple
parameter. For instance, unlike the VO languages, the Germanic OV languages Dutch and
German show agred ded of scrambling, which appeasto be typicd of OV languagesin
general vis-a-vis VO languages (cf. Corver and Van Riemsdijk (1993). Up urtil recently, this
correlation between OV andrelatively freeword order was completely unexplained.

But aso the OV/VO parameter itself is hardly more than a stipulation telli ng us what we
already know, namely that there ae word arder diff erences between Engli sh and German.

A red theory would explain the aorrelationsin question and even clarify why thereis an
OV/VO distinctionin thefirst place

Asit stands, na even the smplest differencesin word order between closely-related
languages like English and Dutch are acourted for. In Dutch, for instance, it is entirely
natural to have adverbials between verb and oljed (1a), while such is completely impossble
in English (1b):

" | would like to thank Marcd den Dikken, Pytsje van der Veen and Jan-Wouter Zwart for helpful comments on
an ealier version. All remaining errors are mine.



Q) a. |k heb haa gisteren gezien
| have her yesterday seen
"I have her seen yesterday”

b. *I have seen yesterday her

Another remarkable differenceis that (apart from topicdization) in English ony a subclassof
the adverbials can appea to the left of the VP (2), whilein Dutch, there ae no such
limitations:

(2 a. Heprobably read abook
b. *Heyesterday read abook

3 a.  Hij hedt waaschijnlij k een baek gelezen
he has probably a book read
"He probably read abook'

b. Hij hedt gisteren een baek gelezen
he has yesterday a book real
"He yesterday read abook'

Even such simple fads of the word order of closely-related and much studied languages have
never been satisfadorily explained. | will give amore systematic overview of such word
order differencesin sedion 2.

1.2 Attemptsto derive English VO from Dutch-like OV

Note that if the cmplement-adjacency condtion o Chomsky (19860 is corred --a
reasonable asumption--- the Dutch order NP-Adv-V of (1) can orly be aderived order.’
Since English seems to obey complement adjacency (as shown by (1b)), the English SVO
order ismore likely to refled the base word order than the Dutch and German SOV order
(which nat necessarily obeys complement adjacency).> As amatter of fad, | will assume that
complement adjacency is avery important clue & to underlying order.

On the other hand, the English word order is at first sight alittl e "susped” in that the
indired objea is closer to the verb than the direa objed. That the dired objed is more
closely related to the verb than the indired objed is most clealy brought out by idioms:

4) a Mary gave him the sack
b. *Mary gavethe sack him

! Throughout this article, | will for conventional reasons refer to NPs where | redly mean DPs,

2 |n English, adjacency can be violated by Heary NP Shift. Furthermore, adjacency is grict for (not too heavy)
NPsand APs, but less ® for PPsand CPs. The latter are exadly the cdegories which urdergo extraposition in
Dutch. In Koster (forthcoming), | reanalyze extrapositions as parall el construals, with properties akin to
coordination. SeeRijkhoek (1998 for some discusson. Deviations from complement adjacency in English can
be analyzed in asimilar way. SeePesetsky (1994 for examples.



In ealy generative grammar, it was often assumed (contrary to fad, asit appeaed later) that
parts of idioms are aljacent in uncerlying structure, asin Dutch for examples smilar to (4a):

(5) Marie hedt hem de bons gegeven
Mary has him the sadk given
"Mary gave him the sack"

There ae some other simil ariti es between Dutch and English word arder as well and, based
onthe wish to derive the word orders of English and Dutch from a @mmmon source, it was
proposed sometimes to assume an underlying OV order for bath English and Dutch and to
derive the English VO order by verb movement to the left (Koster (1988 andfor related verb
movements for diff erent reasons, seeLarson (1988).

The dtempt to derive English VO word order from an underlying OV sourceby verb
movement mees insurmourtable problems. First of all, verb movement does not do what it
set out to do,i.e., to provide asolution for the ladk of adjacency of certain elementsin English
surfacestructure. Particles are anong the dements most tightly conreded to verbs and they
amost always form an idiomatic combination with the verb. In Dutch, thisisrefleced by
adjacency of particle and verb:

(6) a Jan hedt Peter zijn bal af gepakt
John hes Peter hisball away taken
"John pcked Peter's ball "

b. *Jan hedt Peter af zijn bal gepakt

With double objeds, the particle dways foll ows both objeds in Dutch. Thisis not true & all
for English, where (with some exceptions, like the particle back) the particle typicdly foll ows
thefirst obed (seeEmonds (1976, 8186) for examples):

7 a  Theseaetary sent the stockholders out a schedule
b. *Theseaetary sent the stockholders a schedule out
Cc. 7Theseaetary sent out the stockholders a schedule

S0, if the particle pasitionis a aie dou the underlying verb pasition, thiswould lead to a
base pasition for the verb precading the objed (a schedulein (7a)). To the extent that it is not
possble to seeparticle distributionin English asa due to underlying verb pasitions (likein
Dutch, cf. Koster (19759), the agument for English OV based on undrlying idiom adjacency
isundermined.

But there ae other serious problems with deriving English VO from underlying OV by
verb movement. It is, for instance, far from clea where the verb would have to moveto. If the
verb moves to the left within the VP, there is no obvous and theoreticaly permitted landing
site avail able. Thereis, for instanceno obvous other heal pasition for the V to move to.

Moving the V to a position ouside of the VP (for instancethe T(ense) position) leads to
other problems, becaise the VP is prepased without tense-beaing auxili aries (cf. Emonds
(1976, 11%):

8) They said we shoudn't buy gold, but buy gold we will



Most important of al, the verb movement hypaothesis runsinto troulde with resped to the
fads of adverb dstribution. In Dutch, adverbials li ke yesterday can appea anywhere onthe
left of the verb:

9 a. Gisteren hedt hij Marie het boek gegeven
yesterday has he Mary the bookgiven

"Y esterday, he gave Mary abookK'

Hij hedt gisteren Marie het boek gegeven
Hij hedt Marie gisteren het boek gegeven
Hij hedt Marie het boek gisteren gegeven
Hij hedt Marie het boek gegeven, gisteren

Pao0 o

English ony has the peripheral orders for yesterday ((9a) and (9e)) and the internal orders
(particularly (9c) and (9d)) form an obstade for any attempt to derive English VO order from
Dutch-like OV with verb movement.

The problem pased by the internal orders (9¢) and (9d) isthat thereis VP-internal
material (Marie and het boekK) to the left of nonVP material, namely the adverbia gisteren
("yesterday"). In the past, a @mmonway to derive (9c) and (9d) was by scrambling the NPs
to the left (to pasitions outside of the VP). Since Dutch also has akind o scrambling which
yields marked focusing and sincethe intonation petterns foundin (9c) and (9d) are --in
contrast-- entirely neutral, it was also proposed sometimes to relax the complement adjacency
condtionfor OV languages (but not for VO languages) (seeNedeman (1994,ch. 3).

The latter solutionis arbitrary and ad hac and would wrongly predict asimil ar relaxation
of verb complement adjacency for Engli sh after verb movement (applied to the Dutch O-Adv-
V). This predictionis not borne out:

(20 *He has[vp given; Mary yesterday the book t; ]

The other solution (NPs srambled ou of the VP) does not work either. This lution would
crucialy involve the adverbia yesterday to the left of the VP, which is entirely impassblein
English:

(11 *He has yesterday [vp given Mary the book --]

Nor can the NPs be scrambled out of the VP in English:

(12 a *HehasMary [vp given -- the booK
b. *HehasMarythebodk [vp given -- --]

Given these word order fads, | canna make sense of the hypathesis acrding to which
English VO order is derived from a Dutch-like OV order under verb movement. All in all,
then, adifferent approach seemsin order.



1.3 Anew approach
1.3.1 Theoretical devdopments

In fad, the dements for anew approach have been avail able for quite sometime now. In
retrosped, the ealier attempts to derive the word orders of English and Dutch from a
common sourcewere unsuccessul due to the fad that linguistic theory was insufficiently
developed duing the 198Gs. As | will propase, thanks to theoreticd devel opments during the
199G, it isnow possbleto formulate atheory in which al major word arder diff erences
between Engli sh and Dutch --amassve mlledion d fads, impossbleto cover by asimple
OV/VO-parameter-- can be tracal to the dfeds of not more than a single parameter.

The theoreticd developments which have made this theory possble ae Chomsky's
Minimalism (Chomsky (1995) and Kayne's Antisymmetry Theory (Kayne (1994). Both
theories contributed to the overcoming of certain forms of theoreticd stagnation asinherited
from the ealier EST-framework.® Both theories contain elements which make it possble to
give afirst more comprehensive (but of course tentative) explanation o the word order fads
(and dfferences) of English and Dutch.

Minimalism has many aspeds which | will not consider here. For my present purpose, the
most important asped of Minimalism (and the theoreticd developments precading it) isthat it
broke the spell of semantics as foundin ealier forms of generative grammar, particularly
during the long reign of EST-style theories. According to such theories the main function o
large dasses of transformations (as instances of the transformational residue "move dpha’) is
to feed semantics, i.e., "movement” conreded the "thematic" d-structure with the "scopa” s-
structure, so that both could contribute their elements to semantic interpretation. The dtempt
to develop aseparate level of Logicd Form sprang from the same phil osophy (seeKoster
(1993 for a aitique and therole of the ideaof structure-preservingness.

It isnot generally recognized yet, but current developments inspired by Minimalism have
made it possble to brea with thisideaof the transformational feeding of semantic
interpretation by emphasizing an entirely different function o movement transformations
("move dpha'), namely feaure cdedking. Since Chomsky (1986a) and Poll ock's work during
the same period (Poll ock (1989) there has been atrend towards extending not only the supdy
of avail able functional elements but also giving them full projedions. There is much debate
abou the exad extension d this classof functional projedions, but no matter how this debate
will end, thereislittl e question that the extension d the dassof functional projedions as sich
has given the field adesirable aeaive impulse during the 199Gs.

It seems to me that with these new functional projedions, we can perhaps sy something
new abou the question why natural languages have movement transformations ("move
alpha) in thefirst place the function o movement, it seems, is not to feed semartic
interpretation, bu to makefunctiond stucture visiblein anecnamical way. This, of course,
does not answer why languages have functional structure & al, bu given the fad that
functional structure exists, movement makes much sense becaise it often makes two kinds of
structure lexicdly visible with orly one set of lexicd items.

According to ou current theories, atypicd projedion consists of a Spec, aheal anda
complement. The mmplement positions of functional projedions are usually occupied, but
the Spec and head pasitions are generally avail able & landing sites for "movement”.
Occasionaly, languages have speda elements to make functional structure visible (like

% Seefor instance Chomsky (1977).



English do-suppat), bu more often than na functional structure is made visible indiredly by
"moving" lexicd material from the lexicd projectionsinto the avail able landing sites. In
short, thanks to the new perspedive aeaed by Minimalism and aher recent devel opments,
"move dpha’ can be seen asakind d parasitic lexicdization o functional structure.

A seoond pdential important development of the 199Gs has been Richard Kayne's idea
(following from his Antisymmetry Theory) that functional projedions are only found onthe
left of lexicd projedions. Thisideahas led to avery substantial rethinking of existing
analyses and it has revolutionized in my opinion the study of many languages, including the
study of Dutch and German (seeZwart (1997 for the most complete acourt).

1.3.2 New devdopments in the study of German andDutch

The new theoreticd perspedives make it possble, as | will show, to derive the word orders of
English and Dutch from a common sourcein asurprisingly simple way. Asit stands, the new
theory of Universal Grammar not only makes it possble, but in fad requires that not the OV
word order of Dutch, bu the VO order of Engli sh refleds the degoest underlying order. An
immediate indication d that isthat English preserves verb-complement adjacency (1b), while
Dutch dees nat (1a) (most of thetime | will argue onthe basis of Dutch, bu the fads of
German are very simil ar).

Deriving Dutch OV-order from Engli sh-like VO-order can be dore by movement of the
objea to afunctional positionto the left of the VP, aswasfirst propased by Vanden
Wyngaed (1989. Vanden Wyngaad propaosed arule ("objed shift") moving the objed to the
Specof AgrOP, bu the exad label the functional projedionisnat crucia, aslong aswe
asuume that the objed is moved to afunctional projedionto the left of the VP.

Particularly inspired by Jan-Wouter Zwart's work ((1993) , (1994 and (1997), Kaan
(1992, Koster (1994 and Den Dikken (1996 and ahers worked ou the obvious
consequence of Vanden Wyngaed'sidea namely that thereisnolonger agoodreasonto see
Dutch as OV at its deegpest level. The aguments for "Dutch as an SOV language”" (K oster
(1979) are still valid, bu are now seen as being abou a derived level, namely the level
resulting from arule like Vanden Wyngaad's objed shift. Asbefore, the SVO order of Dutch
main clausesis e as derived from the (now intermediate) SOV order by Verb Seand.

A wed pant of the theory developed so far is that the parameters distinguishing English
from Dutch and German still seem arbitrary. What it comes down to is that sometimes a Spec
isovertly fill ed (like the Specof AgrOP in Dutch) and sometimes"at LF" (asin English), a
distinctionmade in terms of "strong" and "we&" feaure dedking in Chomsky (1995,ch. 3.
This definitely seemed an advance over the old, very crude OV/VO parameter, becaise &
least the new formul ation made the parameter distinguishing English from Dutch very similar
to the independently needed parameter distinguishing languages with Wh-movement (like
English) from languages with Wh-in situ (like Japanese): in bah cases the diff erencebails
down to owert filli ng of a Spec (Wh-movement, Objed shift) or covert filling "at LF" (Wh-in
situ, the "objed-in situ of VO languages like English).

In spite of this potential for agreaer uniformity of the theory of parameters, the strong-
wek distinction has remained entirely arbitrary (in spite of unsuccesgul attempts to
formulate the distinction morphdogicdly).

In what follows, | will assume aversion d Minimalism and Antisymmetry Theory and
build further on the work of Vanden Wyngaed, Kaan, Zwart and ahers. | will not only show
that the (huge) word order diff erences between English and Dutch follow from one simple



parameter, | will also suggest that a new theory of parametrizationisin order. Parametrization
ismainly abou how the functional structure onthe left of lexicd projedionsis made visible
("lexicdized"). | will suggest that with resped to the word orders of English and Dutch the
jobisdore by a parameter based ona generally agreed upon dmension d language variation,
namely the size of percolation damains (language-spedfic differencesin Pied Piping
structure). | will, in ather words, suggest that as for word arder, English and Dutch only differ
with resped to the size of the chedking phrase, where Dutch cheds its VP-elements
individually, whil e Engli sh cheds the same functional heads by percolation d the VP-
internal feauresto a higher projedion (Pied Piping).

As | will show, my propacsal makes the eali er weak-strong distinction superfluous. If the
propacsal is corred, it will not only explain the massve word order diff erences between Dutch
and English, it will also explain why Englishis VO and Dutch OV.

A further advantage of the theory to be proposed isthat it makesit possbleto returnto
the old ideaof auniversal base order. In harmony with Kayne (1994, the version d the
theory | will propose requires such auniversal base order, namely VO. The fad that both
English and Dutch word order can be derived from such a universal base in areveding way,
strengthens the cae of the general theory.

Last but not least, | hope that the theory presented here will cast some light onthe old
issue of configurational versus nonconfigurational languages in general. Some of this
distinction at least can be foundin the languages at isue: English hasavery rigid word order,
while Dutch and German have so much scrambling that they can be considered freeword-
order languages to some degree* So far, the fad that such major distinctions exist anong
languages (even among very closely related ores) has hardly been explained. From the
parameter to be proposed below, it follows that Dutch VP-elements can be distributed over
the universal functional structure to the left of the VP, while for Engli sh V-complements the
VP worksasa"cage', thereby rigidly freezing English word order into immobility.

2. Thefacts
2.1 Smilarities and dfferences

Although English, German and Dutch are dosely related Germanic languages, with some
obvious smil arities and owerlap in structure, the word order diff erences are bewil dering at
first sight. Before going into my theoreticd bad<groundassumptions and before presenting
the one parameter from which all differences sem to follow, | will give an overview of the
fadsto be explained. The main fads, some of them with wide-ranging ramificaions, can be
summarized in five dasses:

(13 2.2 Englishis VO, Dutch and German OV
2.3 Neither English, Dutch na German has rightward scrambling
2.4 Unlike Dutch and German, English has no leftward scrambling
2.5 In Dutch and German all Advs occur to left of VP, in English orly a subclass
2.6 English Adv order shows paradoxes of scope

4 Actually, the situation is more @mplex. Engli sh shows mewhat more word order variation VP-internally,
whil e Dutch and German show V P-external word order variation, thanks to scrambling.



| will now briefly discussthese dasses of fads one by one.

2.2 Endlishis VO, Dutch andGerman OV

It has been a standard assumption sincethe ealy 1970s that English isan SVO language,
while Dutch and German are underlyingly SOV (seeThiersch (1978 and Koster (1975). The
diff erence shows up immediately in subardinate dauses (which including sentences with
auxili aries like (14) in Dutch):

(19 a.  John hesreal the bodk
b. Jan hedt het boekgelezen
John res the bookread

These word arders are quite rigid, aswe caana have the Dutch order in English (15a) or the
English order in Dutch (15b):

(15 a  *John resthe bodk read
b. *Jan hedt gelezen het boek

It has been reaognized for along time that there ae some exceptional condtions under which
the otherwiserigid OV (or SV) pattern can be broken (seg for instance, Nedeman (1994,

85)):

(16) a.  Toen heb ik ontmoet de Here Jeus
then havel met helLord Jesus

b. Heden isoverleden onze geli efde grootmoeder

today hasdied ou beloved grandmother

In these cases, the postverbal NPs have stress(cf. so-cdled equativesin Ross(1969).
Acoording to Nedeman (loc.cit.), these examplesinvolve extraposition. The objed in (16a) is
definitely not in the English oljed position, kecaise with adverbial material foll owing the
verb, it is preferably not adjacent to the verb:

(a7 a. Gisteren Feb ik ontmoet tijdenseen wandeling  de Here Jewus
Yesterday havel met  whilewalking the Lord Jesus
b. ?*Gisteren heb ik ontmoet de Here Jesus tijdens een wandeling

| rejed extraposition analyses for such constructions. Foll owing Kayne (1994), | will assume
that Universal Grammar has a general ban onrightward movements. As| have agued
elsewhere, most so-cdled rightward movements do nd at all have the properties of "move
alpha’ and are better analyzed as gedfying parallel construals along the lines of
coordination. In this article, | will not further discussextraposition prenomena and refer the
reader to the relevant literature.”

® Koster ((1995 and (forthcoming)). See &so Rijkhoek (1998 and De Vries (1999.



2.3 Nether English, Dutch na German has rightward scrambling

If scrambling (seen as free aljunction d XPs) would exist, it would come & a big surprise
that neither English na Dutch or German shows any evidence 4 al for freerightward
movement. Apart from afew extrapaosition prenomena (discussed elsewhere, seenate 5), free
rightward movement is sSmply not possble in Engli sh:

English:

(18) a.  Johnrea the bodk yesterday
b. *Johnreal t; yesterday the bodk;

(29 a. JohngaveBill abook
b. *Johngave ti abookBill;

(20) a Mary made Ste happy
b. *Mary made t; happy Swe

(2) a Mary washappy yesterday
b. *Marywas t yesterday happy;

Stowell (1981 sought to explain the ungrammaticdity of Johnsaw yesterday Bill in terms of
a Case-adjacency condition, but such an approach seems pointlessunder atheory with free
rightward adjunction: in (18b) the relevant Case could easily be transmitted viathe trace just
asin leftward movements like Wh-movement (cf. Whom; did you see t; ). Moreover, the
adjacency phenomenon daes not seam to be restricted to Case-beaing NPs, witnessthe illi cit
AP-movement in (21b). Apart from extraposition plenomena (discussed el sewhere, seencte
5), XPs canna be moved to theright at al in English. This sSmple fad makes at once
problematic atheory that permits adjunction d XP in thefirst place

Thefads are exadly the same in Dutch and German. | will limit m yself to Dutch:

Dutch:

(22 a Jan hedt het boekgelezen
John res the bookread
"John hes read the book"

b. *Jan hedt gelezen het boek
Johntes read thebook

(23 a Jan hedt Mary een baek gegeven
John hes Mary a book given
"John res given Mary abook'

b. *Jan hedt een baek gegeven Mary
Johnres a book given Mary



(29 a.  Mary hedt Suus gelukkig gemaakt
Mary has Sue happy made
"Mary has made Sue happy"

b. *Mary hedt Suus gemadkt gelukkig
Mary has Sue made happy

(25 a Maryisgelukkig geweest
Mary is happy been
"Mary has been happy"

b. *Maryisgeweest gelukkig
Mary is been  freppy

In ather words, onthe basis of English and Dutch (and German) alone, there is nat the
slightest reason to weeken linguistic theory by introducing the very powerful deviceof free
adjunctionto the right.

2.4 Unlike Dutch andGerman, English has no leftward scrambling ("the cage problem’)

So far, English and Dutch have gopeaed to be remarkably similar as to their scrambling
passhiliti es. If we focus on leftward scrambling, however, the parallels all of asudden bregk
down completely: Dutch and German have ample leftward scrambling whil e English has nore
whatsoever. In Dutch, for instance, objeds can naturally be moved aaossadverbials ontheir
left:

(26) Jan hedt het boekgisteren gelezen
John hes the bookyesterday real
"Johnread the bookyesterday”

Thisisavery natural word order in Dutch and the ladk of verb-complement adjacency (the
hallmark of deep structure order) has been taken as evidencefor scrambling for avery long
time. Originally, leftward scrambling was interpreted as free aljunctionto the left and since
Vanden Wyngaead (1989 it has often been seen as obli gatory movement to the Spec of
AgrOP or the Specof some other functional projedion onthe left of VP. This latter
interpretation has made it posgble to analyze Dutch as underlyingly SVO, which has brought
theided of auniversal base order alittl e bit closer.

APs are more difficult to scramble than NPsin Dutch, bu accetable examples are not
hard to find:

(27) Jan is erg gelukkiginzijnjeugd geweest
John tes very happy in hischildhood feen
"John hes been very happy in his childhood

All of thisisimpassblein English. Neither NPs (28) nor APs (29) can be scrambled to the
left:

10



(29 *Johnthebodk read t; yesterday
(29 * Johnvery happy; hasbeen t; duing his childhood

If leftward scrambling in Dutch and German is just freeleftward adjunctionto the VP, it is
entirely mysterious why this process which produces sich natural word ardersin Dutch and
German, is completely impassble in English. One muld of course stipulate that complement-
verb adjacency isrelaxed in OV languages (as in Nedeman (1994, 73) or that the V-position
onthe left periphery of the VP blocks scrambling in English somehow, but that would be
nothing more than repeding the problematic fads that we want to explain in the first place

In fad, the English VP behaveslike a"cage" for its complement XPs: they can be moved
neither to the right (as we saw in the previous sdion) nor to the left (apart from fronting
rules, like Wh-movement).® This cage charader of the English VP gives English its rigid
word order, distinguishing it from Dutch and German and the many other languages of the
world with relatively freeword arder. Asit stands, it is highly unsatisfadory that linguistic
theory canna explain why some languages (li ke Engli sh) have very rigid word order, while
others (even closely related languages, like Dutch and German) are very permissve asto their
word order (but seenote 4).

In sum, the least we exped of an explanatory theory of English word order isthat it
explainsthe caye dharader of the English VP.

Note that, although V P-internall y English shows sosme more posshiliti es than Dutch and
German, some gparent rigidity exists within the English VP aswell. In German, and evenin
Dutch in the gpropriate cntexts, the unmarked order of indired and dred objed can be
reversed:

(30 a Jan hedt ons het geld teruggegeven
John hes us the money badk given
"John fhes given us the money bad"
b. Jan hedt het geld ons teruggegeven
John hes the money us bad given

Sentence (30a) has the standard word order 10-DO, bu the DO-10 order of (30b) alsois
passble to many speakers of Dutch (particularly because of the focus beaing particle terug
("badk"); seefurther Zwart (1993, 49). According to more or lesstraditional analyses, this
reversal 7of order could beinterpreted as VP-internal scrambling. Thisisagain impossblein
English:

(31 a. John hes given us the money badk
b. *John fes given the money us bad

Actually, thereversal of 10 and DO invalves scrambling to VP-external positions, which is
passble in Dutch and German, bu nat in English, as | will show. All in all, we seethat nore

® | will assume that the English VP serves as a“cage”only for the basic licensing of V P-spedfic dements. This
excludes srambling, but not Wh-movement or external li censing of the VP-internal subjed. Subjeds are
standard elements of clauses (cf. The EPP) and, unlike objeds, not spedficdly seleded by verbs.

" Note, however, that English VP-internal word order is also more flexible in a number of respeds. In English,
the VP and its orders are left intadt, whil e Dutch and German urdergo scrambli ng, which involves fixed
positions.
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of the Germanic languages under consideration hes rightward scrambling (as demonstrated in
sedion 2.3, while Engli sh sharply deviates from Dutch and German in that it is aso closed to
the left.

2.5 In Dutch andGerman dl Advsappear to left of VP, in English orly a subclass

One of the biggest obstadesin ealier attemptsto derive the word orders of English and
Dutch from one underlying source was the aurious diff erencein the distribution o adverbial
expressonsin bah languages. In Dutch pradicdly all adverbials can appea to the left of the
VP, whil e English has sharp restrictionsin this resped. The English adverbia probaly, for
instance, can appeda to theleft of the VP in aposition that is excluded for numerous other
adverbia expresgons, such as yesterday, eveywhere, hard, etc. (seeJackenddf (1972,ch. 3
for more examples):

(32 English:
a  Heprobably [vp saw Bill]
b. *Heyesterday [ve saw Bill]
c. *He everywhere[vp saw Mary]
d *Hevery hard [vp worked]

The averbs forbidden onthe left can al appea onthe right:

(33 a. Hesaw Bill yesterday
b. Hesaw Mary everywhere
c. Heworked very hard

If adverbs are just fredy adjoined to VPs, as has often been assumed, this asymmetry is
totally unexpeded. Why would it be posshbleto be aljoined to the right of the VP for
probaly (32a) but not for yesterday? If there were asemantic reason for this distinction,
adjoining yesterday to the right of the VP (as assumed for (33a)) would be just asimpossble.

The fads beaome even more mysterious if we redize that all adverbials excluded from
the left periphery of VPsin English are passble in Dutch in this very position:®

(39 Dutch:
a. Hij hedt waaschijnlijk [ve Wim gezien]
he has probably Bill seen
"He has probably seen Bill "

b. Hij hedt gisteren [vp Wim gezien]
he has yesterday Bill seen
"He has e Bill yesterday"

8 The labelled bradketingsin (34) acually involve AgrOP (or AccP) instead of VP. The VP labels are used here
for ease of expasition.
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c. Hij hedtoverad [vpMary gezien|
he has everywhere Mary seen
"He has a1 mary everywhere"

d. Hij hedt erg hard [vp gewerkt]
he has very hard  worked
"He has worked very hard"

In Dutch, in contrast, waarschijnlij k and gisteren are only possble to the right of the VP with
a mmmaintonation, while overal and hard are excluded atogether in this position:

(35 a *Hij hedt [vp Mary gezien] overa
he has Mary seen everywhere

b. *Hij hedt [vp gewerkt] erg hard
he has worked very hard

Within the traditional adjunction analyses of adverbias, these fads canna be excluded by a
general ban onrightward adjunctions at first sight, becaise alverbial PPs appea fredy onthe
right of the VP:

(36) Hij hedt [vp Mary gezien] in elke stad
he has Mary seen inead town
"He saw Mary in ead town"

From a comparative syntax perspedive these fads are most intriguing and totally
unacourted for so far. Any adequate theory of word order must explain why only a subclass
of avail able averbials can appea to the left of the VP in English, whilein a dosely related
language li ke Dutch all adverbials can appea to the left of the VP.

2.6 English Adv order shows paradaxes of scope

It has been redized almost sincethe beginning of generative grammar that thereisa
relationship between "command' and scope (seeKlima(1964). Usually an element A which
has scope over B also c-commands B. Interestingly, there dso isarelation with precedence
very often the dement with the wider scope, A, also precales B. However, there ae some
apparent discrepancies (a subclassof which will be discussed in a minute) from which it has
often been concluded that linea order isirrelevant and that the hierarchica ordering (as
expressd by c-command) is all important.®

The Antisymmetry Theory propacsed by Kayne (1994 in principle restores the correlation
between hierarchicd ordering and linea ordering. Under this theory we exped that if A has
scope over B, A aso preceles B.

° In faa, the various discrepancies between “ precalence”and scope order were used as major evidencein favor
of alevel of LF, derived with arule of Quantifier Raising (cf. May (1977). In my opinion, most discrepancies
can be acounted for in some other way (seeKoster 1987, ch. 2) and the evidence below gives further suppart to
the ideathat “precalence” by and large crresponds with scopal order.
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If welook at the adual data of English as conventionall y analyzed, we runinto a number
of problems: sometimes sope does am to correspondwith linea order and sometimes it
does nat. A preposed Wh-phrase (like which manin (37)) bath c-commands and precedes the
clause over which it has sope:

(37) [Which man[did you sed]?

Similarly, an adverbial like probally both preceles and c-commands the VP over which it has
scope (probaldy has wider scope than very hard):

(39 He [probaly [worked very hard]]

However, the crrespondence between scope dependence on c-command and preceadence
breaks down when probaldy foll ows the sentence (possble acording to Jadkenddt (1972,
50) "if separated from the rest of the sentenceby a pause and accompanied with adropin
pitch"):

(39 He worked very hard, probally

Probally has <ope over the VP as before, but it follows rather than preceades the material in
its scope. If atheory like Kayne'sis corred, (39) canna refled the underlying order but
instead some reordering ("movement") must have taken place What | hope to clarify in this
article isthe nature of this reordering.

As amatter of terminalogy, | will make adistinction between linea scope and anti-linea
scope. Scopeislinear if "A has sope over B" means both that A c-commands B and that A
precedes B (asin (37) and (38)). Scopeis sid to be anti-linear if "A has sope over B" means
that A c-commands B but does nat precaleit (as claimed abou (39)). A languageis said to
show mixed scopeif it has both linea and anti-linea scope. What | will clam inthisarticleis
that anti-linea and mixed scope ae only apparent and do nd happen to exist if the
phenomenain question are properly analyzed. In ather words, | assume that the foll owing
universally hads (as a wroll ary of Kayne's Antisymmetry Theory):

(40 Scope generalization

All scopein natural languageis linea
A priori this entail s a more restricted li nguistic theory than a theory that all ows mixed, i.e.,
baoth linea and anti-linea scope.

We have drealy seen in the case of (37-39) that conventional analyses of English are
based onthe lessthan optimal theory that mixed scopeis possblein natural language. Thisis
particularly true for all theories that analyze alverbia extensions of the VP asfree aljunction
totheright, asin:

(41 She [[ played a sonata] today and yesterday]

This gntence can mean that she played two sonatas, which shows that today andyesterday
has wider scope than a sonaa. However, asindicaed by the cnventional bradketing of (41),
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this analysis would entail that English has --in part-- anti-linea scope, which is excluded by
(40). Thismeansthat in all li kelihoodthe conventional analysis of (41) iswrong.

Also the fadsdiscussed in 2.3cast serious doubt onthe mrrednessof the anti-linea
anaysis of (41). In 2.3,we saw that in all other cases free aljunction ontheright of the VPis
impossblein English. Why shoud we make an exception for adverbials? Linguistic theory is
considerably strengthened if we nat only exclude dl anti-linea scope but rightward
adjunctionin general.

Interestingly, scope ontheright of the VP is nat straightforwardly anti-linea anyway.
Paradoxicdly, we dso find linea scope:

(42 a.  Sheplayed two days only once
b. Sheplayed ony oncetwo days

Both sentences have an interpretationin which the first adjunct has wider scope than the
send. Thus, in (424) two days can have scope over only onceandin (42b) scope can be
reversed, so that in bah cases sope wrresponds with linea order. However, the two
adverbias have bath scope over the precading VP, so that --paradoxicdly-- (42) show baoth
linea and anti-linea scope. Thereis noway to expressthis gate of affairsin atraditional
theory based onfreerightward adjunction d adverbials:

(43 She [[[ played] two days] only onceg

The bradketing would corredly express--in acmrdance with the ¢command theory of
scope-- that the adjuncts have wider scope than the VP, but the mutual scope of the two
adjunctsisjust the oppasite from what the bradketing (based onrightward adjunction)
suggests. This paradox canna be resolved under the standard rightward adjunction theory,
suggesting that it is rioudly in error.

It isrewarding to consider the alverbial scope fads of Dutch for amoment. In Dutch,
recdl, al adverbials can occur to the left of the VP, or at least to the left of the fina V in
subardinate structures. Interestingly, adverbial scopeis always linea onthe left of the V:

(49 Hij hedt [gisteren [hard [gewerkt]]]
he has yesterday hard worked
"He worked hard yesterday"

The scope structure for this exampleis linea and therefore entirely regular from the point of
view of the most desirable theory of universal grammar: the mutual scope of the aljuncts and
the VP shows complete harmony of wide scope, c-command and precedence The scope
paradox observed for the examplesin (42) would never arise in the Dutch ordersto the left of
the V. The equivalents of (42) are mmpletely regular:

(45) a. Zij hedt [tweedagen [één kea [gespedd]]]
shehas two dys onetime played
"She played two days once'

b. Zij hedt [éé kee [tweedagen [gespedd]]]

shehas oretime two dys played
"She played orcetwo days'
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In bah cases, scopeis entirely linea, suggesting that the Dutch examples (in (45)) correspond
to the underlying order, whil e the English examplesin (42) refled a derived order somehow.

A faa of further interest isthat Dutch subardinate dauses also show the anti-linea scope
order of adjuncts, but only ontheright of the V. As observed in Koster (1974, the Dutch verb
serves as a "mirror center" in this resped (see #so Barbiers (1995):°

(46) a  Hij hedt tijdens de pauze aan zijn vader gedacht
he has duringthebrea of his father thought
"He thought of hisfather during the bre&"

b. *Hij hedt aan zijn vader tijdens de pauze gedadt
he has of his father during the bres thought

47 a. Hij hedt gedacht aan zijn vader tijdens de pauze
he has thought of hisfather during the bresk
"Hethought of hisfather during the bre&"
b. *Hij hedt gedadt tijdens de pauze aan zijn vader

It isalso passhblein Dutch to have one PPon ead side of the verb:

(48 a.  Hij hedt aan zijn vader gedacht tijdens de pauze
b. Hij hedt tijdens de pauze gedacht aan zijn vader

If youmovethe V out of this context, bath PPorders are derived in Dutch, which was the
strongest argument for verb movement ("Verb Seand') in Dutch (seeKoster (1979):

(49 a Hij dadt aan zijn vader tijdens de pauze
he thought of his father during the bresk

b. Hij dadt tijdens de pauze aa zijn vader
he thought during the bre& of his father

In current terminalogy, this means that Dutch main clauses can show mixed scope: anti-linea
in (494) andlinea in (49b). Thisisin sharp contrast with English, in which only the anti-
linea order ispassble:

(50 a. Hethought of hisfather during the bregk
b. *Hethought during the bre&k of his father

All inall, asfor adverbial scope, the traditional analyses of English make it alanguage with
baoth linea and anti-linea scope. Mixed scope is undesirable and implausible from a
theoreticd point of view. The Dutch data suggest that mixed scope patterns are only apparent
and that they can be derived from underlying linea scope patterns by two operations: mirror

10 Sentence (46b) is not redly ungammatica, thanks to scrambling possbiliti es on the |eft of the VP. The star in
(46b) only indicates highly marked word order.
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imaging aroundV and movement of V, or rather, as| will show for English, a constituent
containing V.**

For an example like (41) (repeaed here & (51a), thiswould mean that it must be re-
analyzed as (51b):

(51 a  She[[played a sonata] today and yesterday]
b. Shel[[played asonata]; [today andyesterday [ ti]] ]

Thisis exadly what | will propacse. In the underlying structure, the VP is both c-commanded
and precaled by the adjunct today andyesterday, so that scope gopeasto be entirely linea in
the red structure, just asis desirable from the point of view of arestricted theory of Universal
Grammar. By such atheory | mean atheory with norightward adjunction whatsoever.

3. Thetheory
3.1 Introductory remarks

Before | can show that the remarkable word order diff erences between English and Dutch can
be traced to the diff erent setting of one single parameter, |1 have to make explicit my
theoretica assumptions. By and large, | am assuming a ombination o aversion o
Chomsky's Minimalism and Kayne's Antisymmetry Theory. | also deviate from these
standard theories in anumber of respeds, aswill beindicaed below. | will first discussmy
asuumptions abou Universal Grammar (3.2), followed by adiscusson d assumptions
spedfic to English and Dutch.

3.2 Universal Grammer

My asumptions about Universal Grammar can be summarized as foll ows:

(52 3.2.1 The Configurational Matrix (includes Kayne's Antisymmetry)
3.2.2 Minimalism: movement makes heads visible (fegdure deding)
3.2.3 Lexicd nuclel are anbedded in auniversal shell of functional projedions
3.2.4 Thereisnoadjunction (apart from processs invalving heads)

3.2.5 Parametrization: lexicdizationandthe "size" of cheding phrases

In what follows, | will discussthese assumptions one by one.

3.2.1 TheConfigurationd Matrix (including Kayne's Antisymretry)

In Koster (1987), an attempt was made to give ageneral charaderization d all (locd)
grammatica relations. According to the hypothesisin guestion, grammaticd relations consist

1 The scope paradoxes of English formed part of my original motivation to derive English surfaceorder from
the underlying "Dutch" OV order (Koster (1988). In retrosped, the intuition was corred, but the exeaution
wrong (V-movement instead of VP-movement, as| will show). See &so Pesetsky (1994 for a diff erent attempt.
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of exadly one dependent element , which "borrows" its properties from exadly one
antecadent a ina locd domain 3. It assumes that the essence of grammar is a property
sharing scheme, sometimes referred to as the Configurational Matrix:

(53 TheConfigurational Matrix

All (locd) grammaticd relations have the foll owing form:

where:

a o isanantecaent

b. disaneement depending ona

C. [Pis meminimal domain

d. o andd fredy sharetheir properties

I will briefly discuss ®me further properties of this ssheme in amoment. The Configurational
Matrix is a hypothesis abou grammaticd representations and shoud not be seen asa
commitment to a representational view of grammar instead of aderivational view. It only is
abou the properties of representations, na abou the way they are generated. Also a
derivational theory of grammar eventually leads to representations of which we can study the
properties. The Configurational Matrix is abou alevel of abstradionjust one step beyondthe
isue representationialism vs. derivationalism.

The latter issue shoud na be mnfused with the anpiricd issue whether we need "move
alpha’, or, in current terminology, whether we neaed bah "merge" and "move". One can be
committed to derivationalism in general andto derivational "merge" in particular, withou
being committed to a separate processknown as "move".

| am agnastic abou the isgue derivationalism vs. representationalism, but | seeno
evidencefor "move’, since dl its properties foll ow from the Configurational Matrix, which
also charaderizes "merge" (base rules), gapping, anaphaa and aher grammaticd
construction types. In order to ill ustrate this, | will first briefly discussthe essential properties
of the Configurational Matrix:
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(59 Properties of the Configurational Matrix:

(i) o precalesd (Kayne 1994

(i) bi-uniqueness onea for & and ore 3 for o (Koster 1987, 199§
(iit) bilocdity (replaces c-command and locdity) (Koster 1987

(iv) reaursion: both a and & can be a3

There is much evidencethat in grammaticd relations the antecelent precedes the dependent
element. | will therefore assume the strongest posgble hypothesis, namely that it is
universally the caethat a preceades din underlying structures. At this paint, thisonly isan
empiricd generali zation awaiti ng degoer understanding (seeKayne (1994 and Chomsky
(1995 ch. 4) for some discusgon). There ae, of course, many superficial deviations from this
pattern, bu if the antecalent-precalence hypaothesisis corred, all these deviant orders are
caused by reordering ("move apha’).

Precalence of the antecadent over the dependent element can be foundin agrea number
of constructions. In locd €lli psis (like gapping), for instance, the antecedent always precales
the dependent element (the gap):

(55) a. Johnreads papers and Mary -- books
b. *John-- papers and Mary reads books

Thisisnot an acadenta property of English but a property holding for other languages as
well. So, let usassumethat it isuniversal. Interestingly, there dso is badkward €lli psis (e.g.,
Right Node Raising) but that involves anonlocd relation and as such fall s outside the scope
of the Configurational Matrix. Antecadent-precalenceonly holds for local grammaticd
relations.

Similarly, the mgjor "movement"” classes in English (Wh-movement and NP-movement)
involve movement to the left rather than to the right:

(56) a Who didyousay t; told youthat you were happy
b. *Yousad t; told youthat youwere happy who

This pattern seansto be universal aswell, because it has been known for along time that the
overwhelming majority of languages with Wh-movement moves Wh-elements exclusively to
the left.

Extraposition rules were suppased to move materia to the right. Such rules are not only
excluded by the Configurational Matrix, | have aso shown elsewhere that extrapositions do
not have the properties of "move dpha" at al and are better analyzed as paral el construas
along the lines of what we find in coordination (seencte 5 for references). All of this confirms
the daim of Kayne (1994) that "movement" is exclusively to the | eft.

In the present context it is extremely important that the Configurational Matrix aso
determines the properties of what used to be cdled base or X-bar structures. In a head-

21n K oster (1987), this property is gated as sSmple "uniqueness' instead of "bi-uniqueness', on the basis of
problematic fads (one anteceadent with two anaphors) like Johntalked with himself abou himself. However, | do
no longer consider this a cunterexample to "bi-uniqueness’, sincel think the example can be reanalyzed as
involving two links rather than one. For thisand ather reasons | prefer the much stronger "bi-uniqueness' (one-
one relation between antecadents and dependent elements) over simple uniqueness(one-many relation between
antecalent and dependent elements).
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complement configuration, for instance, the heal can be seen as the antecedent a and the
complement as the dependent element . Sincethe Configurational Matrix stipulates that a
precedesdin all locd grammaticd relations, it follows that the only possble base order of
natural languagesis VO (cf. Kayne (1994). All other orders, such as the OV of German and
Dutch, must invalve dhain formation (displacement by "move dpha’). In ather words, head
precalenceis an instance of the general antecedent precedencewe dso find in movement and
gapping constructions.

| have emphasized the antecedent precedence property of the Configurational Matrix,
becaise it has adired beaing onthe word arder isaues (OV, VO) we ae concerned with. |
will only briefly outli ne the far-ranging bi-uniquenessand bl ocdlity properties.

Bilocdity includes Boundng Theory. | will not be further concerned with it here and
only mention that atypicad locd domain is defined by exadly one noce 3, instead of the two
nodes gipulated by classcd Subjacency (seeKoster (1987 for discusson). One-node locdity
makes it possble to make agenera statement for the loca domains of many diff erent
construction types. Thereis, for instance, aimost no dff erence between the island properties
of "movement" constructions and gapping (cf. Koster (1978 and (1999). Classcd c-
command --an anomaly with its referenceto the notion "branching node"-- appeasto be
nothing else than locdity defined onthe antecedent rather than onthe the dependent element.
The properties of bi-locdity are & follows:

(57 Bilocality:

(i) dmusthave anainf ( [g ...0.])

(i) amusthavea dinB ([ ...0.])

(i) B hasthesamevauein (i) and (ii) in agiven relation

(iv) B is dightly parametrized (perhapsin predictable ways) for different relations™

I will l eaveit at that and orly mention that this formulation makes it passbleto have afull
unification between the locdity properties (formerly c-command and Subjacency) of
"movement" and Gapping (K oster (1998).*

Bi-uniquenessmeans that in any locd relation, there is dways exadly one a for é and
oned for a. Thisisasomewhat negleded property of grammaticd relations, resporsible for,
for instance, the B-criterion and the fad that two verbs canna be 6-related to ore subjed. In

13| asaume the same value for B for "movement" and "gapping’, namely X P+ (i.e. the minimal maximal
projedion of type XP plusits functional extensions. Thus, under this interpretation, the bounding domain is not
the VP but its maximal functional extension CP. For X-bar structure, the value of B isjust XP. For anaphors, it
isthe minimal XP containing Tense or a Subjed (or some similar domain). In all cases, spedfication of one node
B is enoughand referenceto more nodes than one (asin classcd Subjacecy) appeasto be based on the use of
irrelevant contexts as evidence, such asthe end of the VP, where even the two nodes of Subjacency are not
sufficient (seeKoster (1987, ch. 4) for discusson). The bounding rode 3 appeas under the heading "blocking
category” in Chomsky (1986a). The barriers theory islessthan optimal because it fail s to recognize that
intermediate projedions (like VP and IP, which are not XP+) areirrelevant for bounding theory. Note the
systematic exceptional charader of IP in the barriers theory as well as the complicated machinery necessary to
escgpe from the VP.

14 Note that bil ocdity all ows more than c-command, but that the diff erenceis acmunted for by independent
fadtors ("movement” only to the left, to a Specor head pasition). Bilocdity prevents lowering, which appeasto
be sufficient. This relaxation of c-command makes it posshble to explain why the antecedent of gapping cannot
be "toolow". Apart from the dfed of independent factors, there is no dfferencein locdity properties between
"gapping" and "movement” (seeKoster (1998).

20



order to prevent the latter violation d bi-uniqueness ead verb with asubjed 6-role dways
has its own subjea, requiring PRO in certain cases.

For present purposes, it isimportant that the foll owing properties of phase structure
follow from the Configurational Matrix:

(598 a. binary branching (Kayne (1984)
b. the single-complement condtion (one d for aheal a) (Chomsky (19860)
c. thesingle-Spec ondtion(one a for ahead d)

Consider for amoment how phrase structure is determined by the Configurational Matrix, in
conjunctionwith what | consider a natural extrapalation from the traditional ideathat
projedions emerge from heals:

(59 Head orientation of projection

a only heals projed
b. al nonheals are head-related

Suppce that head projedion meansthat if ahead a projeds, it has the property of being
dominated by anoce 3:

(60) B
~

a

The head's property of being dominated by ancther node can be shared with a non-projeding
node &y, in principle anonhead:*®

6) a P b. B

aﬁél a/m

Only the binary branching pattern (61a) is compatible with the Configurational Matrix, while
the ternary pattern (61b) would be aviolation d bi-uniqueness a's property of being
dominated by B can orly be shared with exadtly one 5.%°

The requirement of bilocdity istrivially fulfill ed in (61a), sincethe minimal domain 3
containing &; also contains a and viceversa.

Further adjunctionto theright is excluded in (partialy) the same way:

151 would like to exclude head adjunction to heads entirely (outside of lexicdly oriented contexts).
18| asuimethat all branchingis binary and that intransiti ve verbs can be reduced to transitive verbsin urderlying
structure (seeHale and Keyser (1993).
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(62 )
/\
B [

N

a 51

According to (59b), bah &, and &, must be head-related. In this gructure, too, d; and &,
would be both head-related to the only avail able heal, namely a. Thisis the same type of
head-relation, ramely the shared property of "being dominated by B'". Thisisexcluded by
bi-uniqueness which allows only one-one relations of a given type. In genera, rightward
adjunctionis excluded by the mnjunction d bi-uniquenessand (59b). This explains the fad
--if it isafad-- that Specs do nd occur ontheright of ahea.

Specs onthe left, in contrast, appea to be passble:

(63 B
/T
> B
T
a 61

This dructure is possble thanks to antecelent precedence According to anteceadent
precalence the head o can only be the antecedent of the following &,, na of the precading
d,. However, there is anather way for &, to be head-related, namely by making &, itself the
antecalent (a) andthe heal the dependent element (8). Thisisthe well-known Spechead
relation.

It further follows from bi-uniquenessand (59b) that there is exadly one Specheal
relation per projedion. Further adjunction to the left is excluded:

(64) B
T
O3 B’
T
%, B
T
a 61

A structure like this, with two Specs onthe left of the heal, is excluded because both &, and
03 would be head-related to a in the same way (namely in their being dominated by (3").

Allinal, it appeasthat the Configurational Matrix, in conjunction with a traditional
asuumptionlike (59), entail s that there is only binary branching and that the only permissble
building blocks of phrase structure ae head-complement and Spec-head, in the order Spec-
head-complement. Both leftward and rightward adjunction (of non-heads) is excluded, which
makes the theory more restrictive than most previous theories of phrase structure.
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Most important of all, of course, isthe fad that this restrictive shape of phrase structureis
determined by the same Configurational Matrix which al'so determines the shape of chain
links ("movement™), gapping configurations, and all other loca grammatica relations.

3.2.2 Minimalism: movement makes heads visible

I will not be mncerned in this article with the general merits of Minimalism as discussed by
Chomsky (1995. Instead, | will focus on ore aped of the aurrent minimali st framework
which is crucia for my current purpaoses and which, as mentioned before, | see & abig step
forward with resped to ealier theories of generative grammar. Charaderistic of current
theoriesistheideathat "movement" serves purposes of feaure heding rather than pupaoses
of semantic interpretation. Furthermore, we see asharp dedine of the interest of levels of
representation such as sstructure, d-structure and LF. Personaly, | believe that "move dpha’
is part of the same older inventory of theoretica apparatus.

Asnoted in the introduction, li nguistic theorizing was for along time dominated by EST-
style theories, which were originally designed with an eye on semantic interpretation
("Interpretive Semantics" as oppased to "Generative Semantics'). Such theories made a
distinction between d-structure and s-structure, two levels of representation conreded by
movement transformations (eventually reduced to "move dpha'). As mentioned abowe, the
main pupaose of this design was to combine the thematic meaning contributions of d-structure
with the linea, scopal meaning contributions of s-structure, in order to derive asufficient
input structure for semantic interpretation. Later on, LF was added as yet ancther level of
representation, onthe basis of an even more questionable form of "movement”, namely covert
or LF movement.

At least sinceKatz and Postal (1964, however, there was a paral e development
(interestingly, also as part of EST theorizing) which undermined the design in question. Katz
and Postal tried to develop atheory in which all semantic interpretation was based on ceep
structure. In arder to doso, they had to code future landing sites --standing for the surface
structure aspeds of meaning-- into their deep structures. In retrosped, this was a step that has
gradually but substantially changed li nguistic theory.

This path o structure-preserving movement was further followed in the dissrtation d
Joseph Emonds (1970, which made it clea that a substantial part of structure derived by
"movement” is naot diff erent from what is generated by base structures. Implicitly, this
undermined the whole projed of level-oriented syntax with movement transformations.

The development of tracetheory did for surfacestructure what the Katz/Postal extensions
of phrase structure did for deep structure: it coded essential aspeds of deep structure into
surfacestructure. In Chomsky (1975, for instance, it is explicitly said that all semantic
interpretation can be based ons-structure thanks to the presence of traces.

Allinal, itisclea that if most aspeds of onelevel can be coded into ancther level, the
whaenation d levelsis undermined. The development of the last ten yeasisjust alogicd
outcome of the dynamism in guestion: enrichment of structureis not a supdement to level
theory cum "movement” but an alternativeto it.

So, asit stands, we seem to arrive & atheory with ore level of representation (apart from
the morpho-phoretic extensions) in which the former d-structure is coded by tracesandin
which the old s-structure is enriched by functional projedions. Covert movement and LF have
beamme what they have dways been: superfluows artifads (seeKoster (1987 for further
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discusson). In ou current theories, phrase structureis sufficiently enriched to doeverything
with theories that all ow overt "movement" only.*’

Actualy, we do nd need "movement" at all to creae dhains. What seems aufficient isa
theory with lexica and functional projedions, the Configurational Matrix (which is much
more general in its sope than "movement" theory) and certain assumptions abou
lexicdization.

| will adopt the ideafrom standard Minimalism that "movement" serves the purpase of
feaure dnedking and reinterpret it as a"movement"-freeproposal abou lexicdization. In
general, lexicdizationis necessary to make structure visible. Languages differ somewhat in
their system of lexicdization, bu all | anguages avoid redundancy, for instance by the device
of elipsis.

Throughou and in acardancewith current pradice, | am assuming (as further spell ed
out in the next sedion) that lexicd projedions are enbedded in a shell of functional
extensions which indicae cetain functiona roles of the dements contained in the lexicd
projedions. If both functional projedions andlexicd projedions would be completely spell ed
out, sentences would become extremely long and cumbersome. So, a cre problem of
language design seemsto be how bath lexicd structure and functional structure can be made
visiblein an ogimally efficient way.

It isclea that there ae only very limited posshiliti esto saaificedired lexicdization d
lexicd projedions. Usualy, at least the heads of lexicd projedions must be lexicdized, while
languages diff er somewhat in the ways in which they lexicdize nonheads (control, pro-drop,
discourse-based interpretation o argumentsin Chinese, etc.).

Functional structureislargely predictable and orly parsimoniously lexicdized by natura
languages.® Complementizers, for instance, are predictable and can be optionally dropped in
many languages. Dired lexicdization d Tense and Agr feauresisrelatively rarein Indo
European, and English do-suppat is one of the few examples that come to mind.

So, hav isfunctional structure made visible in general? It seans to me that "movement”
isthe optimal answer from the point of view of efficient and parsimonious lexicdization.
Sincevisibility is primarily a matter of heals, all "movement” isaimed at heads. There ae
threeways to make afunctional head visible: 1) by dired lexicdization (asin the cae of
complementizers and Engli sh do-suppat), 2) by head movement (asin Dutch and German
Verb Seoond), and 3 by lexicdizing the Specwith an XP.

Phrase structure (as described in the previous sdion) is 9 tightly constrained that eat
displacement of an XP indicates the presence of an immediately foll owing head. NP-
movement in English, for instance, makes AgrS (or some other nominative-related head)
visible. Similarly, Wh-movement makes visible ahead that beasthe <+wh>-feaure. In some
languages (like Dutch), this can be dore by redundantly spelli ng out the head as well: *°

7 Although| do not consider "move" as a primitive notion of the theory of grammear, | will continue to use the
term "movement" for chain formation.

'8 Some linguists, under an extremely narrow and descriptivist conception of empirica evidence, take the
parsimonious lexicdization of functional structure & "ladc of evidence' for functional structure. Althoughall
theoreticd constructs must be justified, that often takes ssme time. A priory hostility with resped to theoreticad
constructs (as happened before with tracetheory and many other innovations), often pointsin the diredion of an
anti-theoreticd bias.

19 supparting evidence for the view presented here (as pointed out by Jan-Wouter Zwart) is that without a Wh-
phrase in the Specof C, the dement of isobligatory in Dutch, asin: Ik waag me af *(of) hij komt ("I wonder if
he ammes").
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(65) Ik wil weten  wig (of) het t; gedaan hedt
| want know who <+wh> it dore has
"] want to knanv who dd it"

The preposed Wh-phrase wie ("wha") efficiently makes two things visible, namely material
from both the lexica and the functional projedionsinvaolved: 1) the cntent of the objed (to
which it is conreaed by thetrace and 2 the presenceof afunctional head at the beginning of
the dause, which can redundantly be spelled ou as of. Althowgh thereisalot of dialed
variance, most of the time languages avoid the redundancy of spelli ng out both the Spec and
the head of afunctional projedion. Econamicaly spe&king, either lexicdizing the head o the
Specisenouwgh.

Given the tightly constrained theory of phrase structure propased in the previous ®dion,
it would betoo rerrow a anception d empiricd evidenceto say that functional projedions
areonly "proven" to exist when the heads are spelled out (as with complementizers or English
do). In fad exadly the same result can be arived at by spelli ng out the Spec(or by movement
of aheal from the lexicd projedion). "Movement" isjust one of the ways to make a
functional heal visible.

"Movement" is nathing else than making use of material from the lexicd projedionto
make the functional projedion visible. The structuresin question can be lexicdized dredly,
withou an extra movement operation. The form of chain linksis completely determined by
the Configurational Matrix, which also determines the form of all other locd relations.

An interesting question is why languages have functional extensions of their lexicd
projedionsin thefirst place Obviously, there is more to language than just lexicd argument
structure. Functional structure makes it possble for alanguage to use the same agument
structure (as given, for instance, in aVP) for many diff erent purpases, such as making
questions, statements or whatever. So, functional structure contributes much to the expressve
patential of natural language. "Movement” makes it possbleto doeverything in an ogimally
efficient way by using the structure-identifying power of lexicd material more than orce

3.23 Thelexcal nucleus (VP) is embedded in a unversal shell of functiond projedions
3.2.3.1 Theuniversal structure

A next ideathat is crucia for my explanation d the word order diff erences between English
and Dutch isthat lexicd projedions are enbedded in ashell of functional projedions. Since
itsinception, generative grammar has e plrase structure & a wmbination o what are now
cdled lexicd projedions and functional elements (li ke the auxili ary position C in Syntactic
Structures (Chomsky (1957) and the further use of Aux in many later versions of Universal
Grammar). Particularly since Chomsky (1986) and Poll ock (1989, it has become austomary
to seesuch functional elements as heads of full projedions with a Spec and a complement,
etc. More often than na, the functional elements were thought to be situated onthe left of the
VP, and with the Configurational Matrix (which incorporates Kayne's antisymmetry ideg),
thereisno choice universaly, functional projedions are exclusively onthe left of the lexicd
projedions of which they are extensions.

Theversion d the VP andits extensions| assumeis as foll ows:
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(66)  Universal clause structure

XP Coiwh> XPAgrSAdvy* XPT XP Dat XP Acc Adv,* XP Pred* [VP]

Most elements of this gructure ae familiar from the literature and were nat spedficaly
desi gnggl to solve the word order problems of English and Dutch which are the topic of this
article.

The VP itself consists minimal of aV and has maximally one complement YP in the
order V-YP, the only order permitted by the Corfigurational Matrix. For the word order
problems under discusson, thismeans that al | anguages, including Dutch and German, are
SVO at the degoest level of abstradion.

Among the mmplements, | assume Small Clauses as familiar from the work of Richard
Kayne, Teun Hoekstra and many others.?* Small Clauses include semndary predicaions,
verb-particle constructions and doulbe objed constructions. Thanks to the avail ability of well -
founced Small Clause analyses, we can maintain that averb has at the most one cmplement,
the only posshility permitted by the Configurational Matrix (thanks to its bi-uniqueness
property).

Asfor [Spec V] | asaume the internal-subjed hypothesis of Koopman and Sportiche
(199)), i.e., VPs (or rather the V™ nodes containing the VPsin their analysis) have subjeds
astheir Specs.

Also for the functiona projedions, | rely onfamiliar nations. XPsin this ssheme stand
for Specs of theimmediate foll owing head, which has the next X P-head combination as
complement. | have omitted this extra structurein (66), but it must be real as:

(67) [cp XP C [AgrsP XP AgrS[Ade XP Adv etc. etc., ..... ].]]

C isthe mmplementizer node, which can be +wh o -wh. AgrSstands for Subjea Agreement
andisusualy identified by a Spec(NP or DP) with naminative Case.

| also asume aDat (= Dative) and Acc (= Accusative) paosition, withou committing
myself to any strict ideas as to the exad nature of these positions. In many ealier theories
(such asthe one of Vanden Wyngaed (1989), Accwas ®e asthe dement that determines
objed agreement (AgrO). Since Vanden Wyngaed used this position as a position where the
objed (of Dutch) is moved to, ore dso needs asimilar pasition for indired objeds, hencemy
distinction between Dat and Acc as the positions that must be chedked (identified) by XPs
with dative and acasative fedures, respedively. The positions AgrS, Dat and Acc correspond
with the threenon-oblique agument pasiti ons which were seen as part of Universal Grammar
by the schod of Relational Grammar (as promoted by Postal and Perlmutter for some time).*?
At this paint, | am not concerned abou the exad nature of these positions. My claim is nat
abou labels but abou the fad that we need two nonsubjed cheding pasitions (apart from
Pred, to be discussed next).

So far, my assumptions are cnventional. The same can be said abou the asumption that
there ae alverbia paositions (the star * in Adv and Pred means that the projedionsin question

2 The structure (66) is amuch simplified version of redity. For its bradeting, seethe next example (67). For
ease of expodition, | distinguish only two broad classes of Advsin two pasitions. The dements of Adv; often
also precale the subjed (the XP before AgrS). Furthermore, | ignore the finer structure of the VP as discussed,
for instance, by Hale and Keyser (1993 and Chomsky (1995 315).

L Seefor instance Kayne (1984, Hoekstra (1989 and Den Dikken (1995.

22 seefor instance Perlmutter (1983.
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(AdvP and PredP) are reaursive, to acourt for the fad that there can be an udimited number
of adverbial expressonsin a dause). For my present purposes, | have to assume minimally
two classes of adverbia elements. sentence alverbials, like probally (Adv;) and VP-
adverbials, like yesterday (Advy).

More generally, | will analyze alverbias either as Adv heals, or as Specs of Adv heads
(when they are XPs bigger than heads, like PPs with adverbial function).

Asin the case of the agument positions, | am only making minimal assumptions abou
adverbias, which, as auch, are not the topic of this article. The minimal picture | present here
isno doulh very much idedized and simplified. The overall picture can be refined for instance
along the lines of Alexiadou (1997 and Cinque (1997).

3.2.3.2 0On Pred andPred Phrases

Crucia for what followsisthe existenceof aPred Phrase (PredP) or "enlarged VP" as
oppased to the lexicd, nuclea VP. The Pred Phrase has along history in generative grammar
(seefor instance Chomsky (1965, where it had a somewhat diff erent meaning) and recently,
it has been revitalized in the study of Dutch syntax (seeZwart (1993 and (1997 and K oster
(1994). The nuclea VP givesinformation abou the range of V complements, but it does not
give a omplete picture of functional roles of these mmplements. In fad, as| assume, ore
resson why VPs have afunctional shell isto provide arange of functional rolesfor V
complements, in particular arange richer than the one entailed by just being a cmplement.

Asit turns out, V complements are ather independent arguments or part of a cmplex
predicae. Some V complements, like PPs and APs are dways part of a ammplex predicate,
while NPs can fulfill either role. The function d the functional heads AgrS, Dat and Accisto
provide predicae-independent argument pasitions (their Spec positions) for the NPs of the
VP. Thefunction d Predsisto indicate that their Specs are part of a omplex predicate.
Preds provide the licensing pasitions for the non-Case beaing VP complements, particularly
APsand PFs.

As| have shown in Koster (1994, thereis quite abit of evidencethat in aso-cdled SOV
language like Dutch, there is nat just one uniform complement (XP-) pasition precaling the
verb. It makes, onthe @ntrary, alot of senseto distinguish two kinds of positions: NP
pasitions external to the predicate and general XP positionsinternal to the predicae.

The avail able empiricd evidenceincludes srambling. Being to the left of VP-external
adverbiasisvery natura for NPs, while it is much harder for complement PPs and APs:

(69 a.  Hij hedt het boek gisteren gelezen
he has thebookyesterday read
"Hereal the bookyesterday"

b. *Hijisnaa huis gisteren gegaan
he is to hame yesterday gone

Cc. *Hijisziek gisteren geweest
he is sck yesterday been

There is me variety in this areain connedion with intonation and choice of lexicd materia,
but basicdly, NPs arein a completely unmarked pasition onthe |eft of adverbias, while APs
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and PPs are nat. Idiomatic NPs are more natural to the right of adverbials, just as what we see
with APs and PPs (cf. De Hoop (1992):

(69) a  7Hij hedt de down gisteren utgehangen
he has the down yesterday out hung
"He aded like a ¢own yesterday"
b. Hij hedt gisteren de down utgehangen

Another fad described in Koster (1994 isthe distribution o stranded prepositions, like mee
("with").2® | assuime that stranded prepasitions in Dutch are dways part of the PredP, and that
thisisa fortiori the cae with material to the right of these prepositions. It appeasthat it is
natural for PPsand APsto beto theright of stranded propasitions (70a-b), whileit is
impossble for most NPs (70c):

(70 a Waaheb je meeaanje dissrtatie gewerkt?
where have you with at your dissertation worked
"With what did youwork onyour dissrtation?"

b. Waa heb je het hek meezwart geverfd?
where have you the gate with bladk painted
"With what did you paint the gate bladk?"

c. *Waa heb je meedie dissrtatie geschreven?
where have you with that dissertation written

Interestingly, idiomatic NPs (naturally seen as part of the predicate, pattern like APs and PPs
in this resped:

(71 Waa heb je meede down utgehangen?
where have you with the down ou hurg
"With what did you ad like a ¢own?"

Many languages expressthe distinction between independent arguments and arguments
incorporated in the Pred by two dfferent cases (cf. De Hoop(1992). In Dutch, the distinction
is also made: so-cdled prepositional objeds are never independent arguments but always part
of the PredP.

In general, | will assume that the foll owing is true (with the exception d clausa
complements, which are indiredly licensed (seeKoster (forthcoming))):

(72 Licensing

The XPs of the VP must be functionally licensed, either as independent argument
or as part of PredP

Licensing of independent arguments is dore through the threeCase heads, AgrS, Dat and Acc
of (66). Licensing of PredP elementsis dore viathe Specpositions of Pred heads. Likein the

% For stranded prepositions in Dutch, seeVan Riemsdijk's classcd study on thistopic (Van Riemsdijk (1978).
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case of Advs, | assume that there can be any number of these heads, which, like dl other
functional heads must be made visible, for instance by moving something into their Specs. In
Dutch, oljeds must be moved to either the agument positions Dat and Acc or to the Specof
aPred (aswith idiomatic NPslikein (71)). This aacourts for the OV charader of Dutch:

(73 Zij hedt [acr het boek Acc [vp gelezen t; ]
she has the book read
"She read the booK'

The underlying structure of the VP is head initial (VO) just asin English and the OV order
arises by "movement" of the objed to the Specpasition d the AccP. The dl-important
guestionwhich | will answer in this article is why English fail sto take this dep, so that its
overt order remains VO.

Prepositional objeds are "moved" to the Specof a PredP in Dutch, a position to the right
of Accacarding to (66):

(74  Hij hedt [pegp @aanzjnvader; Pred [vpgedact t ]]
he has of his father thought
"He thought of hisfather"

An example invalving both licensing by "movement” to [Spec Acc] and [Spec, Pred] isthe
foll owing (where SC stands for Small Clause):

(75 Hij hedt [acce het hek Acc[pese zwart; Pred[ve geverfd[sc i [t ]]]]
he has the gate bladk ginted
"He painted the gate blad"

If these "movements” are necessary for licensing, the arucia question arises once more why
English fail sto show them.

3.2.4 Thereisno adunction (apart from processesinvolving heads)

So far, al "movements’ we have considered serve the purpose of heal visibility: aheal is
made visible by lexicdizing its Spec As mentioned before, it isalso passhleto lexicdize a
functional heal dredly, either with an independent lexicd element, asin the case of
complementizers or English do, or by sharing the head of alexicd projedion. An example of
the latter isthe kind d "verb movement" known as Verb Secondin the study of Dutch and
German. In arder to arrive & arestricted theory of grammar, | want to exclude dl nonlexicd
or -morphdogicd adjunction. This means that Verb Seamndis naot aform of head adjunction,
but adired lexicdization d the relevant head, much along the lines of what was formerly
cdl ed substitution (the original acourt of Verb Seandin Den Besten (1977). Thereisno
necessty to weaken linguistic theory with a dassof nonlexicd or -morphdogicd heal
adjunctions. For so-cdled verb movements (like Verb Second), ordinary lexicdization o
head fedures (independently neaded for the lexicdization d the heads of lexicd projedions)
suffices.

I will asume, then, that all chain formation is nothing else than lexicdization d the
universal scheme (66), particularly in away such that functional projedions and lexicd
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projedions sare lexicd material. None of thisinvalves adjunction, which | would like to
limit to lexicdly oriented processes invalving heads, such as incorporations and compoundng
(such asin verb clustersin Germanic, causative formation in Japanese, etc.).?*

Sincethe universal scheme (66) only has functional projedionsto the left of the VP (the
only option permitted by the Configurational Matrix), all chains have their head onthe | eft
andtheir tail ontheright. All rightward movements, like traditional extrapositionrules, are
excluded becaise thereis nothing onthe right of the VP to lexicdize. Thisis confirmed by
the strong evidencethat extraposed materials are not related to their antecedent acording to
the properties of "movement” anyway (seeKoster (forthcoming)).

Altogether, we arive avery restrictive theory of chain formation, ramely a
lexicdization-based theory withou adjunctions or lexicdi zations on the right of the VP.

3.2.5 Parametrization: lexcalization andthe "size" of the checkng plrase

Before discussng which kind o parametrization determines the diff erence between English
and Dutch, something must be said about parametrizationin general. Althowgh it is generaly
agread uponthat diff erences between languages are due to parametrization, there has not been
much of ageneral theory of parametrization so far. As aresult, the notion parameter is often
used in a mmpletely ad ha fashion, making the word "parameter” nea synonymous with the
word "difference’, merely describing what has to be explained. Idedly, we want to get rid
entirely of ad hac parameters auch as OV/VO or wegk/strong.

Given my view of chain formation as "emnamic" lexicdization d the universal scheme
(66), it isto be expeded that parametrizationis by andlarge dou lexicdization. Heals are
lexicdized dredly (lexicd heads, complementizers, English do), by head sharing (Verb
Sewnd,etc.) or by lexicdizing their Spec("movement” of XP, adverbial and predicae
modifiers). Languages do nd doall of thisin the same way and this, it seamns, isthe major
areaof parametrization.

I will not be further concerned with thase forms of parametrization bu focus on anather
form of parametrization abundantly documented for various natural languages, namely the
sizeof the dheding phrasesfoundin Specs. Thisdimension d language variationis
uncontroversial and widespread and | will useit to explain the word order diff erences
between Engli sh and Dutch, withou any recourse to ad ha parameters sich as OV/VO or
wegk/strong.

It has been reaognized almost sincethe beginning of generative grammar that languages
differ in the way they define Pied Piping (i.e., in defining phrases larger than strictly
necessary for fegure dheding, seeRoss(1967). Take the foll owing Engli sh examples:

(76 a [weWhd| did youtalk with ?
b. [ppWith[xpwhom] ] did youtalk?
C. [ppWith [yp the brother [pp of [ye which man]]]] did youtalk?

Asauming that Wh-movement makes a <+wh> functional head (C) visible, chedking by a
minima Wh-phrase would be sufficient, asin (76a). However, English aso all ows more
inclusive phrases to dothe job, such asthe PPin (76b). The Wh-phrase can be embedded

4 Seefor instance Baker (1988 and Zwart (1997 for discusson.
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rather deeply, asin (76c). It isusually said in such cases that the <wh>-feaures of the
minimal Wh-phrase percolate to the more inclusive phrases.

Languages differ substantially in the way they define the possble size of their chedking
phrases. In Dutch, for instance, prepasition stranding isimpaossble in most cases, so that we
do nd find a wurterpart of (76a), but only a pied-piped version:

(777 a *[npWi€] heb je meegepraa?
who have youwith talked

b. [ppMetwi€] heb jegeprad?
with who have you talked

In German, it is even posshble to pied-pipe awhale dause, as originaly described by Ross
(1967 and analyzed in detail by Van Riemsdijk ((1984) and (1994):

(78) Der Hund[cp den zu fangen]; ich versucht habe
the dog whichto cach | tried fave
"The dog which | tried to cach..."

Van Riemsdijk (1984, noe 19) cites smilar constructions from older forms of Italian
(originaly from Noordhd (1937)):

(79 | mel amici [cpai qudi per scrivere]; sonostato a caa t;
themy friends towhom for-towrite I-am stayed at home
"My friends. in order to write to whom, | stayed at home (?*)"

In sum, Pied Piping shows alot of variety aadosslanguages and, although the observed
variety definitely awaits further explanation, the dimension d variationas sichis
uncontroversial.

Perhaps "large" Pied Piping (involving awhaoe dause) iswhat is behind the movement
of thewhade IP into [Speg C] in Japanese with the structure (86a) and ill ustrated in (86h)
(example from Kuno(1973):

(80 a [IP [C<twh> t ]

b. [pJohnga dareo buta;, ka t siranai
John non whoacchit [+wh] know-not
"I dorit know whom John ht"

If the wh>-fedure of dareis percolated to the whale IP, thiswhadle IP can serve asthe
chedking phrase, which leads to movement into [Spec C] of the whadle IP rather than the
movement of aminimal phrase, asin English (cf. Kayne (1994). If thisview is corred,
Japanese does nat redly have Wh-in situ, bu overt Wh-movement like Engli sh, the diff erence
being in the size of the cheding phrase: awhale IP in Japanese and small er phrasesin
English.

The wreideaof thisarticleisthat asingle variationin Pied Piping isthe key to an
explanation d the vast diff erences between the word orders of English onthe one hand and
Dutch and German onthe other hand. How it all workswill be described next.
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3.3 The parametric difference between English andDutch

Recdl that the OV order of Dutch was explained in sedion 3.1.3.2in terms of feaure
cheding, i.e., the "movement” of the NP to the [Spec Acc] ((73), repeded here & (81)):

(81 Zij hedt [acr het boek Acc [vp gelezen t; ]
she has the book read
"She read the booK'

Theintriguing question raised by this example iswhy English dces nat have asimilar
"movement” to chedk Acc (to functionally license the objed). My propasal is that English
does have "movement"” to chedk Acc, bu that unlike in Dutch and German, nd the objed but
the entire VP is"moved" into the Specof Acc, aform of “massve” Pied Piping as proposed
by Koopman and Szabalcsi (1998 in related bu somewhat diff erent contexts:

(82 Shehas [ace [vpreadthebodk]; Acc [vet]i ]

In ather words, in English the <acc>fedure of theV andits objed is percolated to the whole
VP, in away simil ar to what was observed for <wh>-feaures in many languages, including
English. If thisis corred, the diff erence between Engli sh and Dutch badls down to an
extremely simple differencein Pied Piping: "movement” of minimal Case-beaing elements
(NPs, asin Dutch and German) versus "movement"” of the more inclusive phrase (VP)
containing these minimal Case-beaing elements (English).

Exadly the same procedure can be used to li cense the non-arguments (the predicate
elements) of the English VP:

(83 He has [pedp [ve thought of hisfather]; Pred [vet]i ]

In this case, Pred is chedked via percolation through the VP by the PPof his father, licensing
the latter not as an independent argument (like the bodk in (82)) but as a part of the predicate.

The same can be dore with the dative and with the tense-feaures of the verb. In fad, |
will arguethat all i nformation related to the verb, as expressed by its feaures, can be
percolated to the VP containing it. | will cdl the English mode of cheding (through Pied
Piping) colledive deckng and the Dutch (and German) methodindividud checkng.

Since presumably, English colledive diedking aso includes the tense feaures of the
verb, | will assume that the chedking process(which makes the heads necessary for licensing
visible) goes as high upin thetree & [Spec T ]. Filli ng [Speg T ], however, only servesthe
purpose of making the head T visible. Thetensed V itself does nat haveto belicensed, as
expressed by the fad that (72) only mentions VP-internal XPs.

The mlledive dedking processof English foll ows the route & indicated in (84):
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(89 Collective checking in English (Pied Piping: percolation of V-featuresto VP)

TP

Vpi/>\
/X

1 />\

V<tense> SC

NP</dat>\

NP<acc>

| have omitted the subjed (as[Spec V]) here, but | believe that my analysisis compatible
with the VP-internal-subjed hypothesis. The nominative feaure, however, isnot an inherent
fedaure of the subjed NP and, more importantly, na V-related (like <dat> and <acc> and
therefore not percolated to VP or PredP. It is entirely dependent on VP-external information,
particularly onahead determining finiteness Conventional acounts will do, for instance
those which make finitenessdependent on the head AgrS. Not much hinges on this matter and
I will not discussit any further here.

In Dutch and German, the feaures of VP-internal material are not chedked coll edively
(through percolationto VP), but individualy. This means that in a structure similar to (84),
<dat> and <acc> ae nat matched with their correspondng heads (Dat and Acc, respedively)
by moving the whole VP, bu by moving the NPsin guestion individualy to the Specs of the

relevant heads. This absence of Pied Piping yields the familiar OV structures of Dutch and
German:
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(85) Individual checking in Dutch and German (without Pied Piping)

DatP
NP<dat> Dat AccP

NP<acc> Acc VP

V<tense>

Note that the VV is not moved to the head T in Dutch, sincethis heal is licensed by moving it
to AgrSor C. Withou aC, however, the V has to come to the rescue, henceVerb Secondin
main clauses in Dutch and German (seeZwart (1993 for discusson).

My solutionfor the word order diff erences between English and Dutch is entirely based
onthe generaly accepted dmension d language variation d Pied Piping variation and daes
completely away with the ad hac parameters of ealier theories, such as the meaningless
OV/VO parameter or the equally meaninglessweak/strong parameter. Both English and
Dutch move their cheding phrases overtly, the only diff erence being the size of the moved
phrase.

At thispoint, | would liketo claim that all fads that set out to be explained in sedion 2
arein fad explained by the Pied Piping parameter just discussd. Let us have alook at these
fads one by one.

4. Thefactsexplained
4.1 Overview
The vast word order diff erences between Engli sh and Dutch (as discussed in sedion 2) are

explained by the Pied Piping parameter in asurprisingly simple way. The parameter can be
summarized as foll ows:
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(86) Pied Piping Parameter

In Dutch and German the complements of V chedk their correspondng
functional healsindividudly; in English, the complement feaures are
percolated to VP, which chedks the functional heals colledivdy

This parameter works against the baddrop d arestrictive theory of Universal Grammar
based onthe Configurational Matrix (53) and the Universal Clause Structure Scheme (66).
This theory excludes nonlexicon-related adjunction and explains all other "movement” of VP
material in terms of lexicdization d the functional projedionsto the left of the VP. If the VP
stayswhereit is (in (66)) and all (or most) of its constituents are used for feaure dedking, a
language shows agred ded of scrambling. Thisis what we find in Dutch and German:

(87) Feature checking (and resulting scrambling) in Dutch and German

XP Ceinwn> NP AgrSAdvi* XPT NPDat NP Acc Adv.* AP Pred* [VP]
[\_/

In English, the whale VP is used for feaure cheding. Sinceit endsup at [Speg, T], (nonWh)
"movement” out of the VP is extremely limited:

(88) Feature checking (and resulting rigid word order) in English

XP Ceswn> NP AgrSAdv,* [VP]i T VP, Dat VP, Acc Adv,* VP, Pred* VP,

After the English VP has moved to its final positionin the Specof T, there ae only very few
pasitions avail able for chain formation ("movement”). The VP-internal subjed can still be
moved to the Specof AgrS andthat is about it (apart from Wh-movement to the Specof C
which isaso pasblein Dutch).

In the remainder of this sdion, | will give asummary of how the individual fads of
sedion 2are eplained.

4.2 Engdlishis VO, Dutch andGerman OV
In the theory just outlined, we can for the first time explain why English isVO and German
and Dutch OV (at a cetain level of abstradion) rather than just stipulating the diff erence with

the abitrary OV/VO parameter. OV orders are impaossble to derivein English, because there
are no ohjed pasitions to the left of the VP anymore when it has arrived at itsfinal pasitionin
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[Spec T] (see(88)). Dutch and German do na have Pied Piping, so that not the VP but its
constituents do the dheding. Thislealsto OV orders (see(87)). English preservesthe
original VO order, which, acrding to the Configurational Matrix (53) isthe underlying
order of al languages.

4.3 Neither English, Dutch or German has rightward scrambling

Rightward scrambling is excluded by Universal Grammar. Free(non-lexicon-rel ated)
adjunction daes nat exist, only feaure dedking (lexicdization o functional projedions). It
foll ows from the Configurational Matrix (53) that the functional contexts for feaure cdeding
are exclusively to the left of the VP (asill ustrated by (66), (87) and (89)).

4.4 Unlike Dutch andGerman, English has no leftward scrambling ("the cage problem’)

Thisfad isasoill ustrated by (87) and (88). The Engli sh cheding phrase (VP) is moved upto
[Spec T]. Apart from the subjed position[Spec, AgrS andthe [Spec C] position, there ae
no further cheding positionsto the left of [Speg T]. Since English VP-material can move
neither to the right (4.3) nor to the left (4.4), the English VP kegs its complements inside
(behaves like a"cage" for them). Thisresultsin rigid word order.

Scrambling (as in Dutch and German), is the result of individual cheding. So, in part
at leat, the diff erence between so-cdl ed configurational and norrconfigurational languages
follows from coll edive vs. individual cheding.

| am asauming that the NP-complements of the VP can be redized either as independent
arguments (in the Specs of Acc and Dat) or as part of the predicae. In the latter case, an NP is
moved to a Specof Pred, which is posgble thanks to the fad that Preds can be made visible
by any XP in their Specs. In turn, those Specs are li censed as part of the predicae. This
passhility seems to sufficefor most scrambling fads in Dutch and German. The individual
checking in [Speg Dat] or [Spec Acc] can lea to the unmarked scrambling fads, in which an
objed isto the left of an adverbial:

(89 Marie hedt het boek gisteren gelezen

Unlike what we seein the English VO pattern (*Mary read yesterday the bodk), Dutch and
German therefore do nd necessarily preserve the verb-objed adjacency of the universal
underlying structure. As can be seenin (87), the agument positions are to the left of the
cluster of adverbiasindicaed by Adv,.

However, it isaso passble in Dutch and German to reverse the agument order Dat-Acc
to Acc-Dat. | will assume that in such cases there dwaysis minimally one NP that is chedked
asthe Specof aPred. Thisisill ustrated in (90), with an example from German. The dative
dem Johann appeas either in its dandard pasitionto the left of Acc, or as part of the PredP,
and therefore to the right of the acusative:
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(90) Scrambling in German (and Dutch)

DatP
NP Dat AccP
I
(dem Johann) A\
NP Acc AdvP*
I
das Buch
"the booK' Adv* PredP
l />\
gestern
"yesterday" NP, Pred VP
| —
dem Johann \Y SC

"John'

Note that | assume that also in Dutch and German, doube objeds originate in Small Clauses,
along the lines of Kayne (1984). | further assume that different linea orders produce diff erent
topic-comment patterns in a dimension independent of what has been dscussed in this article.

4.5 In Dutch andGerman dl Advs can appear to left of VP, in English orly a subclass

Simplifying for the sake of expasition, we can assume that there ae two broad classes of
Advs, Advi* and Adv,* in the Universal Clause Structure (66) (which also shows upin (87)
and (88)). The English VP moves to a pasition, [Spec T], which orly has the dassAdv,* to
its left. In Dutch and German, the VP remainsin its original position, which has bath Advy*
and Adv,* to itsleft. Also theindividual chedking positionsin PredP have both classes of
Advsto their left. Thus, in Dutch we find Advss li ke waarschijnlij k ("probably™) and Adv,s
like gisteren ("yesterday") both to the left of the VP (91a), whil e in Engli sh the two types of
adverbias end up on dferent sides of the VP (91b-c):

(91 a.  Hij hedt waarschijnlij k gisteren gewerkt
he has probably yesterday worked
"He probably worked, yesterday"
b. *Hehas probally yesterday worked
c. Hehasprobaldy worked, yesterday
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This pattern is entirely as predicted by (87) and (88). In the Dutch and German derived order
(87), bah Adv; and Adv, remain onthe left of the [VP], whilein the English arder (88), the
[VP] is"moved" to apaosition between Adv; and Advs,.

4.6 English Adv order shows scope paradaxes (absent from Dutch andGerman)

In sedion 2.6,it was observed that the relative scope of adverbials and VP-materia is always
linea in Dutch (i.e., "moreto the left" means wider scope). Anti-linea orders could orly be
derived by amirror imaging process(optional addition d Adv heals that have to be made
visible) ontheright of the verb.

In English, VP-internal material always has narrower scope than adverbialsto the right
of the VP. This anti-linea scope is excluded by the Configurational Matrix (if scopeis
thought to correspondwith c-command), which is astrong indicaion that English hasa
movement rule "disturbing” the linea scope of underlying structure. An example was (51),
repeaed here & (92):

(92 a. She[[played a sonata] today and yesterday]
b. Shel[[played asonata]; [today andyesterday [ ti]] ]

In this example, today andyesterday has wider scope than a sonaa. The traditional analysis
(adjunction o adverbiasto theright of the VP) leads to anti-linea scope andisthereforein
conflict with Universal Grammar, which al ows linea scope only.

Under the hypothesis propased in this article, this problem is ©lved immediately,
because the whole VP is "moved" from a paosition to the right of Adv;s to a pasition ontheir
left, as can be seen in (88), asiill ustrated in (92b) by the movement of the VP [played a
sonata).

A further prediction onthe basis of (88) isthat we dso find linear scope to the right of
the VP, namely in cases with exclusively VP-external material. The mutual order of Adv;sis
naot affeded by the VP movement propased for English, so that scope order can remain linea,
asin Dutch. That isindeed what we found((42) repeded here & (93)):

(93 a  Sheplayed two days only once
b. Sheplayed only oncetwo days

Both examples have alinea scope interpretation, i.e., an interpretation in which the preceding
adverbia has sope over the foll owing adverbial.

Of course, English also al ows the optional mirror imaging that we assumed for Dutch.
This makes it often pasgble to have two orders:

(99 a.  Shereaintheyard, yesterday
b. Sherea yesterday, in theyard

A consequenceof thisanalysisis that when anti-linea scope is absolutely obligatory, asin
(92) and (95), the dements with narrower scope ae part of the VP:
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(95) a. Heworked hard yesterday
b. *Heworked yesterday hard

Thisisindeed what | have in mind for predicaive aljedives like hard, which have aVP-
internal origin, namely as Small Clause predicaes with a Small Clause subjed. However,
such analyses invalve slightly more éstrad conceptions of phrase structure which | will not
pursue here any further (seeHale and Keyser (1993 for an indicaionwhat kind of structures
| have in mind). The study of adverbiasis gill i nitsinfancy and the distribution d these
elements involves compli cations which are beyondthe scope of this article (seeAlexiadou
(1997, Cinque (1999, Sportiche (1994, Rijkhoek (1998 for more daborate treaments).

5. Conclusion

The word arders of English onthe one hand and Dutch and German onthe other hand show a
vast colledion o related dfferences that are not acounted for by the traditional OV/VO
parameter. Recent aternatives follow Vanden Wyngaead (1989 in deriving OV orders by
objed movement in away analogous to Wh-movement (feaure cheding). Although this was
a step towards more uniform parametrization, such theories fail ed to clarify why some
languages (li ke Dutch and German) have these objead movements, whil e others (English,
Scandinavian, Romance) fail to show them. Up urtil now, nahing much was propcsed
beyondthe stipulation that some languages (li ke Dutch and German) have strongfeaures and
overt objed movement, whil e other languages (li ke Engli sh) have weak feaures and covert
objed movement at LF. Parametrization onthe basis of weak-strong is of course just asad
hoc and urreveding as a parameter that says nothing el se than that there ae OV and VO
languages (the OV/VO parameter).

Thefad that languages differ entail s that some abitrary choice must be made
somewhere. However, we ae much better off if we can dscover parameters which, asakind,
are independently attested and which moreover explain more than ore fad.

The Pied Piping parameter (86) proposed in thisarticleis sich adesirable device It is
based an dternative choices abou the size of chedking phrases, an urcontroversial dimension
of language variation, which can beiill ustrated with examples from many languages. By
assuming that the Engli sh cheding phrase for VP-material isthe whole VP instead of any of
its constituents, we can for the first time explain why there ae OV and VO languages in the
first place Moreover, the parameter (86), working together with arestrictive theory of
Universal Grammar based onthe Configurational Matrix (53) and the Universal Clause
Structure Scheme (66), could be utili zed na only to predict the OV-VO distinction bu also a
haost of related fads which were never covered at al by the OV/VO parameter.

Ancther matter is why languages have dedking phrases of different size & all. The
dimension o differentiationitself is uncontroversial, bu a deger explanation d the variation
in question hasto beleft to future reseach.

Last but not least, the theory presented in this article suggests a pattern of explanation
that makes it perhaps possble to resolve what has been a mystery so far, namely that some
languages (li ke English) have avery rigid word order, whil e others, even closely related
languages like Dutch and German show aremarkable freedom in their word orders.
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