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Abstract

| argue that the Criterial Position (Rizzi 2013)he position in which a category completes the
valuation of its own unvalued features. | show tihat Halting Problem (ibid.), (the violation
of) the Empty Category Principle and the Extendegjeetion Principle are provided a unified
account in terms of valuation. | argue that thdation of the Empty Category Principle is not
idiosyncratic any longer, and that ttheat-trace effect, which represents the Empty Category
Principle, is derived from some phonological caasits, not from syntactic ones. This unified
account is derived from a theoretical consequehtieeaderivational system based on Labeling
Algorithm (Chomsky 2013, 2014): labeling presupgogaluation.

1. Introduction

Chomsky (2014) discusses the Halting Problem HPZz{RI013), (the violation of) thEmpty
Category Principle ECP and the Extended Projed®ianciple EPP in the derivational system
based on Labeling Algorithm LA (Chomsky 2013, 2014)the HP, a category cannot move
up further from a certain structural position. I),(thewh-objectwhich dogmoves from its
original position to [Spec,(lower)CP]. It must stdapere and cannot move up to
[Spec,(higher)CP]. Such positions as [Spec,(lowe})e called the Criterial Position CriP.

(1)  *[which dog do you wonderfwhich-dog [C John kkehich-deg]]]?

In the ECP illustrated in (2a), thesh-subject who cannot move up across the overt
complementizethat, which has been referred to as tihat-trace effect (Chomsky 1981, 1986).
When the complementizer disappears as in (2b)ythgubject can move up to sentence-initial
position.

(2) a.*Who do you think thatfwho read the book]?
b. Who do you think @jfwho read the book]?

The EPP is typically illustrated by the requiremefdin overt subject in [Spec, TP] in languages
such as English:

(3)  *(John) kissed Mary.



Chomsky (2014) claims that the problem arising ftoeHP (1) differs from that arising from
(the violation of) the ECP (2a-b) and the EPP &3)ociating the latter two. English has the
EPP and obeys the ECP, whereas Italian neithethea&PP nor obeys the ECP. The ECP
violation in English illustrated in (2b) is idiosgratic.

In this paper, | discuss the propertieshef €riP in detail. | argue that the CriP is the
position in which a category completes the valuatibits own unvalued features. | show that
the HP, (the violation of) the ECP and the EPPpowided a unified account in terms of
valuation. | argue that the ECP violation is nabgyncratic any longer, and that tthet-trace
effect, which represents the ECP, is derived frames phonological constraints, not from
syntactic ones. This unified account is derivedfi@theoretical consequence of the LA-based
derivational system: labeling presupposes valudtion

This paper is organized as follows. Secflantroduces the LA procedures proposed
by Chomsky (2013, 2014). Section 3 introduces tteoants of the HP, the ECP (violation)
and the EPP presented by Chomsky (2014). Sectiiacdisses the properties of the CriP in
detail. I show that the HP, (the violation of) B€P and the EPP are provided a unified account
in terms of valuation. Section 5 makes a brief twgion. Throughout this paper, | assume the
knowledge on the theoretical basis since ChomsB§{Rfor the readers’ side.

2. The Procedures of Labeling Algorithm
Chomsky (2013, 2014) proposes the following LA gauares:

(4) a. Inthe configuration [H, XP], with H beingphasal head, LA takes H as the label,
b. In the configuration [XP, YP], either proceeu or 2 is chosen:
1. Either XP or YP moves out; LA takes the headhefphrasal object that does
not move out as the label;
2. XPand YP agree in some feature; LA takesdhated feature as the label,
c. Inthe configuration [H, XP] with H being a nphasal head, i.e. V/R(oot) or T,
i) The subject in [Spec,XP] moves to [Spec, H] at@ngthens the non-phasal
head;
i) That raised subject and the non-phasal heagkag some feature; LA takes
that shared feature as the label.

Following Borer (2005a,b, 2013), Chomsky (2013,8Qdssumes that any category, noun, verb,
etc, is created by merge of a root and a functibead. For instance, V/R(oot) in (4c) merges
to v* to be a verbal category. | assume this clearthis paper. It is argued that the non-phasal
heads, V/R(oot) and T, are weak and cannot beddtyethemselves (Chomsky 2014:5-6). They
must be strengthened by the movement of the subjeitte Spec of their complement, as
described in (4ci). This requirement of the subjaclvement is referred to as the EPP. The

! Throughout this paper, | use the tdrabeling AlgorithmLA for an abstract syntactic mechanism, and tha ter
labeling for a specific syntactic operation.
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procedures of (4b2) and (4cii) describe the symtamperation calledAgree i.e valuation
(Chomsky 2000, 2001, 2004, 2008): unvalued featafesie are valued by the other so that
the former can be interpreted at the interface Wiéhother grammatical components. When a
label is determined by Agree, LA seeks the feathered by XP and YP in (4b2) and the feature
shared by a non-phasal head and a subject raigsd3pec in (4cii). Conventionally, LA takes,
as the label, the verbal/functional head, either X, in (4b2) and the non-phasal head in (4cii).

On the basis of the procedures above, theadi®ns of v*P and CP phases are described
in (5i-viii). (5a-b) illustrates the final repredations of the derivations. | follow the procedure
described in Chomsky (2014:11,(8)), which is caraeit more in a successive-cyclic manner
than the procedure described in Chomsky (2014)8,(5)

5) a R+wLDPREBP .. (&P phase)
b. € [DP[T[BP..]]] GP phase)

i) DP in [Sped}] moves to [Spec,R] in (5a) and to [Spec,T] in (&b)trengthen the non-
phasal heads;

i) v*and C merge to its complemeint,in (5a) and (5b) respectively;

iii) Phasehood is inherited from v* to R in (5aijdafrom C to T in (5b);

iv) DP Obj(ect)-agrees with R in (5a); DP Subjjeagrees with T in (5b);

v) aislabeled RP in (5a) and TP in (5b);

vi) R moves to v*, and v*, the verbal affix, islded in (5a); C is simply deleted in (5b);

vii) Phasehood is activated in the original positad R in (5a) and in that of T in (5b);

viii) B, the complement of R in (5a) and that of T in (3®)ransferred.

A theoretical consequence of the LA-based derivali®ystem is that labeling presupposes
valuation; thus, Agree is not an independent syiataperation. In (5iv)¢p-features of R/T are
valued by DP, and the Case of DP is also valuetthé&yead; DP is assigned the Acc(usative)
Case in (5a) and the Nom(inative) Case in (5b)ldblsa RP in (5a) and TP in (5b); see (5v).
In the probe-goal system (Chomsky 2000), Agree avasdependent syntactic operation that
proceeds along with its own needs: a head seaecgedl to value its uninterpretable features.
Contrary to the probe-goal system, Agree is pddlpéling in the LA-based derivational system.

3. The HP on one hand, and (the violatiortlted) ECP and the EPP on the other

According to Chomsky (2014:10), the HP illustraire{l), which is repeated in (6), arises since
labeling cannot be done. It is argued that C hasedafeatures andwah-phrase has unvalued
features (Chomsky 2014:10,ft.16). To labelvhich dogand C must agree. Aftevhich dog
moves to the Spec of the higher CP, it is invisiblESpecp] and cannot agree with @ cannot
be labeled, and the sentence is ungrammatical.

2 In both configurations, [H,XP] and [XP,YP], Agreecurs between two heads, H and X in the formepaadd
Y in the latter. See a series of Chomsky’s papmengabove.
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(6) *[which dog do you wonder jwhich-deg § C John likes-which-dog]]]?

The ECP illustrated in (2) is associated with tfPEon the other hand. It is claimed that they
both concern the requirement of an overt subje¢spec, TP]. Italian allows [Spec,TP] to be
empty as in (7a). Theth-subjectchi can move to the Spec of the higher CP acrosswbe o
complementizeche ‘that’ in the lower CP; see (7b). In English, [SpEP] must be overtly
filled as in (8a). Thevh-subjectwhocannot move to the Spec of the higher CP acressuért
complementizethatin the lower CP; see (8b). Italian does not hé&neeEPP requirement and
can violate the ECP, whereas English has the Effreznent and obeys the ECP. Twib-
subject can exceptionally move, when the compleinenin the lower CP disappears; see (8c).
The violation of the ECP in English is ‘idiosyndcataccording to Chomsky (2014:8).

(7) a. (Gianni) vincera. [Ita.]
Gianni winfuT-3sg
‘Gianni will win.’

b. Chi credi che-hi vincera?
who thinkPRES2sg that ~ wirFuT-3sg
‘Who do you think that will win?’

(8) a. *(John)read a book.
. *Who do you thinkdp that [ whe T p=vr) whe read the book]]]?
C. [cpWho do you think @Jwhe T p=v+r) whe read the book]]]?

Chomsky (2014:6-8) accounts for the differencesvben Italian and English in terms of the
strength of T. Italian has quite a rich inflectibsgstem; see the verbal formincera which
inflects for future tense and the third person glag Italian has a strong T, which can label
itself. It does not need an overt subject in ite S strengthen it, as illustrated in (7a). In the
same way, when theh-subjectchi moves out as in (7b), T, being strong, can latselfi (,
regardless of whether the lower CP has the ovenptamentizecheor not)3

English, on the other hand, has a poor d¢tileal system; see the verbal foread
which inflects neither for tense nor for pero&nglish has a weak T, which cannot label itself.
It needs an overt subject in its Spec to strengitheee (8a). When theh-subjectwhomoves
to the Spec of the higher CP across the overt cermgrhtizerthat, the copy in [Speaq] is
invisible. It cannot agree with T. Sineecannot be labeled, (8b) is ungrammattcéh the
idiosyncratic case (8c), it is claimed that whes ¢tbmplementizer in the lower CP disappears,
the entire clause is one CP phase (, though therlolause maintains the label of CP). Since
thewh-subject in its original position, i.e. in [SpRGV*P)], can directly access the syntactic
operations carried out in the matrix phase, itr@ve up to sentence-initial position.

8 Chomsky does not describe the detailed derivatimoaess of the ECP cases (7-8b), but the derivaticthem
proceeds in the way described here based on hiserg.
4 The pronunciation differs between the presentaemsl the past tense, which is irrelevant here.
5 See footnote 3.
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4. The properties of the Criterial Position

Let us consider the properties of the CriP in dle@a-b) illustrates the derivation of typical
declarative sentences. Afterki{sed moves to v*, the subjedbhnmerges. After the subject
moves outy is labeled v*P. The Case feature of the subjaahislued in [Speg(=v*P)], since

it cannot be valued by v*. In [Sp§#, the subject agrees with T and is assigned tha Base.
B is labeled TP. The subject stops there.

(9) a. John kissed Mary.
b. kecp) C [ptr) JOhn [T [=vpr) Jokhn [R(kissed)+v*s[Rikissed) Mary]l]]]]

In [SpecB(=TP)], i.e. in the CriP, valuation of all the uhwed features of the subject is
completed. The subject is frozen there. That is,@hiP is the position in which a category
completes the valuation of its own unvalued feature

In the halting case (6), which is repeate(iLlDa-b), thevh-objectwhich dogmoves to
[Specy] and further to [Spea]. Since the verlwvondersubcategorizeswah-clause, the lower
C has Q. Thevh-object in [Speg] agrees with G. y is labeled QP. In [Speg, i.e. in the CriP,
thewh-object completes the valuation of its own unvalfesdures$. It cannot move up further.

(10) a. *Which dog do you wonder John likes?
b. *[« which dog dod=Tr) you wonder=qr)Wwhich-dog & [John likes-which-deg]]]]?

Consider the ECP violation (7c), which is repeate@1a-b). Since Chomsky (2008), it has
been assumed thatwd+subject moves from [Spec,v*P] to [Spec,TP] on baed, and from
[Spec,v*P] to [Spec,CP] on the other, in a parata@hner. According to this analysis, thk-
subjectwhomoves from [Speeg] to [Specy] on one hand, and from [Spelcto [Specy] on the
other. It is assigned the Nom Case in [S§leio, Agree with T, but still has unvalued \{@#
features. Since the vethink subcategorizes that-clause, the lower C does not have any
features such as Q that can be shared byhksibject. Agree does not occur between the lower
C andwho in [Specy]. The wh-subject with unvalued features continues to mopé in
[Specq], it agrees with @ and its unvalued features are valued. Completiegvaluation of

all of its own unvalued features, thé+subject stops there.

(11) a. Who do you think loves Mary?
b. [Q(ZQP) who d0+@ [B(=TP) you think L,(:cp)W-hG C E(:T*P) who [T [g(:V*P) who loves Mary]]]]]]?

6 v* should have been already deleted when the subjerges; see (5vi). Here, | notateR{gissed)+v*without
a deleting line for convenience’ sake.
" o is labeled CP based on (4a). To lab®P, the objecMary would have to move to [Spec,R(kissed)], which
issue | leave aside here.
8 Its Case feature has been already valued by er ¥, which detailed procedures | leave asideher
9 After thewh-subject moves out from [SpeL,y is labeled CP based on (4b1).
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The ECP violation is thus no longer idiosyncralids provided a unified account under the
LA-based derivational system. That is, in the hglttase (10), the&h-object cannot move up
further since it completes the valuation of its ownvalued features in [SpgeGQP)]. In the
ECP violation (11), thevh-subject can move up further, since some of italued features are
still not valued in [Speg(=CP)]. It stops in [Spee(=QP)], since it completes the valuation of
all of its own unvalued features. The same arguragplies to Italian; see (7b). Since the
complementizeche‘that’ does not have any features shared bywrsubjectchi ‘who’, Agree
does not occur between them. WMiesubject with unvalued features continues to mqvdm
the highest Spec, it agrees with &hd completes the valuation of all of its unvaléesatures.
Thewh-subject stops theré.

Recall that (11) is ungrammatical when i$ llae overt complementizénat, i.e. the
that-trace effect illustrated in (8b), which is repehie (12a). When thevh-phrase is extracted
from the object position, the complementizer capeap; see (12b). As we have seen, the
presence of an overt complementizer is not a prnoliteltalian; see (7b). Hence, it is plausible
that thethattrace effect, which represents the ECP, is dern@drom constraints in syntax,
but from some constraints in the phonological congpd that prevent the occurrence of an
overt complementizer in a lower position.

(12) a. *Who do you thinkdp that | whe [p=Tp) read the book]]]?
b.  Who do you thinkdp that |. John fi=Tp) loves-who]]]?

Let us finally consider the EPP. It is argued thaibn-phasal head requires a subject to move
to its Spec to strengthen it; see (4ci). On thesbatsthe argument here, the subject moves, not
due to the EPP requirement, but to value its owralured features. In (9), which is repeated in
(13a-b), the external subject moves out from [Sg§ee;P)], since its Case feature cannot be
valued by v*. In [Spe@(=TP)], it is assigned the Nom Case. It complelesvaluation of all

of its unvalued features and stops thére.

(13) a. John kissed Matry.
b. [ecp) C [s=Tr) John [T j=v+p) Jobhn [R(kissed)+v*s[Rikissed) Mary]]]]]]

Chomsky (2013:36,t.36) addresses the question itvlsyalways the subject, not v*P, that

moves out. The answer is clear: v*P does not msewege it does not have unvalued features.
The argument here answers to a more global questioy does a category move out from a
position and stop in another position? The ans@ern category moves out since it has
unvalued features; it stops where it completev#heation of all of its unvalued features. Thus

10 The same argument also applies to the v*P phaseni€ky 2014:7,(3")):
i) [who do you § v* [, whe expectqto win]]]]
Since unvalued @/h-features ofvhoare not valued in [Sped, it continues to move up. In the highest Speeyth
are valued and/ho stops there.
11 In the argument here, morphological richnessraddvant to the presence or absence of the EPFharfeGP.
It is plausible that actual morphological realieatis a matter of the phonological component, asned by
Sigurdsson (2004) and Bobaljik (2006).
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in (5a-b), DP in [Spef] moves to the Spec of R/T, since it has an unvhlDase feature. It
stops in [Speaq], where its Case feature is valued. In (11), wesubject moves out from
[Specy], since it still has unvalued @h-features. It stops in [Speg, where they are valuéd.
Labeling is then the result of the completion dirasion.

4. Conclusion

| have argued that the CriP is the position in Wwhaccategory completes the valuation of its
own unvalued features. | have shown that the Hie, tolation of) the ECP and the EPP are
provided a unified account in terms of valuationtie HP (10), thevh-object cannot move up
further, since all of its unvalued features areaugdlin the Spec of the lower CP. In the ECP
violation (11), thevh-subject continues to move up since some of italued features are still
not valued in the Spec of the lower CP. It stoph&Spec of the higher CP, where it completes
the valuation of all of its unvalued features. H@P violation is not idiosyncratic any longer.
The thattrace effect (12a), which represents the ECP,esved from some phonological
constraints, not from syntactic ones. In the ERF, (the subject can move up from the Spec of
Vv*P, where its Case feature is unvalued. It stagheé Spec of TP, where it is assigned the Nom
Case and completes the valuation of all of its lued features. The unified account here is
derived from a theoretical consequence of the L#edaderivational system: labeling
presupposes valuation.
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