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1. Background

In Bare PhraseStructure,nonbranchingnodesare impossible(Speas1986,
1990,Chomsky1995).In a model-theoretidnterpretivesemanticdor Logical
Form, theta-rolesare an anachronismand the Theta Criterion a peculiar
requiremeniHeim andKratzer1998). The conjunctionof thesetwo positions
meansthat two centrallyimportantparadigmsof facts N unaccusativityand
onereplacementN become essentiallyformally untreatableon usual
assumptionsboutcategory,i.e. that Nj and Vi areterminal nodeswithout
any internalstructure.

In this paper|Oll argue that the Distributed Morphology approachto
categoryresolvesboth theseproblems,allowing a naturaland straightforward
updatingof the previously standardapproacheso the centralfactsthat were
proposedwhen they were first examined.On this approachthe contentful,
open-clasgart of any lexical item suchas a noun, verb, or adjectiveis
contributedby an acategorialRoot ('), which acquirescategoryby being
mergedwith a particularfunctionalhead,vj, nj, a;j.

2.  One-replacement

In the original elaborationof X-bar theory by Jackendoff(1977), one
significant testemployedwas onereplacementPhrasedike the studentof
chemistrywith long hair were assumedo be projectionsof N', i.e. NPs,and
the distribution of one indicatedthat their constituentstructurecould be
representedby thebracketingsn (1a) and(1b).

" Many thanksto FrancaFerrarifor help with the Italian dataherein, to Idan
Landaufor usefuldiscussionandto Andrew Nevinsand SlavaGorbochovfor
useful discussion and editorial suggestions.Remaining unclarities,
inadequaciesindflat-out mistakesareentirely my ownfault.
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(2) a. [ the[ [ smart[ studentof chemistry] ] with long hair] ]
b. [ the[ smart[ [ studentof chemistry] with long hair]] ]

Assumingthat determinerswere specifiersof NP led Jackendoffto propose
the labelingillustratedin (2) for the bracketingin (1b).

2 NP

TN

Det NO

th|e A/\ @)
PN
O\

DP with long hair

student (of)* chemistry

In particular,Jackendoffarguedthatonerepresentedhe replacemendf a
categoryintermediatebetweenN andNP, NOwhich was neitherthe headnor
the maximal projectionof the phrase.He basedthis conclusionon factslike
thoseillustratedin (3) and(4). (3) showsthatone cannotreplaceelementdike
determinersdemonstrativegnd quantifiers,which Jackendoffassumedvere
specifiersof NP. (4) shows, perhapsmore surprisingly, that one cannot
replacejust N elements)eaving argumentsof N behind. The minimum one
replacements of the N and its internal argument;onereplacementannot
targetN without targetingits internalargument.

3) a. The studentvith long hair andthatonewith shorthair.
(understoodas Othgstudent]with shorthairQO)
b. This studentwith long hair andthatone.

(understoodas Othgstudentwith long hair]O)
C. * This studentwith long hair andonewith shorthair
(understoodas O[thistudent]with shorthairQ.)
d. * Everystudentwith long hair andonewith shorthair.
(understoodas O[Evergtudent]with shorthairQ)
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(4) a. This writer of novelswith long hair andthat onewith short
hair.
(understoodas OThdiwriter of novels]with shorthairQ)
b. This writer of novelswith long hair andthatone.

(understoodas OThdiwriter of novelswith long hair]O)

C. *?This writer of novelswith long hair andthat oneof poems
with shorthair.

(understoodas OThdiwriter] of poemswith long hairO)

Onereplacementthen,seemedo confirm the uniform existenceof an NO
level, and, underthat account,entaileda needfor non-branchingNOnodes
evenin theanalysisof simpleDet-N sequences:

(5) a. This manandthatone.
b NP
e
NP and NP
Det/IN C DeAC)
tr|1|s l\|| th|at o|ne
r|nan

If therewas no NOlevel in the representatiorof this man mancould not be
replacedby one

All the non-branchingstructureseemedairly cumbersomehowever,
andit was soonacceptedpracticenot to draw non-branchingnodeswhen not
directly addressinghe questionof the existenceof bar-levels.Indeed,the
developmenbf the DP hypothesisby Abney (1987) meantthat unmodified
NPs acquiredthreelevels of non-branchingstructureunder standardX-bar
assumptions:
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(6) DP
/E|C~)\
D

tLis

o

R

S—2Z2—=2—Z2

an

In fact. the discoveryof the DP could be understoodasrenderingthe needfor
non-branchinglevels of NOunnecessaryat leastin accountingfor one
replacementlf adjunctionis understoodas Chomsky-adjunctionadjoiningto
a maximal projection and creatinga new maximal projection of the same
category the distribution of onereplacementould be understoodasreplacing
the maximal categoryNP: just as pronounsstandin for DPs, so doesone
standin for NPs. Like any NP, aonereplacedNP can be adjoined to.
However,argumentof N like studentof chemistryor writer of novelswere
sistersto N underNP, and consequentlycould not be strandedunder one

replacement:

@) DP
/\ Targetsof
D one :
| replacemen
that '

student (of) chemistry

Nonethelessa categorially-significantdistinctionbetweenN andNP was
still clearly necessaryo take care of exampleslike this man and that one
Thatis, at leastone non-branchinghode was still necessaryo deal with the
distribution of onereplacement(lf onecould replacemanat the Nj level,
thenthe theory would be backto predicting one of physics) Consequently,
evenwith the DP-hypothesisat leastNj and NP levels mustbe distinguished
in orderto treatone+eplacement:
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(8) DP
DP and DP
D /INP D4P
this l\|| tllat o|ne

han

3. The Unaccusative Hypothesis

A similar sequencef theoreticalstepsnecessitatingion-branchingstructure
arosein the analysisof the VP. Anotherof the mostsignificantdiscoveriesof

the70sandearly 80s(seePullum 1988)wasthe UnaccusativeHypothesisithe
notion that not all intransitive verbs are derivedfrom the sameunderlying
structure.Prior to this discovery,the subjectsof all intransitive verbswere
base-generatedhereall subjectswere:asdaughtersof S, or in laterterms,in

Specof IP:

9) P
NP o)
A
John I| \TP
had \Y
{fallen }
danced

Beginningin the 1970s,PermutterOrlea that the surfacesubjectsof
certainintransitive verbsstartedtheir lives asobjects(Perimutter1978) began
to take hold. In GB theory, which defined Osubject@nd OobjectO
configurationally,this entailedthat the single argumentof suchintransitive
verbswas base-generateds sisterto the intransitiveV, andthen movedto
subjectpositionby the sameprocessandfor the samereasonghatthe objects
of passiveV did (see,e.g.Burzio 1981). This allowed a unified treatmentof
otherwisesurprisingphenomenamostfamouslythe fact that objects,subjects
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of passiveV and subjectsof unaccusativeV permitted ne-cliticization in
Italian, while subjectsof unergativeV did not:

(10) a. Gianni ne ha riparati tre.
Gianni of.them hasrepairedhree.
OGiannrepairedthreeof themO

b. Ne e statiriparati tre.
of.themis been repairedhree.
OThre®f themwererepaired.O

C. Ne e arrivati tre.
of.themisarrived three.
OThreef themarrived.O

d. * Ne ha telefonati tre.
of.them havetelephonedhree.
OThre®f themtelephoned.O

This was a natural consequencéf the two kinds of intransitiveshad the
following structures:

(11) Unergatives Unaccusatives

The next major developmenin the analysisof the VP wasthe VP-
internal SubjectHypothesis(Sportiche,1988, Koopmanand Sportiche1991).
Accordingto this proposal,all subjectsare base-generatedithin the VP, and
achievetheir surfaceposition through movementfor Caseto spec-1P.This
allowed a principled accountof severalimportant phenomenanotably of
guantifierstranding:
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(12) a.  [All[the kids]]; can] t; ] eatpizza.
b. [The kids] canlall [ t; ]] eatpizza.

The position of the quantifier betweenl andV wasunderstoocas markingthe
traceof DP movementrom Spec-VPto Spec-IP*

The VP-internal subjecthypothesishad important ramificationsfor the
analysisof unergativesand unaccusativeshowever.Viewed one way, these
ramificationscould be takenas a confirmation of the fundamentalassertions
of XOtheory. The VP-internal SubjectHypothesisrequiresthat Spec-VPand
Comp-V be distinct structural positions even when there is no branching
within VP; otherwise,therewould be no distinction betweenthe underlying
structureof unergativesand the underlying structureof unaccusativesln
short,it requiresthatfall and dancehavethe distinctunderlyingstructuresin
(13) below:

(13) VP \|/P
/\
DAP \TO V'
/\
John \Y

dance fall John

This distinctionrelies crucially on the presencef a non-branchingyOnode. If
thatnodewasnot presentthe structuralrelationshipbetweenan intransitiveV
and its single argumentwould be identical no matter whetherthey were
unergativeor unaccusativethe V andits argumentwould be sisters.

4. Bare Phrase Structure

Chomsky (1995), following a line first proposedby Speas(1986, 1990),
proposedto eliminate the X-bar componentof the grammar,reducingall
structure-buildingo the operationof Merge. The setof two items constructed
by Mergeis labeledby a copy of the label of one of theitems. The notionsof
headandphrasearethen configurationallydetermined:a nodeis a headif it
doesnot dominatea copy of itself, andit is a phraseif it is notdominatedby a
copy of itself. IntermediateprojectionsNbar-levelsNhaveno statusasobjects
of the theory.If anelementmeetsboth criteria, it canbe both a phraseanda
headsimultaneouslyasthe objectpronounin (14)is. Clitics arethe paradigm
exampleof this: they behavelike phrasesin receiving a theta-roleand
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checkingCase,andlike headsin undergoinghead-movementA tree-notation
of the sentencelhe boy ate it in this set-theoreticapproachmight look like
this:

(14) <ate>

N

<the> <ate>

<the> <boy> <ate> <it>
OThe bowteit.O

(Here, the words enclosedin bracketsare intendedto representbundlesof
syntacticosemantiand phonologicalfeatures,including category.Below, |
will usethe categorylabelsas a shorthandto facilitate exposition,but they
shouldbe understoodo representhe entirebundle.)

For Bare PhraseStructure,therefore,non-branchingnodesare a flat
impossibility. Any casethat looks like it requiresa non-branchingnode
requiresreanalysisRatherthana non-branchinghode,it mustbe the casethat
a phonologicallynull elementof the numerationhasMergedundetected.

Obviously, both onereplacementind the treatmentof unaccusativesire
problematicin this versionof phrasestructure,sinceboth requirethe presence
of non-branchinghodes.

Speasrecognizedoboth problems.With respectto the problemwith one-
replacementshe concludedthat an alternativetreatmentwas necessaryand
adopteda proposalconcerningthe licensingof onereplacementrom Travis
(1984). That treatmentwas basedon the observationthat only thematically
dependenPPscould not be strandedby onereplacementone cannotreplace
an N uponwhich somePPis dependentfor theta-assignmentts distribution
asareplacementf somelevel of projectionof N is otherwiseunconstrained.
Thusone of chemistryis out becausethematically-dependerghemistryfails
to be appropriatelylicensed.Panagiotidis(2003) also proposesa very similar
analysis.

However,the notionsof C)thematidependence@etaroles andthe Theta
Criterion are equally uncertainin modernsyntactictheory.Hale and Keyser
(1993 et. seq) proposethat theta-rolesare an epiphenomenonarising as a
consequencef the position an NP was mergedinto in their restrictive
inventory of I-syntacticstructures Heim and Kratzer (1998) argueforcefully
that within a model-theoreticapproachto the semanticinterpretationof LF,
boththe ThetaCriterion and Full Interpretation(understoodsemantically)are
irrelevant conditions on syntactic structure;if the appropriateinterpretive
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mechanismgfunctional compositionand others)fail to be ableto operateon
any pair of syntacticsisternodes,the derivationwill Ocrash@ueto semantic
ill-formedness.Surplusargumentswill not be ableto combinewith predicates
thatdo not havethe appropriatevalence;similarly, providing a predicateof a
certain valencewith an inadequatenumberof argumentswill resultin a
failure of compositionas well. The Orequirement®at every NP receivea
I -role andthatevery! -role be assignedo an NP is not necessaryOn suchan
approacha ThetaCriterion treatmeniof onereplacements questionablé.

If oneis anNj headwhich, semantically cantakeno argumentsthenone
of chemistrywill be ill-formed becausechemistryand one wonOtbe able to
composeHowever,then the questionof how the NP headedby onegetsits
interpretationfrom its antecedenbecomestricky: onereplacementis only
licensedunderidentity with a precedingNP, just like VP-ellipsis.If oneis in
factinterpretedat LF as,for instance studenj thenit shouldbe ableto takean
argument.The approachwe will proposebelow allows for a simple PF-
deletionapproacho one replacement.

The conflict betweenBPS and unaccusativitthasnObeenat the forefront
of the phrase-structureebate becausehe solutionwasalreadyin placeat the
time of Speas@1990) treatmentof the proposal.Hale andKeyser(1987) had
alreadyadvancedheir proposalthat unergativeverbswere covertly transitive,
with incorporationof a cognateobjectinto a causativelight verb, andso the
problem didnOtarise. Chomsky (1995) also adoptedthis proposal,and
unergativesand unaccusativesvere structurally distinct even without non-
branchingnodes.First weQOllgo over the H&K solution to the unaccusative
problemfor BPS,andthenweOlseehow the DM extensionof this analysisto
all categoriesalso allows the samesolutionto apply to the onefreplacement
problem.

5. vP and unaccusativity

Recallthat with the VP-internalsubjecthypothesisjn combinationwith BPS,
presentsa structural problem: (12) above becomes(15) below, on BPS
assumptions

(15) Unergative Unaccusative
a. VP b. /VP\
bP \Ti Vi ZP
John dance arrive John
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Theunergativestructureis supposedo containa specifier(on the left) andthe
unaccusativeone only a complement(on the right). But assumingthat linear
orderdoesnot matterin syntax,thesetwo structuresareindistinguishableand
the constellationof factsto do with the differencebetweenthe two classeof
verbshasto be takencareof in someother, non-phrase-structuravay (e.g.
with referenceto theta-rolesor equivalentsasin LFGO$-structures).

Hale and Keyserproposedthat unergativesactually have the structurein
(16) below:

(16) a. VP

DP vo
/\
éhn \|/i\/'\||i

dance

Adopting this approachallows us to maintain a BPS framework without
further qualms;unaccusativegould continueto have the structurein (15b)
above.

Later, Chomsky(1995) addedthe external-argument-selecting headto
all transitive verbs,though not to unaccusativesln Distributed Morphology
(Halle andMarantz1993),however,sinceit is axiomaticthatvj createdverbs
from acategoriafkoots,unaccusativebaveto havealittle-v projectionaswell:
a non-agent-selectingj with no specifier (Harley 1995, Marantz1997). So
within DM, the structuredor unaccusativeandunergativedook like this:

17y vP VP
/\ ~ /\

DP vO Vi P

%ent vi/\!(P) ! /\DP

dance (&)rrive
Theme

Internalargumentgasarguedby Kratzer (1994, 1996) are argumentsof the
root.
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6. nP and onereplacement

As notedabove the standardapproacho onereplacementunsinto troublein
BPS. The structureof the long-haired studentof chemistrywould look like
this:

(18) /DP\
Dj NP
AdjP NP
long-haired Nj (of) DP

student
chemistry

In this structure,of course,of chemistrycannotbe stranded suggesting
that onetargetsNPs for replacementBut the identical structureemerges,
under BPS assumptionsfor an NP containingno complementbut a PP
modifier like the long-haired studentfrom SpairNthereOsno way to force
studentto projectto NP beforefrom Spainis attachedbecausebranching
structureis only createdby Merge:

(19) /DP\
Dj NP
AdjP NP
long-haired Nj PP

student
from Spain

In this structure,if oneis looking to replacean NP, the predictionwould
be that from Spain could not be stranded,which of courseit can. BPS
assumptionsnake the argument-adjunctistinctionimpossibleto implement,
if onereplacementis takento be an NP-targetingprocess.Just as with
unaccusativityand LFG, one avenueof retreatis towardstheta-structureand
this is the approachtakenby Speasand Panagiotidis However,within DM,
anotherpossibility exists.

11
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Within DM, Njs are equally the product of nj+!. Little nj is a
nominalizer,just asvj is a verbalizer(and aj an adjectivalizer;all can be
realizedby category-changinglerivationalmorphology,thoughin manycases
in Englishtheyareall of coursenull affixes).

Considerthe structureof the long-hairedstudentof chemistrywithin this
framework.(I0llassumethat the argument-takingoot of studentis stud-and

that -entis a nominalizer,but this needn®be the case;studentcould be the
root andtheusual nominalizercould be the headof nj.):

(20) DP

/\

Dj
the

;

AdjP P

long-haired ni/\!P
-ent /\D
! P

stud-
(of) chemistry

Head-movemenof ! to nj will createstudent Now, a nP-modifying PP
like from Spain and an argumentDP like chemistrywill be in distinct
positionsin the phrasestructure. An argumentDP is an argumentof the root
andhencewill besisterto it, asin (21); nP modifierswill adjointo nP,asin
(22):

@ e
Dj P
the P/rl\
AK npP
Iong—haired/<\PP
ni (P) rom Spain

-ent stud

If oneis of categorynj, thenit becomesclear why it cannotreplacejust
[ip!stud]: it is of the wrong category:a nj pro-form cannotstandin for a !.

12
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The presencenf nj resolvesthe non-branchingstructureissue posedby one-
replacementor BPS. Further,the resolutionof the non-branchingstructure
problemby introducinga category-definincheadnodeis entirely analogousn
the vPandnP cases.

To understanchow oneactually functionsto replacean nP, however,we
need to delve somewhatdeeperinto the mechanismsof Distributed
Morphology,andin particularinto late Vocabularylnsertion.

7. Onereplacement as ‘PF-deletion’ at Spell-Out

Under BPS assumptionspne canObe of Ocategoryd@P, becausethe notions
Ophrasehd Oheaddde derivative. The label of the entirenP structureis just a
copyof the originally mergedn;j item.

Recentireatmentof ellipsis phenomenauchasVP-ellipsis and Sluicing
(see,e.g.Johnsor2001 and Merchant2001) adopta line of analysiswhereby
the entire structureassociatedwvith the elided material is present,but its
identity with a suitable antecedensomehowlicensesits nonpronunciation
(the natureof the identity restrictionis under considerabledebate;contrast,
e.g.Rooth1992andLasnik 1995). Thatis, at Spell-Out,the terminal nodesof
the Oidentical€tructureare identified as not needingto be pronouncedAn
exampleusing the common strikethroughnotation involving VP-ellipsis is
presentedelow:

(24) &P

DP 10 & P
I NegP DP 10
Neg I
John did nOtsee Bill but Mary did see—Bilt

Theidentity of the two circled VPs licensesthe non-pronunciatiorof the
secondjndicatedby strikethrough.

12
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Under DistributedMorphology assumptionspne way to treata failure to
be pronouncedis as a failure of VocabularyInsertion: the terminal nodes
which are not pronouncedhave not had any Vls insertedin them.
Alternatively, one could simply saythatat Spell-Out,and before Morphology,
the VP nodemarkedfor ellipsis is simply deletedfrom the structure.lt would
still be thereon the way to LFNthe structuraldeletionwould be entirely on
the PF sideNbut it would be completely absenton the PF side and at
Morphology.

On the latter approach,there would simply be no terminal nodesfor
which Vocabulary Insertion could compete.A phenomenonlike one
replacementthen, would needto be treateddifferently than ellipsis, since
there,the nj nodeis realizedwith aVocabuIaryItemNit cannotbe the case
that the nP portion of the structureis simply deletedat SpellOut under
identity.

Here,however,| wish to considerthe merits of theformerapproachNthat
the terminal nodesof ellipsis structuresare all still presentbut are marked
with a specialfeaturethatblocks the normal processof Vocabularylnsertion.
This featureindicatesthe formal identity of this terminal node with some
other node in an appropriateanaphoriclicensing relationshipto it. This
feature, which 10l call O[+1d]Ois bundled with the other featuresthat
constitutethesenodesin the Numeration.

In DistributedMorphology, Vocabularylnsertioninvolves competitionof
Vocabularyltems, specifiedfor certainfeaturebundles,to realize individual
terminal nodesin the syntax.Vocabularyltems can only competeto realize
nodeswhosefeaturebundlesare equally or more fully specifiedthan they
themselvesare. The mostfully specifiedmatchingVocabularyltem wins the
competitionfor eachterminalnode.

On the approachadvocatedhere, terminal nodes which are exact
equivalentsof other nodesin an appropriatelicensing relation are marked
with [+1d]. This will meanthat specialvocabularyitems will be neededto
realizethesenodes.Let usassumehat mostvocabularyitemsare specifiedas
[-Id]. Only afew vocabularyitemswill containthe[+ld] specification.

Obviously,the main[+Id] VI is simply the null morpheme . In the VP-
ellipsis exampleabove the strikethroughnotationis understoodo represena
failure of insertionof the [-Id] VIs seeandBill, and a successfulnsertionof
thenull item — in bothterminalnodes.The correctrepresentatiomf that VP-
ellipsis example then,is somethingmorelike this, wheresubscriptsrepresent
the feature bundlesassociatedwith each terminal node, and the arrows
represeninsertionof thewinning Vocabularyltemsinto eachnode:

14
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(25) &Pt
I +past &Qut

DPJohn |épast &but |P+past
A /\ A N
A | 0 IC
1 ! N

A | |

1 I ' !

I I ' |

I I ' ! |

I| : H ! 1 |

: ' : i i |

: L ! ! !
John did n® but Mary did

So, how to do onereplacementunder identity like this? In English
(though certainly not in all languages)my claim hereis that thereis an
additional[+1d] vocabularyitem specifiedfor ([+count]) nj nodes:one In a
onereplacemensituation,oneDdeature-specifications suchthatit will block
insertionof the less-specifid+ld] item, , by the Elsewhereprinciple. In a
conjoinedNP suchas this blond studentof chemistrywith glassesand that
dark one the structureandVI-insertion will look like this:

PRuith+1d

/N NN

o
N%pneria P stud+id NN

\
\

/\ N
\

\
|
]
1

J \
entstud of \ r

15
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(The complexnP and PP nodesfor of chemistryand with glasseshavebeen
underlinedto indicatethey haven®beendrawnoutin full; the two itemsthat
areboth showninsertinginto thesenodesareeachinsertinginto anindividual
daughtertterminalnodethatisnOtepresentedhere.Further,the mergeror head
movementwhich unified !stud and -entis not shown.) The winning O+ld®
vocabularyitem for nj, one is shownin bold.

Of course the featurespecificationfor onewill haveto besensitiveto the
featureson its c-commandingnode. In particular, we donOwant +Id one
showingup in the middleof aVP-ellipsis, for instance:

(27) * Bill sawthatbig catandMary did see-thabig one(too).

As observedby Speagq1990: 118 n.12),oneinsertionis sensitiveto a certain
kind of definitenesswhere the determinerdominatingthe onenP crucially
canObe +Id; weOlsimply assumehe VI for oneis specifiedcontextuallyfor
insertionin that kind of -Id environment.Below arethe +Id VIs oneand™

with their insertionenvironments:

(28) a. one " [y +Id, +count]/ [pp Detyg, +ger [nPE _E]]

b. " [y +ld]

(It is likely thatotherVls are permittedto appearin +ld vj slots,for instance,
theauxiliary verbshaveandbein VP-ellipsis contexts but this would takeus
too farafield here.)

8. Conclusions

The central point of the above discussionis that two extremely robust
syntacticanalysesNunaccusativitand onereplacementNruninto essentially
the sameproblemunderBare PhraseStructureassumptionsthey both require
a categorialdistinction betweenterminal and non-terminalnodes, and in
particular,requirethat therebe a categorialdistinction betweenphrase-level,
bar-levelandterminalnodeswhich is not possiblein Bare PhraseStructure.

In both cases,the generalproblemis solved by essentiallythe same,
independentlymotivated mechanismfrom Distributed Morphology: an
acategorialroot (possiblywith an argument)mergeswith category-creating
terminalelementaddedin the syntaxby Merge.

This solves the problem in a straightforward way with respectto
unaccusativity With onereplacementhowever,the questionof how to treat
the nonpronunciatiorof the elided structurearises:it canOjust be simple
elimination of the relevantnP, sinceoneitself realizesthe nj headof that nP,

1A/
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which must still be present.A proposalwas made which relies on the
technicaldeviceof late Vocabularylnsertionin DistributedMorphology.

Notes

! Hereandthroughoutl representhe non-syntacticnatureof (inherent)case-
marking of by just floating it in the tree, surroundingit with brackets,not
havingit projectits own PP;| adoptthe standardassumptiorthatit is inserted
in argument-takinghominalsat a post-syntactidevel asa lastresortoperation
licensedby the argumentDPOsemanticrelationshipto the headnoun..

2 Note thatthis appliesto clausalcomplementss well; *JohnOsntention to
leave and his conflicting one to stay is equally bizarre. CP and PP
complementsasin SueObelief that Johnleft and her conflicting onethat he
stayedand the attack on Pearl Harbor and the later one on Normandyare
much better,but this is presumablybecauseCPsand PPscan be rightwardly
extraposedn English.

® This particular analysis of floating quantifiersis still the topic of
considerablalebate see,e.g.Bobaljik (1998)for usefuldiscussion.

* Indeed, as noted by Andrew Nevins, on such an approachto semantic
composition, one might wonder if the notions of Oselection(aka
Oargumenthoodédd Oadjunction@ka OmodificationGye not syntacticat all,

but derivative of the different modesof compositionbetweensister nodesof

varioustypes.

> Note that the specialellipsis vocabularyitem one here will haveto be
crucially distinct from numeralonein expressiondike one dog, wherethe
cardinality of an nj expressions specifiedby the numeralone presumablya
[-Id] item.
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