A Unified Account of A- and A'-Reconstruction: Evidence from German

Introduction: It has oftenbeenarguedthat thereseemgo be an A- vs. A'-distinction with regardto
reconstruction (cf. Chomsky (1995), Kim (1996), Epstein et al. (1998), Lasnik (E3@Hjox (1999,
2000)). This claim was usually based on contrigtsthe one between(1-a) and (1-b), andled some
linguists to conclude that there is no reconstruction withovementat all, while othersassumedhat
reconstruction works quite differently depending on the type of chain that is affected.

(1) a. *Which claim that Johrwas asleep was heilling to discuss ?
b. The claim that Johnvas asleep seems to himbe correct.

Problem: The following datashowthat Germanbehavedifferently from Englishwith respecto A-
movementln (2-a),a noun-complemenCP containingan R-expressioris raisedover a coindexed
pronoun(in analogyto (1-b)), butin contrastto the English sentencethe Germanexampleyields a
Condition C effect. Asentencd3-a) indicatesthe sameis true for picture nouncontexts.If thereis
no crossover configuration, the sentences are grammatical, as (2-b) and (3-b) show.

(2) a. *Ich glaube, dass die Behauptung, dass Tfad sei, ihmibertrieben zu sein scheint.
| believe that the claim that Timo lazy would be him exaggerated to be seems
b. Ich glaube, dass die Behauptung, dassel sei, Timolbertrieben zu sein scheint.
|  believe that the claim that he lazy would be Timo exaggerated to be seems

(3) a. *Ich glaube, dass dieses Foto von Pimh, sehr gut getroffen zu sein scheint.
|  believe that this picture of Paul him very good succeeded to be seems

b. Ich glaube, dass dieses Foto von sicRaulsehr gut getroffen zu sein scheint.
| believe that this picture of himself Paul very good succeeded to be seems

In the light of former analysesthe deviant statusof sentencedike (2-a) or (3-a) in Germanis
unexpectedin orderto accountfor the grammaticalityof Englishexampledike (1-b), it has usually
been assumed thaAtmovementbleedsCondition C of the Binding Theoryfor somereasonor other
(in contrast to A-movement, which captured the contrast in (1)). However, the German senté2jces
and (3) showthat A-chains can be sensitiveto Condition C as well. In fact, on the basisof these
German data it rather seems to bedhsethat the differencebetweenA- and A'-reconstructions not
as great as the English datekesone believeat first sight. Thereforethe goal of my talk is to show
that a unified accountof A- and A'-reconstructionis not only possible but suggestsitself if one
considers German A-chains.

Analysis: One conclusionthat canbe drawnfrom the dataaboveis that GermanA-chains seemto
exhibit Condition C effects, whereas English ones do not. This difference shows that the
grammaticalityof the Englishsentencg1-b) cannotbe attributedto the particular movementtype it
involves. Insteadt suggestghatwhatevermprevents(1-b) from yielding a violation of ConditionC is
not given in (2-a) and (3-a). One quite obvious difference betieaaising constructionsn the two
languages concerribe structuralposition of the pronoun,which is containedn a PP in Englishbut
notin German.Accordingto the standarddefinitions of c-commandthis shouldactuallylead to the



conclusionthat him in (1-b) cannotc-commandany material outsidethe PP, including the subject
trace.But becauseof the ungrammaticalityof sentencedike (4), the oppositeis nevertheles®ften
assumed.

(4) * They seem to hinto like John

To circumventthis contradiction (c-commandand no c-command),Epstein et al. (1998) (who
encountera similar problem for different reasons)have proposedthat him c-commandsmaterial
outside the PP only after Spell-Out when gineposition'deatureshaveall beenstrippedof andto is
therefore eliminated (cf. also Branigan (1992) for a related proposilis kdditionally assumedhat
Condition C is checkedderivationally,i.e., at every point in the derivation, the data above can be
accounted for straightforwardly. In (1-b), no Condition C effect arises, intdoesnot c-command
John in its baseposition, and at the time when the pronoun'sc-commanddomain changesthe
constituent containing the R-expression has already raised to the matrix subject position. Gfieours
copy in the base position must not count when Condition C is check&d &his canbe achievedby
assuming that the formal features of traces of A-movement are eraseddqefsky(1995), Epsteinet
al. (1998)), or by abandoning the copy theory of movement.

The ungrammaticality of (1-a) as wels (2-a) and (3-a) follows immediately,becauseConditionC is
already violated before movement takes place.

Conclusion and Theoretical Implications: The conclusionthat can be drawn is that A- and A'-

reconstruction can be handled in 8@neway andthat the apparendifferencesbetweenEnglishand
German as far as Condition C effect®Asthainsare concernectan be tracedbackto the simplefact
that German datives do not involve prepositions, whereas English ones do.

As far asBinding Theoryis concernedthis analysisimplies that Condition C is not only checkedat
LF but at all pointsin the derivation.The first option is not sufficient with regardto the differences
between the English and German déitcussedbove,sincethe LF-representationsf sentencesike

(1-b) and (2-a) are identical. Therefore it can be concluded that the arguments pleseiepiefor

a derivational view of syntax.
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