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We suggest the generalization in (1) and providpieoal support for it w.r.tvP subjects.
(1) Anti-Locality Constraint on Specifiers: The Spec of a head H cannot move to a Spec of H

An observation along the lines of (1) goes baclkatdeast Lasnik and Saito (1992: 110,
ex.19), who suggest that (vacuous) subject top@atdin from Spec, TP to TP is unavailable.
We note that (1) is justified on configurationabgnds. In set-theoretic terms, movement of
an element X can be defined as the ordered s@ain Wwhere B and A are X's sisters before
and after movement, respectively. In Bare Phrasectire (Chomsky 1995) terms, the chain
precluded by (1) would be represented as in (20)iawould be non-distinguishable from a
trivial, non-movement chain. In other words, sucimavement cannot even be stated non-
vacuously. Rather than a stipulation, which it vabbé from the perspective of X’-theory, (1)
falls out as a consequence of the tenets of BawsBlStructure.

2) a. <X, A}, {X, B}> b. <{X, H}, {X, H}>

The anti-locality constraint in (1) complements tpeohibition against movement of
complements to specifiers in the same maximal ptige (Grohmann 2000, Abels 2003, a.o.)

Empirical evidence for (1) comes from the syntaxpbfasal comparatives. Polish
phrasal comparatives (3a) are degraded whemtine-DP is a transitive subject (Pancheva
2009). The corresponding clausal comparatives éBb)fully acceptable, and so are phrasal
comparatives in whichmore is not part of the subject DP.

(3) a.’”*Wieccej ucznibw zwiedzito Czechy od Stowaciji. Polish
more students  visited CzechR. from v&kacen
b.  Wiecej uczniow zwiedzito Czechy niz Stowacg.

more students  visited Czech R. than va&d@acc
‘More students visited the Czech Republic than Sk’

Pancheva (2009)’s explanation, which we adophasdd ‘from’/‘than’ has a non-overt small
clause complement, whose subject it ECMs. Thesghisnovement in botlod-clauses and
niz-clauses from a position parallel to that of thenmranore. But whereas imiz-clauses the
wh-movement is to Spec, CP (4c), in the absencevdi-probe inod- smallclauses, thevh-
operator moves to the edge of wfe only. The movement creates a degree predicate, as
Heim and Kratzer (1998). Importantly, in phrasalngaratives, movement of the whole
subject out of SpeayP targetingvP, as in (4a) is precluded as too-local. The adtitra in
(4b) involves sub-extraction of the degngle-word from the subject, and thus it involves an
island violation. The clausal comparative (4c)rangmatical, as no sub-extraction is required,
given that movement of theh-subject to Spec, CP is not precluded as too-local.

(4) a. od[pregpSlovakia [ve Wh-many students; [yp X2 Visit X3]]]  (violation of Anti-locality)
b. od [pregpSlovakia [vp Why [yp d-many students visitsl]  (vP-subject island violation)
C. niz [cp wh-many students; [tp Slovakia [1p [ve X2 Visit X3]]]]

We tested Pancheva (2009)'s account in 3 accejpyalaiting studies in Polish,
comparing phrasal and clausal comparatives mithe-DP transitive subjects to phrasal and
clausal comparatives withore-DP objects (Exp. 1,2), adverbs (Exp. 2), and degreestions
with or without sub-extraction from subjects (E8). (See (5) for an example of experimental
items). Participants rated the sentences on a §oatel (bad) to 7 (good).



(5) a. Tego wieczoru weej par zatéczyto tango od poloneza.

b. Tego wieczoru wcej par zatéczyto tango niz  poloneza.
This evening more  couples danced tangoan tipolonaise
C. ZespOt Impresja zatezyt wigcej latynoskich tacéw od  zespotu Ecza.
d. Zespot Impresja  zdiezyt wigcej latynoskich  té&cow niz  zespdt TEcza
group Impresia danced more Latin danckan tgroup Techa
e. Wszystkie pary zatezyly tango lepiej od poloneza.
f. Wszystkie pary zahazyty tango lepiej niz poloneza.
all couples danced tango better than padena
g. lle tego wieczoru par zataiczyto poloneza?
how-many this evening  couples danced polonaise
h. lle par tego wieczoru zabazyto poloneza?

how-many couples this evening  danced polonaise

In Exp.1&2 repeated measures ANOVAs vyield sign.nreffects of type othan (od vs. niz)
and position ofmore (subject vs. object (vs. adverb)), and, most irtgrdly, sign. interactions
(6a,b). This suggests that (5a)’s lowest mean igusht a cumulative effect of the two main
factors but an additional effect, which we attréotwd the island violation. Underscoring this
point, the main effects remain significant when slbject conditions are not included in an
ANOVA but there is no interaction (Exp.2: F(1,25)#D, p=0.39); i.e., the lower mean of (5e)
relative to (5c,d,f) is entirely cumulative. In E8pa repeated measures ANOVA also yields
significant main effects of type (comparative vsestion) and of type afh-movement (sub-
extraction from subject vs. movement of the whalgject) (F(1,55)=110.79, p <.0001), as
well as an interaction (6¢). The results of Exp8&fom the analysis of (3a) in terms of sub-
extraction from the subject, as a last resort, gyt movement of the whole subject violates
anti-locality.

(6) Subj | Subj | Obj | Obj | Adv | Adv | Sub- | Subj | interactions b/n main
od niz |od niz |od niz |extr. |Q effects

(5a) | (5b) | (5¢) | (5d) | (5e) | (5f) | Q (59) | (5f)
a. Expl | 438 | 5.48 | 5.18| 5.78 na na na na F(1,34)=6.26, p=0.017
b. Exp2 | 3.93 | 553 | 5.38| 6.34) 5.09 5.783 na na| F(2,25)=3.99, p&.02
c. Exp3 | 4.07 | 5.67 | na na na na | 4.99 5.92 | F(1,55)=7.08, p=0.01D

Several additional aspects of our findings are etebeyond their relevance for anti-
locality. Sub-extraction fronvP-subjects (5a) is significantly degraded, relatteewh-
movement of the whole subject (5b), suggesting Wasubjects are islands, in support of
Chomsky (2008) and Gallego & Uriagere907) and contrary to Stepanov (2007). There is
a significant variability among speakers in ratimglations of vP-subject islands, with
individual mean averages ranging 1.17-7 (Exp.B55175 (Exp.2), and 1-7 (Exp.3). Similar
variability is observed with overt sub-extraction questions, with individual means in the
range of 1.17-7 (Exp.3). In contrast, the ungranahkfillers are rated uniformly low: e.g.,
mean 1.17, range 1-2 (Exp.3) and similarly for Ex@2. Clearly, there are Polish speakers
for whom vP-subjects (and possibly TP subjects as well, gthenquestion data in (5g) are
not strong islands.
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