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Appendix: Weak Islands

The theory discussed so far is able to account for, among other things, the fact that wh-movement
from certain adjuncts is in principle possible. Interestingly, however, not all types of wh-
movement are possible: movement of an adjunct is considerably degraded when compared
with movement of an argument. The answers in (1) are provided to force parses where both
gaps originate within the control adjunct.

(1) A weak island effect
a. What did the flower open [ in order to attract ]
— A: passing pollinators
b. *How did the flower open [ in order to attract pollinators |

— A:with a particular UV pattern

(1) is puzzling. The answer to this puzzle, in part, depends on whether or not we want our
theory to be a general theory of weak islands. As the facts below suggest, weak islandhood is
not straighforwardly connected to being a non-specifier: (2a) shows that complement clauses
may be weak islands, while (2b) shows that the complement of a Neg head is comparably a
weak island.

(2) Complement weak islands
a. *How do you regret that [ John fixed the car 1?

b. *How didn’t [ Mary arrive at the party 1?

For the theory at hand, we can state the weak island property as something like the follow-
ing, stated below. This description is vague enough to allow for either a syntactic (see Pesetsky
1987, Cinque 1990, Rizzi 1990) or a semantic (see (Szabolcsi & Zwarts 1993, Szabolcsi 1997,
Abrusan 2014: a.0)) approach to weak island-hood.



(3) Weak islandhood
Operations making reference to a path defined by [+wh+] are barred from certain do-
mains.

For us, given the generalization about weak islands above, the puzzle is why (1a) is accept-
able. We sketch here a theory that will allow (1a), making use of certain assumptions about
wh-movement first developed in §4, and having much in common with antecedent proposals
about escape from weak islands originating in Rizzi 1990.

The core idea is that wh-movement out of weak islands is contingent on a feature [+DB-+|
instead of a feature [+wh+]. Recalling our discussion of [wh] feature projection from §4, we
saw that projection of a [«whe]| checked by the object was contingent on movement to an in-
termediate position motivated by checking of [+De].

Wh-movement of objects, then, must involve two well-formed paths: one between the wh-
phrase and its base position, defined by the feature [+D+], and another between the wh-phrase
and the final landing site, defined by the feature [+whe]|. This, notably, contrasts with wh-
movement of adjuncts, which do not occupy a position where they check [¢Dse].

Much work on wh-movement, at least in English, suggests that movement of wh-arguments
may involve either a “true” movement dependency, or binding between the moved wh-element
and something like a null pronominal (see Pesetsky 1987, Rizzi 1990, Postal 1994, Stanton 2016
for discussion along these lines). Notably, the same is not true for movement of wh-adjuncts,
where the binding strategy is not generally available. We suggest that the binding strategy —
which only arguments may make use of — involves Search through a domain bearing [+B-+],
rather than [+wh+], and that it is this distinction which allows wh-movement of arguments to
avoid being blocked by (3).

Consider the structure below, where AdjP is taken to be a weak island as in (1), and thus
subject to (3). Following Rizzi 1990, Postal 1994, a null element — represented here by OP —
may in principle be merged in a position where it checks [+D«], provided it is subsequently
bound by a wh-phrase of some sort. Binding requires a path of [«D«] features between the
binder and bindee, similar to the binding of PRO and null operators discussed earlier in this
paper. As we see below, the wh-phrase may in principle be generated in Spec vP of the matrix
clause, so long as the adjunct containing OP appears in a position from which it may project
its features. The wh-phrase may bind OP from this position, via the path of [+D«] features
between the two. The wh-phrase is also Merged in a position where it checks a [+whe] feature
in the matrix clause, creating a path of [+wh]| to matrix Spec CP that does not traverse a weak
island.
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In contrast, such a derivation is not available for adjunct wh-phrases such as how, as in the
case of (1b). Such an adjunct could be merged in Spec vP of the matrix clause, but it would be
unable to bind a comparable OP in the adjunct clause. Such an adjunct could also be merged
in Spec vP of the adjunct clause, but subsequent movement of the adjunct would run afoul of

(3).
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