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1. Introduction 

 

Why bother?  

 

It’s interesting. 

 

More importantly, 

 

Minimalism is the most influential framework, enjoying the services of 

many clever people. It will probably remain the most influential 

framework if it is not challenged.  

 

You need to understand it to challenge it. 

 

Papers like Levine and Sag (2003), Müller (2013) show what can be done. 
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The Minimalist answer: 

 

Because the relevant phonologically empty complementizer only allows 

a PP as its specifier. 
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(6) a.  The picture of himself that John painted in art class is impressive. 
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It is not clear that there are significant contrasts here, which could support 

different analyses. 
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This uses complex-sign rather than phrase because Merge can combine 

pairs of words, e.g. in head-movement, in which case the result is not a 

phrase. 

 

The other Minimalist procedures (Agree and Move/Internal Merge) could 

also be reformulated in declarative terms. 
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It also needs to accommodate finite wh-relatives, finite non-wh-relatives, 
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(12) a.  the man [who Kim talked to] 

     b. the man [(that) Kim talked to] 

c.  a man [to whom to talk] 

d. a man [for you to talk to] 

e.  a man [to talk to] 



Detailed analyses assuming phrase types/constructions are provided in 

Sag (1997, 2010) and Ginzburg and Sag (2000). 
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 that they take the right kind of complement, 
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constituent of a certain kind. 

 

We might have eight complementizer as follows: 

  



C-element Form Complement Specifier Aux-

attraction 
N-

modification 

main-finite-

wh-

interrogative 

 finite TP int-wh-

DP/ 

PP/AP/ 

AdvP 

yes no 

subordinate-

finite-wh-

interrogative 

 finite TP int-wh-

DP/ 

PP/AP/ 

AdvP 

no no 

non-finite-

wh-

interrogative 

 Non-finite 

null-subject 

TP 

int-wh-

DP/ 

PP/AP/ 

AdvP 

no no 

  



C-element Form Complement Specifier Aux-

attraction 
N-

modification 

finite-wh- 

relative 
 finite TP rel-wh-

DP/ PP 

no yes 

finite-empty-

spec- relative 

that 

or  

finite TP empty-

rel-DP 

no yes 

non-finite 

wh-relative 
 non-finite 

null subject 

TP 

rel-wh-

PP 

no yes 

non-finite-

empty-spec- 

relative-2 

for non-finite 

overt subject 

TP 

empty-

rel-DP 

no yes 

non-finite-

empty-spec- 

relative-1 

 non-finite 

null subject 

TP 

empty-

rel-DP 

no yes 
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But a long list of complementizers makes no distinction between 

properties shared by some or all elements and properties restricted to a 

single element.  

 

Generalizations are missed. 

 

A satisfactory approach will need a detailed classification of 

complementizers. 

 

The following might be proposed: 



(13) 

 

                                  COMP                                                  SPEC 

 

 

                  finite-tp           non-finite-tp                SYNTAX                 PHON 

 

            t-to-c                                                     int           rel        overt        empty 

 

 

 

       

 

 

 

  

      main-fin-     sub-fin-     non-fin-      fin-wh-    fin-e-    non-fin-   non-fin-   non-fin- 

        wh-int        wh-int        wh-int          rel          rel        wh-rel     e-rel-1      e-rel-2 

 



The types will need to be constrained as follows: 

 
  



Type Constraints 

finite-tp constrained to ensure that a head takes a finite TP 

complement 

non-finite-tp constrained to ensure that a head takes a non-finite TP 

complement 

t-to-c constrained to ensure that an auxiliary is moved to C 

int constrained to ensure that a head requires an interrogative 

specifier 

rel constrained to ensure that a head requires a relative 

specifier and modifies an N agreeing with the rel value of 

the specifier 

overt constrained to ensure that specifier has some phonology  

empty constrained to ensure the specifier has no phonology and 

that it is a DP 
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(17) I wonder [what Kim saw]. 



(18)               CP 

               [COPY {}] 

 

          [1]DP                    C 
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              C                 TP 

[COPY {[1]}] 

  

                 DP                   T 

[COPY {[1]}] 

 

 T                VP 

[COPY {[1]}] 

 

    V       [1]DP 

 

          what         e        Kim       e     saw          what 



Deletion/non-realization of the lower what could be achieved by a 

stipulation that a daughter which appears in the COPY set of its mother 

makes no contribution to its mother’s PHONOLOGY. 
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SLASH approach to unbounded dependencies. 



Deletion/non-realization of the lower what could be achieved by a 

stipulation that a daughter which appears in the COPY set of its mother 

makes no contribution to its mother’s PHONOLOGY. 

 

This interpretation of Internal Merge makes it a lot like a version of the 
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a gap in subject position in the same way that unbounded dependencies 

with a subject gap have a gap in subject position. 

 

(21) Who do you think [___ saw Lee]? 

 

There is no obvious evidence for these claims in English.  

 

If there is any evidence in other languages, this may just mean that they 

have rather different passive, unaccusative, or raising sentences. 
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(22) a.  the book [Kim bought ___] 

b. Lee is too important [for you to talk to ___]. 

c.  Lee is important enough [for you to talk to ___]. 

d. Kim is easy [for anyone to talk to ___]. 

 

It is more or less necessary to assume an invisible filler (a so-called empty 

operator) within Minimalist assumptions.  
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are little more than an ad hoc device to maintain the Internal Merge 

approach. 

 

Within the SLASH approach, there is no reason to think that there will 

always be a filler in an unbounded dependency. 

 

Conclusion: Unbounded dependencies with no filler cast doubt on 

Internal Merge but are no problem for SLASH. 
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some consider ___ too dangerous. 
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(28) a.  They can only do their best and that they certainly will ___. 
(http://www.britishcycling.org.uk/web/site/BC/gbr/News2008/ 

200807018_Jamie_Staff.asp) 

 

b.  Now if the former may be bound by the acts of the legislature,  

and this they certainly may ___, ...  
(Thomas Christie, The Analytical Review, or History of 

Literature, Domestic and Foreign, on an Enlarged Plan,  

Princeton University, 1792, p. 503) 

 

c.  It was thought that he would produce a thought provoking 

chapter, and this he  certainly has ___. 
(J. B. Cullingworth (ed.), British Planning: 50 years of Urban  

and Regional Policy, Continuum International, 1999, p. 13) 
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clear how one could exclude the following: 
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in such a structure is fronted. In other words, it is not clear how an 
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Within the SLASH approach, it is possible to assume that certain 

positions allow a ‘dishonest gap’ (Webelhuth 2008), one whose LOCAL 

value and SLASH value do not match.  



Within the SLASH approach, it is possible to assume that certain 

positions allow a ‘dishonest gap’ (Webelhuth 2008), one whose LOCAL 

value and SLASH value do not match.  

 

(32) 

      








{NP} SLASH

 VP LOCAL

 



Within the SLASH approach, it is possible to assume that certain 

positions allow a ‘dishonest gap’ (Webelhuth 2008), one whose LOCAL 

value and SLASH value do not match.  

 

(32) 

      








{NP} SLASH

 VP LOCAL

 
 
Conclusion: Filler–gap mismatches are problematic for Internal Merge 

but no problem for SLASH. 
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examples with a gap (Willis 2011, Borsley 2013). 
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As McCloskey (2002: 192) pointed out, this would make the fact that RPs 

look just like ordinary pronouns surprising. 

 

This approach also suggests that the filler should be pronominal when 

there is an RP, but it does not have to be. 



Another suggestion is that when there is an RP, there is a gap somewhere 

near the RP.  



Another suggestion is that when there is an RP, there is a gap somewhere 

near the RP.  

 

Willis (2011) proposes that a PP whose head has an RP as its object may 

have a coindexed operator in its specifier position which undergoes A-

movement. 
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The pronominal argument may be an ordinary pronoun (Borsley 2010, 

2013) or one with a non-empty SLASH value (Crysmann 2012, 2016). 

 

Conclusion: The similarities and differences between gaps and RPs are 

problematic for Internal Merge but no problem for SLASH. 
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functional heads is preferable to a system of phrase types/constructions. 

 

 Movement/Internal Merge is less able than SLASH to accommodate the 

full range of unbounded dependency phenomena. 
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