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1. Introduction

Sincethe ealy 1970, it was generally beli eved that Dutch and German are SOV languages.
This consensus came to an end thanks to the devel opment of Kayne's antisymmetry theory
(Kayne (1994) as applied to the analysis of Dutch by Jan-Wouter Zwart (Zwart (1993, see
also Kaan (1992, Koster (1994, Den Dikken (1996). According to the new theory, all
languages --including Dutch and German-- are underlyingly SVO, whil e the familiar SOV
order isaderived arder. This SOV order still serves asthe basis for the verb second ader
foundin Dutch and German main clauses, so that the dasscd arguments are still valid.

According to the new theory, the OV order is derived from VO by arule of objed shift,
necessry to ched the feaures of the objed (Vanden Wyngaad (1989). More recantly, it
was propased that English dces the same type of feaure dheding by pied piping the whde
VP, which acounts for ahaost of differencesin word arder between English and Dutch
(Koster (1999).

In the dasgcd SOV theory of Dutch, most complements were generated to the | eft of the
verb (VP > XP V), sometimes with the exception d CP complements. The problem is that
CP complements, by and large, only appea to the right of the verb:

(1) a *Peter hedt [cp dat hij zou kamen] gezegd
Peter has that he would come said
b. Peter hedt gezegd [cp dat hij zou kamen]
"Peter has said that he would come”

Most linguists derived (1b) by applying an absolutely obli gatory rule of Extrapositionto the
underlying structure [CP V]. Sincethereisvery littl e evidencefor this extrapaositionrule, a
minority of linguists assumed a "base-generated” order V - CP (De Haan (1979, Hoekstra
(1984), Koster (1978).

Unfortunately, base-generation d the order V - CP leals to an insurmourtable problem
that seamed to make obli gatory Extrapasition recessary after all. The problem is that the
structure [V - CP] can, if the V isinfinitival, be enbedded under averb seleding infinitives.
Acoording to anather tenet of the dasscd generative analysis of Dutch, infinitival
complements, generated to the left of their matrix V, either undergo Extraposition a Verb
Raising (Evers (1979). Under Verb Raising, the complements of the infinitive remain to the
left of the matrix verb. Example (2a) involves Extrapaosition, (2b) Verb raising:
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(2) a dathij t probeede] het boek telezen];
that he tried the bookto red
"that he tried to read the booK'
b. dat hij het boek t; [probeadete lezen; ]
that hethe book tried tored

The aqucia problem isthat certain verbs, like schijnen ("seem"), only allow Verb Raising
(3b), while extrapaosition d the complement must be excluded (3a):

(3) a *dat hij scheen [ het boek te lezen]
that he seaned the bookto read
b. dat hij het boek t; [scheen telezen|]
that hethe book seemed to read
"that he seaned to read the book'

The complement of the infinitive lezen ("read") in (3b) isadired objed, a DP (het boek ("the
bookK")). Suppase now that the cmmplement of the infinitiveis not a DP but a base-generated
CP:

(4a  *dathij t; [cpdat hij ziek was] [scheen te zeggen; |
that he that hesick was ®eamed to say

Unlike other complements, the CP canna stay to the left of the matrix verb, hencethe
ungrammaticdity of (4a). In order to derive agrammaticd sentence, oligatory Extraposition
would be necessary after al, which completely undermines the original motivation for the
post-verbal base-generation d CP-complements. Thus, only the following variant is
grammaticd:

(4)b. dathij t t; [scheentezeggen;] [cp dat hij ziek was];
that he seamed to say that he sick was
"that he seamed to say that he was sck"

In short, al variants of the standard analyses of Dutch seamed to require the hardly
motivated rule of obligatory Extraposition. Such a rightward movement ruleisincompatible
with Kayne's antisymmetry theory, which | assume throughou this article.

In the dternative theory, developed by Zwart and ahers, the problem simply does not
arise, because dl complements, DP, CP, or whatever, are generated to the right of the V. DPs
are moved to the left for purposes of feaure dedking, while, in principle, CPs can simply
remain in their base pasition. Unlike rightward Extraposition, leftward movement of DPsis
compatible with Kayne's theory. Sincethe new theory simply leares the CP wereit is, we do
not have to worry anymore éou the ladk of empiricd evidencefor arule of obligatory
Extraposition. Nor dowe have to ded any longer with anomali es like (4Q). In the new theory,
all clausal complements are generated to the right of their matrix verbs, so that we can only
derive the grammaticd alternative to (4a) (= 4b):

(5) dat hij [scheen [te zeggen [cp dat hij ziek wad]]]
that he seamed to say that he sick was
"that he seamed to say that he was sck”



The dimination d the problematic obligatory rule of CP Extrapositionis a strong argument in
favor of the newer SVO analyses of Dutch. Nevertheless it appeas that things are not that
simple & we might hope, becaise there seem to be caesin which CP Extrapaositionis
optional. Such cases will be discussed in the remainder of thisarticle.

2. Optional complement extraposition?

In the standard cases we just considered, CP Extrapasition was thought to be obligatory.
However, there ae dso cases that seam to suggest an optiona rule of complement
Extraposition:

(6) a Jan hedt gezegd [dat hij ziek was], gisteren
John hes said  that hesick was yesterday
"Johnsaid that he was sck, yesterday"

b. Jan hedt gezegd, gisteren, [dat hij ziek was]
John hes sid  yesterday that he sick was
"Johnsaid yesterday that he was sck"

Sentence (6b) is definitely somewhat more marked than (6a) but neverthelessacceptable for
most spegkers of Dutch uncer theright kind o intonation. Sincethe CP is the complement of
the verb, whil e gisteren ("yesterday™) is a VP-external adverbial, and unabr the further
asumption that complements are aljacent to their headsin underlying structures, an extra
optional rule of Extraposition seems unavoidable under the dassca analyses.

Such an ogional rule would beincompatible at first sight with bah Chomsky's
minimali sm and Kayne's antisymmetry theory. Minimali sm requires obli gatory movement for
feaure dedking, while antisymmetry theory excludes rightward Extraposition altogether.

Also under the recent aternatives discussed in the Introduction to this article, the
aternation (6a-b) is a problem. How can we derive (6b) at al, if (6a) represents the
underlying order?

The solution can be foundalong the lines of atheory developed for other forms of
optional extraposition, ramely those forms traditi onally known as Extrapaosition from NP:

(7) a.  Hij hedt [een bacek [dat hij niet kende]] gekocht
he has a book that henot knew bought
"He bought abookthat he didn't know"
b. Hij hedt [een boek] gekocht [dat hij niet kende]
he has a book bought that henot knew

As| have shown elsewhere, Kaynean stranding analyses (i.e., analyses moving the head dof the
relative dause, whil e stranding the CP) do nd work for Extrapaosition from NP in Dutch.
Acoording to the proposed alternatives, all extrapaosition prenomenainvaolve spedficaion
relations, which are asubcase of more general rules of parallel construal which also determine
(part of) the properties of coordinate structures (seeRijkhoek (1998, De Vries (1999, Koster
(1995 and (forthcoming (a) and (b))). According to the theoriesin question, extrapasition
phenomena do nd involve movement at all, but are construed in perall el to some XP to their
left.



Thisisaso what we find in certain forms of coordination in Dutch:

(8) a.  Hij hedt [Jan en Piet] gezien
he has Johnand Peter seen
"He has a1 Johnand Peter"

b. Hij hedt [Jan] gezien [en Piet]

he has John seen and Peter

For anumber of reasons, it isimpossbleto derive (8b) from (8a) by arule of extrapasition. In
fact, we do nd find the properties of "Move" at al. It is, for instance, possbleto conred
"extraposed” coordinated elements to nonc-commanding positions:

9 Hij hedt [pp met Jan (t;) ] gesproken en Piet;
he has  withJohn taked andPeter

A movement analysis for such cases would invalve extraposition ou of a PP, namally an
absolute island in Dutch. Kaynean stranding of en Piet, with leftward movement of Jan
would, o course, na work either because it would involve movement into a PP.

As frown by Edith Kaan (1992, exadly the same can be observed abou the relation
between relative dauses and their heads:

(10 Hij he€t [pp met de man (t;) ] gesproken [die alles wist];
he has with the man talked whoeverything knew
"He talked with the man who krew everything"

Further embedding of the heal is possble and nocondtion d subjacency can come to the
rescue here:

(11 Hij hedt [met [de vader [van de man]]] gesproken die alles wist
he has with thefather of theman taked who everythingknew

In short, bah traditional rightward Extraposition and Kaynean stranding analyses are
impossble for extrapaosition phenomena (including certain coordinations) in Dutch.
Acoording to the dternative of parallel construal, it is possble to expand standard
syntadic structures to the right with asyndetic spedficaions, i.e., construals mediated by an
invisible heal (indicated by a alon) which share many properties with coordination.
For the construalsin question, | follow Kayne's representation d coordination (1994,
acording to which the first conjunct asymmetricdly c-commands the seaond

(12) [ XP [andXF]]

Colon plrases for spedficaions are represented along the same lines, where : isthe heal of
the phrase:

(13 [ XP[: YP]]

Semanticdly, the mlonindicates st intersedion (asin relative dauses) or set union (asin
appasitives), depending on context. It is, in ather words, aBoodlean operator.



What (12) and (13) appea to have in common, rext to ahost of other properties, isthe
passhility of having a phrase ZP containing XP rather than the XP itself in the Specpasition:

(149 a [[z..XP..][andXP]]
b. [[zp..XP.][: XP]]

Thisisfully analogous to Pied Piping as foundin, for instance, Wh-movement (for "massve"
Pied Piping, see among others, Van Riemsdijk (1994 and Koopman and Szabolcsi (1999):

(15 [pp With [the brother [of [which man]]]]; [+ wh [did youtalk t ]]?

In this case, too, the Wh-phrase to be hedked against the feaures of the head is embedded in
some other phrase. A very similar percolation property we findin parallel construal asin (11),
repeaed here & (16):

(16) Hij hedt [met [de vader [van de man]]] gesproken die alles wist
he has with thefather of theman taked who everythingknew

The speafying relative dause can be construed with the head dredly in the Speg asin (17):
(17 Hij hedt met de vader van [[deman] [: [diealles wist]]] gesproken
Alternatively, the target can be enbedded in alarger phrase, asin (16), where the relative
clause isthe mmplement of : , whileits Specis aphrase wntaining the target, namely the
AgrOP:

(18)  ...[[agop ...deman..] [: [cp diealleswist]]]

In general, parale construal can spedfy all phrases contained by the same minimal CP.
Semanticaly spe&king, we can assume the foll owing interpretive ejuivaence

(29 Parallel construal equivalence under Pied Piping

el [w 0] = L [[al w & ]]]

where: (i) a,B,and & are XPs
(i) wisaBodean operator (and, : , etc.)
(i) B isthe Specof w
(iv) the minimal CP containing 3 contains &

Applied to the relevant form of coordination in Dutch, this means that the foll owing structures
are semanticaly equivalent:



(20 a Hij hedt [ [agor Jan gezien] [en [Piet]]]
he has Johnseen and Peter
"He has a1 Johnand Peter"
b. Hij hedt [pp Jan [en Piet]] gezien
he has Johnand Peter seen

In (20b), Peter (= ) has John (= a) has the immediate Specof the operator, the head and (=
w). In (20a), the same target John is embedded in the larger phrase AgrOP. Just asin ather
cases of Pied Piping, thisisapermitted way to satisfy the feaures of the head en ("and").

Asyndetic construal (with : as head) works exadly the same way. Thus the foll owing
structures are equivalent (in acerdancewith (19)):

(21 a Hij hedt [ [agor demangezien] [: [diealles wist]]]
he has the man seen who everything knew
"He saw the man who krew everything"
b. Hij hedt[ppdeman [: [die alles wist]]] gezien
he has  the man who everything knew seen

Parallel construa of thistypeis possble, aslong as the minimal CP containing the target does
naot differ from the minimal CP containing the spedficaion:

(220  *Hij hedt[[deman [ : [cpdieJan kende]] gezien] [ en [Peter]]
he has theman who John krew seen and Peter

This ntenceis ungrammatica if Peter is construed with Jan, becaise the minimal CP
containing Jan does not contain Peter (19, (iv)). However, the sentenceis grammaticd if
Peter is coordinated with the more inclusive DP (de man die Jan kende), as predicted. The
same mecdhanism acmurts for the fads formerly covered by the so-cdled Right Roof
Constraint:

(23 *[cp Dat hij de man kent] isduideijk[: [die alles wist]]
that hethe man knowsis clea who everything knew

There ae many other rightward spedfications, such as the equatives of Ross(1969, which
have the same properties. | therefore amnclude that thereis agenera classof parall el
construals, of which certain forms of coordination and extrapasiti on are subcases. Parall el
construal has locdity properties (as (19 (iv)) that are related to the locdity properties of
movement, but diff erent enough to make reduction to movement (in the form of extrapaosition
rules or leftward movement with stranding) impassble.

It isinthis general classof paralel construalsthat, as| will argue, the optional
extrapasition d complements observed in (6) findsits natural place Asamovement rule,
optional Extraposition daes nat exist.

3. Zero specification

All examples of parallel construa given so far involve spedficaion d lexicd XPs. Thus, the
coordination examples have alexicd conjunct as their target and Extrapostion from NP is



abou parall el construal of arelative dause (a CP) with itslexicd head. | will now show that
the XP target of a paralel construal can also be enpty. In that case, | will refer to the
construal as zero spedfication.

An dd and familiar example of zero spedficaionistherelation between freerelatives
and their empty head:

(24)a. Hij hedt [pp €] gezegd [wat hij wilde zeggen]
he has ad what hewanted to say

In Dutch, DP complements are generaly excluded to the right of averb. Hence, the necessty
to have the DP-heal of the relative dause to the left of the verb in (244). If we lexicdize the
head of therelative dausein (24a) (dat), it must be to the left of the verb (Jan-Wouter Zwart,
personal communication):

(29)b. Hij hedt [dat] gezegd wat hij wilde zeggen
he has thatsaid what he wanted to say
C. *Hij he€ft gezegd [dat] wat hij wilde zeggen

he has @id that what he wanted to say

That (24a) adually involves a DP can be concluded from the fad that it can license aparasitic
gap [pg]:

(25 Hij hedt [pp e] [zonder [pg] uit teleggen] gezegd [wat hij wilde zeggen]
he has withou D explan sad what hewanted to say
"Withou explaining it, he has said what he wanted to say"

In general, a VP (or rather AgrOP) can be fronted together with the parall € element aslong as
the target is moved along:

(26) [agrop [P €] gezegd [wat hij wilde zeggen] hedt hij niet
said what he wantedtosay has henat

If wetry to apply the same fronting operation to (25), the result is ungrammaticd:

(270  *[gezegd [wat hij wilde zeggen] he€t hij niet [pp €] [zonder [pg] uit te leggen]
said what he wantedtosay has he na withou b explain

This entenceis ungrammaticd becaise the enpty target DP hasto be left behindin order to
license the parasitic gap. But in that case, the parall el construal is broken up,aviolation
similar to aviolation d the Coordinate Structure Constraint (seeKoster (forthcoming (a)) for
many examples).

Allinal, | consider it an established fad that freerelatives pedfy an empty heal, in a
way simil ar to the relation between alexicd head and itsrelative dause.

Another case of zero spedficaioninvolves empty subjeds. In Dutch, the subjed
expletive het (28a) can optionally be left empty if thereis a spedfying clause (28by):



(28) a Ik denk det [het] duiddlijk is[dat Jan komf]
| thinkthatit clea is that Johncomes
"I think it is clea that Johnwill come"
b. Ik denk cet [ e] duiddlijk is[dat Jan komt]
| think that clea isthat Johncomes

One might assume that in cases like (28b) the subjed isjust missng, bu Bennis (1986 has
convincingly shown that asubjed NP (or DP) is necessary in various constructions. Consider,
for instance the following case:

(29 Ik denk det [ e] [zonder PRO zeker te zijn] duidelijk was[cp dat ... ]
| think that withou cataintobe dea was that...

Adjunctsintroduced by zonder (“withou™) contain a PRO that requires asubjed in the
matrix-clause for its interpretation. This must be the empty subjed [ e] in (29). AsBennis
points out, there ae dso cases of reflexives requiring asubjed:

(30 Ik denk dat [ e]; voa zichzelf; sprak [cp dat.... ]
| think that for itself spoke that...

Clealy, the reflexive zichzelf requires an antecedent and the only c-commanding antecalent
avail able isthe empty subjed. Altogether, then, thereis grong evidencethat Dutch has null
subjeds gedfied by a dause.

Extradionisonly possble from the spedfying clause if the target subjed is empty:

(31 a *?Wiedenk je dat [het] duidelijk is[dat zij -- gezien hebben]?
wiethinkyouthatit clea  isthatthey seen have
b. Wiedenkje dat[e] duidelijkis[datzij -- gezien hebben]
whothinkyouthat clea  isthatthey seen have
“Whoisit clea that they saw?’

Sincebath sentencesinvalve parall el construal, it is not entirely expeded that they behave
differently with resped to the Coordinate Structure Constraint. In English, even the variant
with the lexicd subjed isnat that bad (Who isit clear that they saw?). Although paral el
construal limit s the extradability possbiliti es for ead of the terms sparately, it canna be
said that the Coordinate Structure Constraint applies without exception, particularly not when
the target is an expletive. | will | eave this matter for further reseach.

So far, we have @mncluded that bath oljeds (asin freerelatives) and subjeds (as with
expletives) can involve zero spedfication. | will now show that sentential objeds can speafy
empty DPsin general and that thisfad provides the solution to the problem of optional
complement Extraposition, which, asthe cases discussed, is nat an instance of movement but
of parallel construa with zero spedfication.



4. Evidencefor empty objects

There ae catain verbsin English which all ow spedficaion d objed it by a dausa
complement (Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1970, 16%):

(32)  BiIll resents|it] [that people ae dways comparing him to Mozart]

In Dutch, thiskind d constructionis more ammon and, as in English, the presence of the DP
(het in Dutch) is optional:

(33 Ik betreur (het) dat Peter ziek is
| regret it tat Peter sickis
"I regret that Peter is gck”

Thiskind d objed spedficaionislimited to fadive verbs. With nonfadive verbs, het is
impassble:

(39 Hij hedt (*het) gezegd det Peter ziek is
he has  (*it) said that Peter sick is
"He said that Peter is sck”

What | would like to claim, however, isthat all verbs with sentential complementsinvolve a
DP asdired objed andthat thisobjed is empty in the cae of nonfadive verbs. A sentence
like (34), in ather words, isa cae of zero spedficaion, with the dausal objed construed in
parale with the red objed, the anpty DP[ e]:

(350  Hij hedt [ppe] gezegd [dat Peter ziek is]
he has ad that Peter sickis

| have dready shown in the precaling sedionthat (in the cae of freerelatives) empty objeds
are necessary sometimes. | will now show that ordinary complementationinvolves such zero
spedficaion, too.

The evidenceis based on rasiti c gaps. Consider the foll owing sentence:

(36)a.  Hij hedt [zonder [het] te merken] beweerd [dat het regende]
he has withou it ®© ndice a%rted that it rained
"Withou naticing it, he esserted that it rained"

What is interesting abou this entenceis that the CP canna be interpreted as the spedficaion
of het. The interpretation d het encompasses the verb beweren ("assert”) i.e., what he did na
naticeisthat he asserted that it rained. In ather words, (36a) can be paraphrased as foll ows:

(36)b. Hij hedt zonder het te merken dat hij het beweerde beweead dat het regende
he has withou it to ndice that he it asserted asserted that it rained
"Withou naticing that he asserted it, he asserted that it rained”

With nonfadive verbs like beweren ("assert"), it isimpaossble to "scramble” the objed het
out of the adjunct phrase introduced by zonder ("withou"):



(37) *Hij hedt [het] [zonder [ e] te merken] bewead [dat het regende]
he has it withou b ndice a<rted thatit rained

Surprisingly, fadive verbs like betreuren ("regret") do have this posshility:

(38)a.  Hij hedt [het] [zonder [ e] te merken] betreurd [dat het regende]
he has it withou D ndice regretted that it rained

Thisexampleisinteresting in that het has adual role: It isthe objed of betreuren ("regret”),
whichis gedfied by the dause @ the end d the sentence But it also provides alexicd
interpretation for the empty objed [ e] of merken ("natice’) in the aljunct clause. This empty
objed must be seen as a parasitic gap licensed by het. Asbefore, the interpretation d this
objed isnat just the spedfying clause, bu something more inclusive, namely betreurd dat het
regende. In ather words, the interpretation includes the verb:

(38)b. Hij hedt het zonder te merken dat hij het betreurde betreurd dat het regende
he has it withou to ndice that heit regretted regretted that it rained
"Without naticing that he regretted it, he regretted that it rained”

This makes it imposgble that the anpty object islicensed by the dause, for instance by Right
Node Raising. The DP het to the left of the aljunct phrase is absolutely crucia for the empty
objea --the parasitic gap-- to belicensed.

Consider now the sentence (39a), which can be paraphrased as (39by):

(39a ?2Jan hedt [ppe] [zonder [ e] te merken] beweead [dat het regende]
John has withou b ndice asserted that it rained
"Withou naticing it, Johnaserted that it rained”

b. Jan hedt zonder te merken dat hij het beweerde beweead dat het regende
John reswithou to ndicethat he it asserted asserted that it rained
"Without naticing that he asserted it, Johnasserted that it rained"

Judgments abou sentence (39a) vary somewhat from spedker to spedker, but in my speed it
isfully grammaticd. All spegkersfindit better than asimilar sentencewith an intransitive
verb (and therefore withou a sentential complement):

(40 **Jan hedt [ zonder [ e] te merken] geslapen
John hes withou b ndice dept

The aux of the agument isthat (39a) isfully analogousto (383), i.e., theinterpretation d the
empty objed in the aljunct phrase (introduced by zonder) is not just provided by the
sentence-final clause, because the interpretation must include the verb beweren. In ather
words, the dause canna license the parasiti ¢ gap, which requires a c-commanding DP asin
(38a). Sincethereisnolexicd DP, there must be an empty DP.

All in dl, then, we have dea evidencethat aso nonfadive verbs can (in fad, must)
have aDP as objed, which can be spedfied by a dause. If ordinary sentential
complementation involves zero spedfication, we have the key to a solution d the problem of
optional complement extrapasiti on.
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5. Conclusion

Asiswell-known, movement to the Specof AgrOP (or to some Accusative Phrase for case
cheding, seeKoster (1999) may involve scrambling aaossan adverbial like gisteren
("yesterday™) in Dutch:

(41 Hij hedt [agop het AgrO [gisteren [gezegd)]]]
he has it yesterday said
"He has said it yesterday"

The result of this operationisthat the objed ends upin a higher pasition than the alverbial.
Asl will argue dsewhere (Koster (forthcoming (b)), parallel construal worksin such away
that the hierarchicd order to the left of the verb can be mirrored to the right of the verb. Thus,
in asentencelike (42), with gisteren ("yesterday") to the right of the verb, the objed het can
still be higher in the tree

(42 Hij hedt het gezegd, gisteren
he has it said, yesterday
"He said it, yesterday”

A verb like zeggen ("say") can dso have asententia complement, which can be seen (as
concluded in the precaling sedion) as a spedfication d an empty DP:

(43)  Jan hedt [pp e] gezegd, gisteren, [dat hij ziek was]
John hes ad yesterday that he sick was
"Johnsaid yesterday that he was sck”

Asin (41), the DP objed isin the Specof AgrOP (or some Accusative Phrase) in (43), i.e.,in
aposition herarchicdly higher that the aljunct gisteren ("yesterday"). Thus, by assuming
that sentential complements are nat the red complements of verbs but only the parall el
spedficaions of DPs --the true cmplements--, we acourt for the grammaticdity of (43) and
for the fad that we do nd observe the strict verb-complement adjacency which we would
exped if the dause rather than the DP were the true cmplement (recdl that | am assuming
underlying VO order so that the DP isin aderived, noradjacent positionin (43)).

In sum, optional complement Extraposition is no Extrapastion (conceved as movement)
at al but a cae of zero spedficaion and, as such, aregular form of parallel construal.
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