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Claim: | argue for the existence of ‘gang effects’ in syntax, i.atipalar constraints on syntactic
operations can be analyzed as the cumulative effect of twmiged processes combining. The
recurrent pattern we can identify, already well-known frphonology (Pater 2009), is that a lan-
guage permits process A and B individually, but the comlbomaif A&B is not possible. This will
be demonstrated on the basis of restrictions on Left-Br&xthaction (LBE) in Slavic, defective
intervention in Icelandic and successive-cyclic movemeptopose a constraint-based variant of
Minimalism, in which each step of the derivation is subjecbptimization (cf. Harmonic Seri-
alism; McCarthy 2010, Heck & Miller 2013) with constraintsabing weights as in Harmonic
Grammar (Legendret al. 1990), thereby allowing for lower-ranked constraints tarig up’.
MultipleLBE: A long-standing puzzle in the literature on wh-movemer8lawvic is why multiple
left-branch extraction (MLBE) seems to be impossible inglaeges with multiple wh-fronting
(MWF) and left-branch extraction (LBE) (Fernandez-Salgu@005, Grebenyova 2012). We
would expect a language with both MWF (1) and LBE (2) to allolBE, but this is not the case.

(1) Kto kogo priglasilnauzin? 2) Cju onkupil [tmasinu]?
whowhominvited to dinner whosehe bought car
‘Who invited whom to dinner?’ ‘Whose car did he buy?’ Russian

(3) *Kakoj; Cju, [ty aktér]kupil [t, masSinu]?
which whose actor bought car
‘Which actor bought whose car?’ (Grebenyova 2012)

Given standard accounts of LBE (e.g. presence/absence ;odB@¥Rovic 2005), this restriction

is puzzling. It is possible to derive the ban on MLBE if we take view that the cumulative
interaction of LBE and MWEF is the cause for this ungrammditica

Proposal: | adopt a constraint-based approach to syntax akin to Haier®erialism (Heck &
Miuller 2007), where the result of cyclic-structure builgiis evaluated after each operation. As
well as restricting the candidate set, this approach erttalt syntactic operations are only permit-
ted if they areharmonically improvingi.e. a movement operation is only licensed if it does not
violate a more important constraint than non-movement. €odd argue that this kind of evalua-
tion is implicit in a number of analyses, eilerge over MovéChomsky 1995; see Miiller 2015
for discussion). Rather than a traditional Optimality The(Prince & Smolensky 1993/2004)
account using ranked constraints, this approach restseaighumption ofveighted constraints

in Harmonic Grammar (HG) (Legendet al. 1990, Pater 2009). In HG, constraints bear a nu-
merical weight and violations are deducted from the baseniday Score (0) of a candidate. In
a language allowing LBE, the requirement that wh-phrases b® specifier of a licensing head
(Cwhy) can be captured by a constrainthACRIT. Furthermore, whatever ordinarily penalizes
LBE can be represented by the constraist (Left-Branch Conditioh A language with LBE
has the weightingy(WH-CRIT) > w(LBC) meaning it is better to wh-move than respect LBC.

(4) ( WH-CRIT (5) ( WH-CRIT | *M ULTSPEC
[cPCuwh --- [vpWh... wh] w =2 w=1.5 H

[cPCwh --- [vp V [oP WhNP]] w=2
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If a language also allows MWF, then WCRIT will have a higher weight than some antagonstic
constraint. | assume this to be *WITSPEC, punishing the creation of multiple specifiers. The



weightingw(WH-CRIT) > w(*M ULTSPEC) allows for MWF (5) as the summed weights of two
constraints can ‘gang up’ to overthrow a more important traing. In the derivation of MLBE,
the first wh-movement step in (6) is licensed since ftasmonically improving-3.5 > -4).

(6) Stepl

WH-CRIT | *M ULTSPEC LBC )
[cp Can -+ - [op [op WNP] ... [op WhNP] ] w=2 | w=15 w=1.5{§7—[
2 [pCun .. lop lop WNNP| ... [op WhNP]] 2 \ 4
b.% [cp Wy Cunr .. [op [Pt NP ... ppwhNA] || -1 1 }}-3.5
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Taking the output of (6) as the input of the evaluation of theasid wh-movement step (7), in
creating an additional specifier, the summed weights ofUtMSPEC and LBC turn out to be
higher than a single violation of W-CRIT. Thus, a second instance of LBE is not licensed since
it is not harmonically improving.

(7) Step2
WH-CRIT | *M ULTSPEC LBC
[cPWhy Cyh ... [vP [DP T2 NP ... [op WhNP] ] w=2 w=1.5 w1.5§
a.%¥ [cpwhy Cyp ... [P [Pt NP] ... [pp Wh NP | -1 >
b.  [epwh wThz Cu - [op [oP T NP] ... [Dptlz NP ] 1 1 }

The ban of MLBE follows from a single wh-movement step violgithe LBC while also creating
an additional specifier being more costly than leaving thepiwlase in situ. This approach also
derives the emergence of unexpected superiority effectsMAE (Fernandez-Salgueiro 2005).
Defective intervention: As well as s single movement step being blocked due to a giect,e
we would expect to find an Agree operation that is not harnalyiemproving. | argue that this
is the case with so-calledefective interventiofChomsky 2000, Chomsky 2008) in Icelandic. In
certain expletive configurations, agreement with a nonueas$ blocked by an intervening dative:

(8) pad virdist/*virdast einhverjummanni  [rp hestarnir  veraseinir]
thereseem.3G/*seem.®L some manbDAT  horsesvom be slow
‘It seems to some man that the horses are slow.’ (Holmberd-adardottir 2003)

However, it is not the case that all datives block agreemattit asnominative (Broekhuis 2008).
As noted by Ussery (2009), Kerova (to appear), dative intervention is restricted toldusal
environments (i.e. more than one TP) such as the raisingexbimt (8). This can modelled as a
cumulative effect as follows: whereas it is OK to probe padbaer inactive DP, it is not possible
if the lower nominative DP is outside the local TP. We can pasionstraint MNIMAL LINK CON-
DITION (MLC) for the former as well as one militating against agreemenside the local TP
(LoCALAGREE (LA)). As above, these two constraints are individually rankeder than the
constraint driving Agree, however their cumulative effiscsufficient to block agreement (11).

(9) ( AGrRee| MLc (10) 1 AGrRee| LA
[1P T¢:0q] ---[vP DPpar --- DPnom.pLlC w=7[w= 4> H [P DPpar T[g:0) ---[wP --- [1P ---DPvom.pL]]] w=7[w= 4>
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________ o e _ 4

(11)  Defective intervention as a gang effect
AGREE| MLC LA
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|




