








































































NOTES 

Chapter 

1. In (14), I assume that adjunction is to the VP. Whether this is correct or whether 
adjunction has to apply to the local IP is immaterial to my purposes here. 

2. The term koheirenter In finitiv (`coherent infinitive') was introduced by Bech (1955), 
who. to my knowledge, was the first to describe in a fairly sophisticated and formai way 
the properties of this type of infinitivals. To honor Bech's pioneering work, the term co-
herent is standardly used within the German linguistic literature on the subject. Within the 
Romance tradition of work on the subject (cf. Burzio [1986], Rizzi [1978, 1982]) restruc-
turing infinitives became the standard term of reference. I will use both terms interchange-
ably in this'book. 

3. An anonymous reviewer points out that the relevant restriction on remnant move-
ment, namely that the remnant creating and the remnant moving operations cannot be of the 
same type, falls out as a special case of a generai restriction derivable from Williams's (2003) 
recent work on representation theory and that Antact Closest seems insufficient to character-
ize ali cases of illicit remnant movement not filtered out by strict cyclicity. The reviewer is 
correct in this position, and I show in chapter 4 that certain cases of illicit remnant scram-
bling are independently ruled out as cases of illicit scrambling of predicates. The point of 
(38) is to show that Mtiller's restrictions on remnant movement can be interpreted as cases of 
an A-over-A effect, which can be cast in the MP as a violation or Attract Closest. The re-
viewer is also correct in his point that the application of Attract Closest must be limited in a 
way as to allow, for instance, for the parallel movement of subject and object out of the VP 
into licensing positions in the IP. This issue will be dealt with in chapter 4. 

4. Note, however, that Haegeman (2003) claims that parallel cases are marginally pos-
sible in West Flemish (cf. (i]). 
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(i) a. ?Nen boek no Gent stiert Valere niet 

a book to Gent sends Valere not 

b. ?Nen boek uit leest Valere nooit 
a book out reads Valere never 

5. Pearson (2000) assumes that if the head al ari XP is extracted, even non-agreeing 
features of the Specifier of XP may percolate up to XP. Under these assumptions, remnant 
movement of the entire XP is possible again. Pearson argues that the trace of the head is fea-
tureless and may therefore noi give rise to the projection of features up to the maximum XP. 
While this seems plausible in an approach where traces are telt behind by movement, it seems 
counterintuitive in a copy theory of movement, where the antecedent and its "trace" are cop-
ies of each other. Note that if such an approach is adopted as in Haegeman's (2001, 2002b) 
account of the SOV order in embedded clauses in German and Dutch, another explanation 
has to be given for the data in (41). 

Chapter 2 

1. The careful reader will have noticed that this assumption is in conflict with the ohser-
vation I made earlier in (3), namely, that w-words resist scrambling. To avoid this conflict, 
we have to assume that scrambling of w-words is grammatical but subject to the following 
PF condition: A w-word must be spelled out in a stressed position (in a multiple question in 
German, the w-word must be stressed; otherwise it is interpreted as an indefinite pronoun). 
Since scrambling moves a constituent into an unstressed position, scrambling of a w-word 
will only be licit if the w-word is not spelled out in the scrambling position. 

2. A DP is specific if it denotes a member of a set of individuals introduced in the previ-
ous discourse. It has been pointed out that names and generic expressions can scrambte even in 
the absence of a discourse antecedent. Thus, the feature [Familiarity] has been proposed that 
encompasses discourse-antecedence and membership in the common ground (cf. Corver and 
Delfitto [1997]). I will leave the empirical question open of whether one type of trigger of scram-
bling is to be characterized with the notion [Farniliarity] rather than [Specificity]. 

3. That there are two licensing positions for object clitics (one below and one above the 
subject) is a relatively conservative assumption. lnstead, one could assume that there is only 
one position for licensing object clitics, which is above the subject, and that the subject itself 
has moved into a higher position in (18a). Since this alternative proposal is neutral with re-
spect to the main argument defended in this section, I will not pursue this issue any further. 

4. Whether all scrambling orders, including those with several adverbs present, can be 
derived in this manner is subject to empirical investigation. More specifically, it remains to 
be seen whether these clitic-licensing heads occupy fixed positions in the tree or whether they 
can be introduced at various points in the course al the derivatibn. For how this latter idea 
can be implemented—albeit for the purposes of checking scopai properties—see section 2.6. 

5. Example (38b) is perfect if the negative marker is interpreted as constituent negation 
(see [39] later). 

6. The determiner kein has been analyzed as created by fusing a determiner with exis-
tential force with negation (see Kratzer [1995]). 

7. An anonymous reviewer points out that these scopai features make no semantic con-
tribution of their own and that it is rather questionable whether they salve the syntactic prob-
lem that led to their introduction, arguing that the assignment of scopai features in the course 
of the derivation is also an optional syntactic operation in the sense that any of [w], [n], or [i] 
can be assigned to any DP at any point of the derivation as long as the interface conditions 
end up being respected. 

Chapter 3 

I. It should be noted that weak pronouns and anaphors in Dutch always cliticize to a 
position below the subject. In German, as we have seen earlier, they can also move to a posi-
tion above the subject. It is interesting to note that this difference in pronoun placement be-
tween Dutch and German ceincides with a difference in scrambling. Dutch does not allow 
scrambling across the subject. Unlike in German, a direct or indirect object cannot be scrambled 
across the subject (see chapter 2 for more discussion). However, the correlation breaks down 
in West Flemish. West Flemish does not allow scrambling across the subject, while weak 
pronouns and anaphors may appear in front of the subject. 

2. Rutten does not list here helpen ('to help') and leren ( 'lo leardteach'), which Broeldmis, 
Den Besten, and Rutten (1995) explicitly mention as verbs that select bare infinitives. tnstead, 
Rutten (1991) enlists them as verbs that select te-infinitivals and may enter into a VR-structure 
or into the ilird Construction, which I will discuss later. Hans Bennis (p.c.) informs me that 
the presence of the infinitival marker is optional with these verbs. 

3. Hans Bennis (p.c.) informs me that the aspectual verbs liggen, stnan, and zitten as 
well as the semi-inodals durven and hoeven require the infinitival marker in present tense but 
obligatorily drop it in perfect tense. 

4. Rutten (1991) actually assumes that VR is always obligatory, but that structures that 
result from VR are subject to a late inversion ride that applies after VR (possibly in the pho-
nological component, since it has no LF-effect) and inverts structures of the form [a b] just in 
case "a" is a finite modat verb. Such a PF-rule may then be assumed to be sensitive to the 
internai (morphological) structure of "b." This PF-rule must then be taken te be triggered 
only by moda) verbs, since the causative laten never triggers inversion. 

5. It should be noted that there is also an alternative analysis of the alternation in (28) 
that assumes that PI is obligatory. Under this assumption, we may assume that either the 
complex head undergoes VR, yielding (28c), or only the verbal head undergoes VR by 
excorporating out of the complex head, yielding (28b). 

6. The account that I will previde eventually is one where ge-prefix and infinitives, on 
the one hand, and particles and their complements, namely gerunds (nominalized infinitives), 
on the other hand, compete for the same licensing positions in the extended projections of the 
selecting verb (see chapter 4 and chapter 6 for the details). 

7. The argument holds independently of whether we assume that Dutch is basically an 
OV or a VO language. What is important is the hierarchical arder between partiate, depen-
dem infinitive, and selecting verb. 

8. I am grateful to the anonymous reviewer who pointed out to me that the ungram-
maticality of (37b—c) can be derived by the long head movement account, but that (37d) can-
not be ruled out without further stipulations. 

9. The same reviewer also points out that (37d) would also seem to be a problem for 
the account that I am going to develop. I will come back to this example in the following 
chapter and show that it and similar cases cannot be derived in the XP-movement account 
to be given. 

10. In Haegeman's (1992) account, contrary to Den Besten and Rutten' s (1989) assump-
tions, scrambling has to apply belare extraposition. Haegeman assumes that extraposition as 
right-adjunction makes the extraposed infinitival complement a l'arder for extraction. 

Il. In this respect WF clitics behave like German clitics rather than clitics in standard 
Dutch. Remember that clitics in Dutch move to a position below the subject. 

12. Obviously, reconstructing the extraposed infinitival into its base position and check-
ing the ECP after reconstruction would salve this problem. However, it is then not clear why 
QR cannot affect a scopar element within a reconstructed infinitival complement. 
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13. One might argue that the CP could be extraposed, that is, right-adjoined to the XP, 
probably IP, headed by zeggen, before the infinitival is extraposed to the clause headed by 
nweten. Then the CP, since it is not included in the extraposed infinitival, could move on 
further and right-adjoin to the temporal auxiliary. However, there is a problemi with this ac-
count as well. Note that the infinitival headed by zeggen is an argument and that adjunction 
te arguments is impossible within the barriers framework. Furtherrnore, note that if this type 
of adjunction were allowed exceptionally, any QP contained in a VPR-complement that has 
been extraposed could move out of the extraposed clause at LF without crossing a single barrier. 

14. Note that the pendant of (48b) in standard Dutch is grammatical (i). 

(i) dat Jan dat boek heeft gelezen 
that Jan that book has read 

15. Here the question arises of why an infinitival clause does not have to move as 
well in order to check the subcategorization of its selecting verb. One might argue that 
checking in this case is necessary since a given verb may select a bare or a to-infinitive. For 
the time being and for reasons of simplicity I will assume that infinitives, as opposed to 
participial clauses, host a complementizer that can check the subcategorization of the se-
lecting verb by undergoing head movement that adjoins the complementizer to the select-
ing verb at LF. 

16. Presumably the participle, like IPP-complements, first undergoes XP-movement into 
[Spec,VP] of the auxiliary and then undergoes additional head movement that musi be caused 
by the infiectional properties of participles (maybe its aspectual morpheme needs to be linked 
with the locai tense head). 

17. I use the word neve& in this context because, as we will see later, adopting a VO-
based approach will force me to assume a lot of movements, movements that need to be jus-
tified within the Minimalist Program by defining the properties that motivate them. Finding 
the properties that motivate movement is tantamount, if I interpret the spirit behind the 
minimalist framework correctly, to finding the properties that define these constructions. 

18. In the originai example—Haegeman (1994; [28a]), our (57a)—Haegeman did not 
indicate that is is actually strongly disfavored with respect to eet. 

Chapter 4 

1. For an analysis of verb clusters in Afrikaans see Robbers (1997). 
2. The only thing left to the traditional SOV approach is assuming that in (4) the entire 

VP has been right-adjoined to IP, which hosts the infinitival marker. However, remember 
that I concluded in the last section of chapter 3 that the distribution of infinitives, participles, 
and IPP-compiements in West Flemish cannot be properly explained by a single rule of 
extraposition. We saw that severa! conditions on extraposition would be needed. Accounting 
for (4a) in terms of extraposition would only increase the stipulative character of extraposition 
in West Flemish. 

3. An anonymous reviewer Lens me that the data in (5) are surprising, pointing out that 
in WF one would get seniences like (i). Note, however, that both nicely and guickly also allow 
for a higher subject-oriented or aspectual reading. Example (ib) in German has the interpre-
tation that 'I reacted quickly in putting on my other clothes (I was fast in starting to put on the 
other clothes).' See also note 4 and Cinque (1999) foradditional discussion. 

(i) a. da-tje schuone zen soepe eet 
that he nicely bis soup eats 

b. dan-k zeere men andere kleren andegen 
that I quickly my other clothes on put 
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4. Often, as in (5b), the order manner adverb < nominai argument yields a perfect sen-
tence. This is always then the case when the manner adverb is eligible for an alternative inter-
pretation. So, for instance, (5b) is perfect under the interpretation 'it was careful of Hans to 
read the book', where the adverb is interpreted as subject oriented rather than as pure manner 
adverb. Also, (6b) is perfect under the interpretation that 'Hans executed exactly one/this plan', 
where the adverb is constmed as modifying the determiner. 

5. An anonymous reviewer correctly points out that the postulated Agreement heads that 
attract DPs out of the VP do not have inherent Case properties of their own: With case is li-
censed in a given position in this approach is largely determined by VP-intemal properties and a 
fairly complex set of conditions that relate Case-heads to each other. According to this reviewer, 
this makes the Case-licensing Agr-heads look like an ad hoc device, especially given that argu-
ments musi move roto Case-licensing position preserving their hierarchical arder, while it is not 
clear which mechanism within a minimaiist grammar would enforce this paratie! movement. 

6. The same argument against Particle Incorporation is mode in Den Besten and Broek-
huis (1992), who reach the same conclusion as nere, namely, that VR may not be analyzed as 
only involving head movement. That particles cannot be taken to incorporate irato the verb 
and that verb clusters that contain particles can therefore not be analyzed as head-adjunction 
structures salsa shown by the behavior or particles in multi-member verb clusters, as is dis-
cussed in chapter 3 (section 3.1.3). Recali that particles in Dutch can occupy various posi-
tion in the verb cluster (cf. Bennis [1992]), For instance, in (il) the particle musi bave reached 
its surface position via XP-movement (head movement would violate the HMC), entailing 
that the containing strutture cannot be a head-adjunction strueture. 

(ii) dat hij rnij zou kunnen [wegli  haren t, rijden 
that he me would can away hear ride 

'that he would be able to hear me drive away' 

7. Of course, we could assume that reconstruction targets an intermediate position. Such 
an intermediate position that is dominated by the matrix verb but itself c-commands ali the 
materia' in the embedded clause and that is also typically targeted by A' moved elements would 
be [Spec,CP]. Note, however, that as soon as we make the CP-layer available, we lose the 
ability to distinguish between coherent and non-coherent infinitival complements within the 
standard approach. 

8. Dutch also has some aspectual verbs that select bare infinitives that require a projec-
tive interpretation on part of the infinitive. 

9. It is interesting to note that the gerunds that can be used instead of the infinitive with 
remember and ny do have the same tempera! readings as the infinitives in (52) (cf. [iii] tater). 
I thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing this out to me. See chapter 6 for more discussion 
on the relation between infinitives and gerunds. 

(iii) a. John remembered doing bis work/having done his work 
b. John tried using a key to cut the paper 

IO. Because of similar transparency effects in restructuring infinitives and finite sub-
junctive clauses, I would like to propose that restructuring infinitives are analyzed as [+sub-
junctive], [-finite] clauses. 

Chapter 5 

I. This preference may be just significant for a strategy of keeping the two adverbials 
apari: In (la), there is an intonational break between the two adjacent adverbials. 

2. Two time references in a single clause are only possible if one can be taken to further 
specify the other as exemplified in (ia) (cf. Brugger [1998] for a discussion of these issues). 
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That this is a more generai property that holds of adverbs that can set up the "frame" for an 
assertion is suggested by (ib). 

(i) a. Yesterday he met her at two o' clock 

b. In the park, she was sitting on a bench 

3. The ambiguity of (6a), probably, results from-the fact that the participle morphology 
can be interpreted as a temporal or as an aspectual morpheme. In the former case, the parti-
ciple will denote an event that occurs prior to a ponti of time specified by the matrix TP. In 
the lattei case, the participle denotes a state that results from the completion oli the event denoted 
by the verb and that is located in time by the matrix TP. 

4. The principle in (13) is intended to translate the standard definition of the binding 
domain in the theory of Government and Binding (cf. Chomsky [1981)) into a system that 
lacks the notion of governrnent. The standard definition had it that the binding domain of x is 
the minima! TP/DP that contains x, the governor of x, and (for anaphors) a SUBJECT acces-
sible to x. Here we define the binding domain of x as the minima! TP/DP in which x is Case-
licensed and (for anaphors) which contains a SUBJECT accessible to x. 

5. An anonymous- reviewer argues that because of this difference there is, strictly speak-
ing, no argument that long passives (in coherent to-infinitives) should be derived from biclausal 
structures. However, in section 5.5.1. I show that the availability of a long passive depends 
on the availability of an impersonai passive with a sentential infinitival complement. 

6. Certain tests like the attachment of intentional adverbs and availability of control into 
a fini clause imply that both Utile v and the Agent argument are present in passive sentences 
in German. As an illustration, consider the well-known examples in (ii). 

(il) a. Das Schiff wurde absichtlich versenkt 
the boat was sunk deliberately 

b. "Das Schiff sank absichtlich 
the boat sank deliberately 

e. Das Schiff wurde versenkt um die Versicherungssumme zu kassieren 
the boat was sunk to collect the insurance fee 

d. *Das Schiff sank um die Versicherungssumme zu kassieren 
the boat sant< to collect the insurance fee 

7. I cannot address here the important questien of how Nominative assignment is sane-
tioned in this case. Note that Nominative Case assignment is normally only possible in tensed 
clauses. However, there is ampie evidente that passive subjects are licensed in a low posi-
tion, corresponding to the position of the direct object. This is indicated in particular by word 
order facts and topicalization data. Example (iiia), in which the Dative object precedes the 
Nominative subject, displays unmarked word order (iiib). Example (iiic), in which 
the passive subject is topicalized with the selecting participle, is okay, while (iiid), in which 
the agentive subject is topicalized with the selecting participle, is completely ungrammatical. 

(iii) a. weil dem Mann das Fahrrad gestohlen wurde 
since the man-Dai the bike-NOM stolen was 

b. ?weil das Fahrrad dem Mann gestohlen wurde 
since a bike:NOM the man-DAT stolen was 

e. eM Fahrrad gestohlen wurde ihm noch nie 
a bike-NOM stolen was him yet never 

d. *ein Mann gestohlen hai das Fahrrad noch nie 
a man-NOM stolen has the bike-AKK yet never 
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8. The German terms are in fact borrowed from Latin grannmarians who also distin-
guished between the Gerundium and the infinitive (cf [ivj). Thus, when I use the Pulisti term 
"gerund" as a shorthand expression for nominalized infinitives I refer to the 

German 
rather than to the English/Romance tradition, where the same term is used to designate 

a nominalized participle. 

(iv) Cetero censeo Carthaginem delendam esse 
moreover I-believe Carthago-AKK destroy-GER be-INF 

'Moreover I believe that Carthago must be destroyed' 

9. The use of the term gerund to signify a nominalized infinitive, though corresponding 
to the German tradition, may seem unfortunate, since gerund in the English traditici, signifies 
a category that is dedved from the participle. However, these terms have in common that they 
stand for a nominalized category that is derived from a verbal form via phrasal affixation. 

  

Chapter 6 

I. Remnant Extraposition and the (standard) VR-construction differ with respect to 
whether they allow for the so-cailed long passive (cf. chapter 5 for a discussion of the long 
passive in to-infinitives in German). Example (in) is a long passive in a VR-construction. 
Example (ib—c) show that a long passive is not possible with cases of Remnant Extraposition. 

(i) a. weil sein neuester Roman zu lesen beschlossen wurde 
since bis newest novel-NOM to read decided became 

'since it was decided to read his newest nove!' 

b. ??weil sein neuester Roman beschlossen wurde zu lesen 
since his newest nove!-NOM decided became [o remi 

c. *weil sein neuester Roman beschlossen wurde nicht zu lesen 
since his newest novel-NOM decided became not to read 

2. Note that in German even nonfinite auxiliaries have to invert with IPP-complements 
(ii), while the opposite holds in West Flemish (iii). This difference between West Flemish 
and German follows, if we assume, as I have argued in chapter 3, that in West Flemish only 
finite verbs can move to the head of AspP. 

(ii) a. Else wird ihm einen Brief haben schreiben wollen 
Else will him a letter have write want-IPP 

b. *Else wird ihm einen Brief schreiben wollen baben 
Else will him a letter write want-IPP bave 

Tise will bave wanted to write him a !etter' 

(iii) a. dan-ze kosten willen dienen boek kuopen een 
that they could want-IPP that book buy have 

b. *dan-ze kosten een willen dienen boek kuopen 
that they could have want-IPP that book buy 

`that they could have wanted to buy that book' 

3. Thus, it stands to reason whether we are dealing with two types of infinitives here or 
the Nammerearm should be analyzed as an infinitive and the Doelfoarm as a gerund. Since 
gerunds have both verbal and nominai properties this category would fit quite well with 
Tiersina's description. Tiersma himself calls the Doelfoarm gerundive, a label that does not 
seem appropriate since it is traditionally used to denote verbai adjectives with moda) force. 
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4. In a sigillar fashion to ECM-verbs in English that can combine with an infinitive or 
a gerund. 
(iv) a. He saw her dance 

b. He saw her dancing 

5. Speakers of IF also produce, modulo the morphological marking, the Standard Frisian 
order in which the dependent infinitive precedes the selecting verb. 

6. If nominals like verbs needed to be bound by Tense, then sentences like (v) should 
be contradictory, since someone who is fleeing cannot be at the same time in prison. 

(v) The fugitive will be set in prison again 

7. The source of this variation described by Ebert may have been the availability of two 
types of infinitives, the Doelform and the Nammeform (or due to the availability of the ger-
und and the infinitive). If we assume that they originally had a different distribution in the 
verb cluster, with the Nammeform being licensed in [Spec,F2P] and the Doelform being li-
censed in [Spec,AspP], different orders would anse according to the selectional properties of 
the higher verb. Doelforms would yield the order V2 VI, whereas Nammeforms would yield 
the order VI V2. When the morphological distinction between the two forms was lost, alter-
nating patterns probably were reanalyzed as free variants subject only to prosodic conditions. 
More research on the diachronic development is necessary to evaluate this scenario. 

Chapter 7 

1. 1t should be noted, though, that for some German speakers, especially speakers of 
originally Franconian dialects, the participle is preferred over the infinitive even in construc-
tions like (I l b). 

2. However, a closer investigation of verb phrase preposing may reveal that this con-
struction has different properties in Dutch and German. For instance, for Zwart (1993 and 
p.c.) split topicalization with to-infinitives are fully acceptable. 

3. That it is necessary to assume that a Case feature of the preposed verb is copied onte 
the d-word and reconstructed with ìt and so made available within the IP to license a remain-
ing argument of this verb is not so straightforward, since, for instance, Zwart (1993) assumes 
that arguments of the dependent infinitive are licensed in Agr-projections of the selecting verb. 
These Agr-projections are freely available with auxiliaries and VR-verbs. (cf. also the dis-
cussion on thematic restrictions tater). 

4. An anonymous reviewer points out that Cinque (1990) shows that fronting of predi-
cates is significantly facilitated by negation. I do not think that negation per se is at issue 
here. Rather, what seems to facilitate VP-fronting is stressing the polarity of the clause (cf. 
[i] later). The sentences in (ia—b) seem to be cases of verwn focus that stress the truth vale of 
the clause with respect to a presupposed constituent represented by the topicalized phrase. 
However, the questions of whether this is the correct analysis of (i) and whether there are 
other discourse conditions that motivate or facilitate VP-topicalization are not issues nere. 

(i) a. das Buch gelesen hat er nicht 
the book read has he not 

b. das Buch gelesen hat er wohl/doch 
the book read has he indeed 

5. This movement of last resort into the left edge of VP can be seen as parallel to move-
ment roto the local [Spec,CP] in long-distance wh-movement. Assuming that only the matrix 
CP has a wh-feature to check, successive cyclic movement roto intervening [Spec,CP] posi- 

tions cannot be due to leature checking and must thus be analyzed as a last-resort operation 
allowed to escape the PIC. 

6. Altematively, we may assume that gerunds always attach to the entire TP. To allow 
for split topicalization we would have to assume that gerunds are transparent for the extrac-
tion of arguments. Here I cannot decide between the two analyses and will leave the issue for 
further research However, there is one piece of evidence that favors the account that a ger-
und head can attach to any verba) projection. In Dutch, not only arguments can be split off 
from the selecting verb but also adverbs. In (ii), due to the past tenne of the matrix verb, the 
adverb tomorrow must be taken to modify the topicalized (extended) VP. Since adverbs can-
not scramble, this is good evidence for a clausal split that is typical of coherent constructions, 
Therefore, in what follows 1 will go with the first option, which is spelled out in more detail 
later. A special thanks goes to Hans Broekhuis for help with topicalization data in Dutch. 

(ii) een boek lezen dat wou hij morgen 
a book read that wanted he tomorrow 

7. 1 am grateful to the audience of my presentation at the ZAS in February 2005 for 
pointing this out te me. These speakers essentially have Dutch-like judgments. 
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AspP-movement, 108, 111, 114-115, 124, 163, 
218, 220 

Attract Closest, 3, 22-26, 110, 116, 214 
and parallel movement, 94-95 
and the strict cycle condition, 94 	• 

Base generation, 8, 12, 21, 32, 35, 44, 67, 106, 
137, 144, 193-196, 198 

Basic Branching Condition, 45 

Binding theory, 29, 134, 150, 22 
Bracketing paradox, 210-211 

Case checking, 194 
Case position, 31, 58, 135, 149-150, 223. See 

also Agreement position 
Case-Resistance Thinciple, 188 
C-command, 22, 36, 38, 45, 47, 50, 58, 150, 

154, 188-189, 195, 206, 214, 227 
Ditte pronotin, 43, 136. See also Weak pronomi 
Coherent infinitive, 14-21, 88-89, 100-105, 

107-109, 112, 116, 185, 203, 207, 210, 
220-223, 227, 231 

in Dutch 64-65 
in Frisian, 171-175 
in German 129-132, 136, 141, 144, 147, 

149-150, 154, 158 
in West Flemish 78-79 
see also Restructuring infinitive 

Copy theory 23, 30, 33, 43, 56-57, 108, 112, 
161-162, 177-178, 194-195, 201-204, 
206, 215, 228 

Cyclic Attraction, 95 

poeti-carri?, 172-175, 208, 212, 228. See also 
Gerund 

D-word, 194-197, 203-207 
left dislocation, 198, 200, 202 

ECM, 62, 65, 102, 120-121, 130-131, 133- 
138, 144-148, 150-151, 156, 221-223 
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Economy principle. 29-30, 44, 151 

fewest steps, 57-58 
last resort, 30, 186, 199, 201, 203-209, 228 
and optional movement, 44, 74, 214 
shortest move, 30 

Empty Category Principle (ECP), 81-82 
EPP-feature, 55, 125, 149 
Extension Condition, 22 
Extraposition, 10, 13, 15, 17-18, 29, 32, 64-65, 

68-70, 78-86, 88, 111-114, 132, 138, 146; 
165, 185, 187-189 

in the antisymmetric VO account, 214, 220, 
227 

and CP-complements, 119, 127, 186-190 
and the Phase Impenetrability Condition, 

189 
in the standard OV account, 101, 187 
and verb clusters, 186-190, 227-228 

Feature checking, 23, 25, 51, 54-57, 99, 214, 
231 

and scope, 51, 56-57 (see also Relational 
features) 

Focus, 26, 29, 34-35, 41, 53, 56, 60-63, 83, 92, 
106, 108, 116, 119 

contrastive, 49, 54-55, 59, 96, 108, 217 
scrambling, 35 

Freezing Effect, 22, 27-28 
Fusion, 210 

Gerund, 157-159, 174-175, 180, 185-186, 199, 
202-209, 223, 227-228 

as clausal affix, 210-211 
and the infinitival marker, 211 
as last resort, 186, 204, 207, 209 
selected, 208-209 (see also Doelfoann) 
in to-infinitives, 208-209, 212 

Gerundiurn. See Gerund 

Head complement order, 89 
Head movement, IO, 20, 22, 25-26, 42, 67, 73- 

79, 82, 123, 126, 154-155, 209, 225 
in verb clusters, 162-165 

Head Movement Constraìnt (HMC), 67, 77, 82 

Inclusiveness Condition, 57 
Incorporation, 21, 64, 77-78, 96, 104,. 110 

of particle 73-75, 102 
Infinitival marker, 65, 86-87, 96-99, 103-104, 

107, 147, 157-158, 164, 166, 170-175, 
193, 208, 210-211, 215, 223, 229-230 

in IPP-constructions, 90-91 
as a sentente fina! head, 90 
as verbal affix, 90 

Interface condition, 33, 49-50, 56, 58, 63 
Interferente Frisian, 173-175 
1PP-complement, 64, 78-79, 82-88, 137, 145, 

160-161, 166-167, 170, 217-218, 225 
external syntax, 166-167 
hidden participle hypothesis, 85, 166 
internai syntax, 167-171  

and negative particle, 85 
and right-branching verb clusters, 170 
and scope ambiguities, 80-81, 114-115 
in te-infinitives, 84 
in West Flemish, 83-88 

IPP-effect, 15. 18-20, 70-72, 77, 81-82, 108, 
112, 145, 161, 165-168, 180, 191-192, 
194, 198-199, 203, 206-207, 212, 216, 
224-225, 228 

and infmitives in Frisian, 171-175 
IPP-infinitive, 18, 87, 145, 165-171, 173, 176, 

178, 180-183, 194, 202-204,224-226, 
228 

as suffixless participle, 170 
Propicalization, 35 

Last Resort, 30, 186, 199, 201, 203-209, 228 
Licensing movement, 12-13, 22, 26, 28, 99- 

101, 108, 110, 115, 125, 127-128, 148, 
181, 209, 213, 216-220, 222, 224, 229, 
231 

and Case, 92, 94-95, 118, 222, 230 
and functional licensing, 100 
of nomina! arguments, 91-95 
of predicates, 95-97 
of sentential complements, 98-101, 118 
of the TP, 189, 227 
of the VP/AspP, 189, 208, 227 
out of the VP, 23, 26-28, 91-101, 116, 

214 
Linear Conespondance Axiom (LCA), 104 
L-marking, 81 
Long Distante Scrambling (LDS), 5, 15-16, 18, 

36, 41, 64, 83, 88, 104, 107, 109, 148, 216 
Long Passive, 130, 137, 142, 144-145, 147- 

148, 152-153, 222 
L-relatedness, 34, 41 

Mapping Hypothesis, Il 
Minimalist Program (MP), 28-30, 32, 99, 199 
Minimality, 30, 33-34, 39, 61-62, 75, 82, 136, 

147 
Minima! Link Condition (MLC), 33-34, 62 
Mood Phrase (MP), 118, 124-127 
Morphological Form (MF), 124, 169, 210-211 
Move Alpha, 29, 60, 188 

Nair:me/oso-m, 172-175 
and the IPP-effect, 172 
see also Verba! infinitive 

Negation, 28, 36, 47-49, 51, 55, 59, 62, 98-
100, 133, 137-141, 146-147, 197, 200, 
206-207, 221 

constituent negation, 52-54, 138-139 
and contrastive interpretation, 55 
negative concord (NC), 52, 197-198, 200, 

206 
the negative delerminer 'kein', 52-53, 200, 

206 
the negative marker. 17, 34, 51-55, 63, 86, 

92, 96-97, 106, 126, 140  

sentential negation, 53-54, 79-80, 85, 92, 
108, 200, 217 

Nominai infinitive, 156, 174-175, 210, 212, 
225. See also Gerund 

Numeration, 57, 61, 99, 199 

Opacity, 114 
Operator, 16-18, 29, 66, 144, 151, 174, 206-

207 
operator feature, 41 
operator movement, 18 

Pantmetric Variation, 1 L 89 
Parasitic Gap, 37 
Participle, 4, 12, 67-68, 73, 75-76, 78, 83-88, 

124, 127, 145, 
182-183, 192, 

and IPP, 168 

152, 	161, 
194-195, 

166-171, 
202-204 

180, 

phrase, 85, 167, 170, 224-225 
prefix ge-, 76-77, 167, 171 
prefirdess, 166, 168-169 

Particle. See verb particle 
Passive, the, 37, 100, 145, 148, 152-153, 158, 

194-195 
Phase, 25, 29-30, 94-95, 127, 177-178, 183, 

186, 189, 191, 207, 214, 216, 225, 231 
Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC), 24-25, 

177, 185, 189, 201, 214, 226-228 
Phonetic Form (PF), 29, 33-35, 56, 68, 88, 172, 

215 „ 
Phonological Phrase, 56, 176-177, 226 
Pied-piping, 26, 98, 101-104, 107, 111, 114- 

t15, 123, 125, 148-149, 162-165, 170- 
171, 187, 189-190, 193, 209, 216, 218, 
223, 227, 230 

Predicate Phrase (PredP), 26, 94, 96-100, 
104, 107-110, 115, 123, 126-127, 134, 
136, 141, 149-150, 154, 160, 162-163, 
179, 192, 208, 216-217, 220-221, 223-
224 

Preterito-preseruia, 169 
Projection Principle, 99 
Proper Binding Condition (PBC), 22, 24 
Prosodic constraint, 56, 177, 226 

Quantifier, 16-18, 36, 43, 57, 83, 108-111, 
150-151 

Quantifler Raising (QR), 43, 81, 83, 113-114, 
206 

Relational feature, 50, 57, 215 
Relativized Minimality, 30, 82 
Remnant extraposition, 69, 71, 76, 81-82, 107, 

164. See also te-infinitìves, and the third 
construction 

Remnant movement, 3-6, 12, 21-24, 32, 101, 
110, 116, 214, 222 

and head movement, 25-26 
and licensing movement, 26, 89, 216 
and scrambling, 27-29, 213, 229, 231 

Remnant topicalization, 12, 213, 231 

Restructuring, 3-6, 12, 14-15, 17, 21, 
32, 62, 64, 87, 101, 118-119, 123, 
127, 130, 134, 136-137, 141, 146, 
149, 153-154, 156, 158-162, 167, 
186, 189-192, 194, 208-209, 211, 
214, 216, 218, 220, 222, 229-231 

28-30, 
126-
148-
175, 
213- 

and extraposition, 111-112 
as head movement, 101-104 
and long distante scrambling, 105-107 
and remnant movement, 89, 94, 107-117 
and transparency, 108-109 
as XP movement, 101, 115-116 

Restructudng infinitive, 5-6, 14-15, 21, 32, 64, • 
101, 115, 119, 123, 130, 141, 154, 189, 
204, 212, 220, 229, 231 

and adjuncts, 131-133, 221 
biclausal analysis, 131-136 
and binding properties, 133-136, 150, 221-

223 

and long passive, 152-153, 222 
monoclausal analysis, 221, 223 
and reconstruction, 151 
and scrambling, 133-136 

Restructuring verb, 4, 21, 101, 118, 126, 129, 
133, 141, 161, 165, 167-168, 172, 219-
221, 224, 228 

control verbs, 15, 65, 70, 72, 120-121, 131- 
133, 137, 139, 141-144, 147, 150, 152, 
154, 156-158 

ECM-verbs, 65, 102, 120-121, 130-131, 
133-136, 144-148, 156, 221-222 

functional, 129 
lexical, 129 
subject raising verbs, 65, 141 

Right Roof Constraint, 189 

Scope, 16-17, 27, 29, 33, 36, 41, 49-51, 54-60, 
62-63, 78, 80-83, 88, 109, 113-116, 137- 
140, 145, 149-151, 163, 188-189, 197, 
200, 206, 211, 215, 217-218, 221, 227 

feature, 33-34, 45, 57, 61, 215 
filter, 58 
position, 55, 59 

Scrambling, 3-9, 11-16, 18, 21-24, 26-30, 33- 
51, 56-63, 71-72, 76, 78, 80-83, 88, 92, 
96-97, 99, 101, 105-109, 111-117, 136, 
138, 146, 149, 158, 213-218, 229, 231 

as alternative adverb placernent, 44, 46 
as A-movement, 109 
as A'-movement, 38, 109 
as base generation, 8, 35 
clause boundedness of, 109-115 
and licensing movement, 12-13, 22-23, 28, 

97, 115, 216-218, 229, 231 
and object shifi, 39, 41, 44, 61-62 
and optionality, 50-51, 55-56, 60-62, 171, 

215 
and permutation, 8, 34, 39, 44, 63 
semantic/pragmatic effects of, 47 
string vacuous scrambling, 27, 44, 48 
and topicalization, 7-9, 13, 23, 26 
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Scrambling of adjuncts, 46, 106, 108, 114-115 
Scrambling of arguments, 44, 46, 115 
Scrambling of predicates, 115-116 
Scrambling trigger, 33, 51 

familiarity, 30, 48, 116 
scope (see Scope, feature) 
specificity, 28, 30, 41, 50, 54, 57, 59, 61-63, 

116, 215 
Sentential complementation, 101, 117-119, 

122-128, 185, 218, 227, 229 
Small Clause, 9, 26-27, 68-69, 71, 73, 77, 91, 

95-97, 100, 105, 109-110, 136, 162, 216 
Spell-Out, 34, 43, 51-52, 55-56, 63, 85, 91, 

108, 114, 126, 167, 176-178, 184, 210- 
211, 214, 224-226 

Split C-domain, 118, 125, 218 
S-scrambling, 5-6, 35-36, 41, 106-107 
Statua Phrase (StatP), 124, 127, 189, 208, 210- 

211, 216-217, 219-220, 223, 229 

te-infinitive, 65-66, 86, 103, 182, 201 
and the 1PP-effect, 71 
and the third construction, 69-70 

Temporal anchoring. See Temporal 
interpretation 

Temporal interpretation, 118-119, 124, 133, 
166-167, 169, 174, 176, 218-220, 224 

tense and control, 120-123 
Tense Phrase (TP), 28, 99, 101, 107, 109, 112, 

114-119, 123-127, 133-135, 149-150, 
154, 157-160, 
221, 223-224, 

189-190, 
229-231 

208, 214, 216- 

to-infinitive (coherent), 4, 18, 20, 110, 119- 
124, 127, 131, 136, 141, 146-147, 149, 
157-159, 161, 163-164, 167, 172, 174- 
175, 193, 208, 210-212, 214, 222, 224- 
225, 228-230 

biclausal analysis, 147-159, 222-223 
and binding, 133, 142-143, 154-155 
and case assignment, 142, 148, 155-159 
and control, 141-142, 150, 152, 154 
monoclausal analysis, 130, 137, 144, 221 
and negatimi, 138-141, 150-151 
and scrambling, 138 
and topicalization, 140-141, 193, 231 

Topicalization of verb projections. See VP-
topicalization 

TP-movement, 108-111, 114-115, 127, 162- 
163, 192, 208, 221 

Trace, 21-25, 28, 45, 75, 81-82, 116, 133, 188, 
229 

Transparency, 5, 14, 16, 19-20, 102, 108, 111, 
114, 132, 231 

T-scrambling, 35 

Unambiguous Domination, 23-24 
Universo! Base Hypothesis (UBH), 11, 13-14, 

31-32 

Verbo/ complex. See Verb cluster 
Verbal infinitive, 174, 199, 225 

Verb Cluster, 19, 64, 71, 73-74, 77-78, 81, 88, 
101-102, 108, 110-111, 113, 115, 123, 
127, 140, 146, 161-165, 167, 175-187, 
189-191, 199-204, 206-207, 212, 216-
218, 224-228, 230-231 

and CP-complements, 165 
in Dutch, 181-182 
and extraction, 226-227 
in German, 179-181 
left branching, 161-165, 225-227 
and remnant extraposition, 164 
right branching, 161, 175-179, 225-226 
and Spell-out, 177 
and tempornl licensing, 161 
and to-infinitives, 163-164 
and verb projection raising, 174, 178-179 
in West Flemish, 182-183 

Verb particle, 26, 76-77, 88, 97, 105, 160, 181, 
216, 228 

as head (see Incorporation) 
and participial prefix, 75-78 
particle climbing, 74-78, 162 
in verb clusters, 162-163 

Verb Projection Raising (VPR), 64, 78-79, 80-
84, 87-89, 101, 111-116, 122-123, 164, 
178-179, 193, 200-201, 203-209, 215-
218, 228, 230 

and auxiliary switch, 87-88 
and extraposition, 80-81 
and pied-piping, 111-115 

Verb Raising (VR), 15, 20, 56, 74-79, 81-84, 
87-89, 101-105, 107, 109, 111-116, 122- 
123, 148, 160, 164, 168, 172, 175, 178, 192, 
196, 207, 215-216, 218, 222, 228, 230 

and auxiliary switch, 87 
as formai licensing, 68 
as beati movement, 20, 73, 78 
and the 1PP-effect, 20, 70-71, 77, 82, 172, 

175, 191-192, 224-228 
and inversion, 68, 83, 166, 170. 180 
as XP-mOvement, 64, 73, 101, 103-104, 107-

108, 162-164 
see also Restructuring, as head movement 

VP-movement, 125-126 
VP-topicalization, 27, 29, 32, 119, 127, 141, 

177, 185, 187-194, 198-200, 203-207, 
211-212, 214, 227-229, 231 

and the Aspect Phrase, 198, 207 
and the base generation approach, 193-196 
and d-word left dislocation, 196-198 
and the 1PP-effect, 191-192, 198-199 
and nominai infinitives, 203-205 
and the phase condition, 190-191, 201 
and reconstruction effects, 197-198 
and verb clusters, 192-193 
and Verb Projection Raising, 198-200, 206-207 

WCO-effect, 36, 38, 40, 43 
Weak pronoun, 16, 41, 43, 59, 135, 215 

Zero-morpheme, 168, 203, 225-226 
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