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Anna Szabolcsi & Marce den Dikken

1. Strong vs weak islands

‘Islands’ isthe mver term for nodes which dostruct syntactic movement, i.e. antecedent-trace dependencies, as
in(1). Islands do not stand in the way of the establishment of (A¢-)dependenciesin general: (2) is grammaticd.
By way of arepresentational convention to be used throughout this paper, islands are enclosed in angled brackets,
and the empty position within an island linked to an antecalent outside the island is marked with the aid o a
single underscored space

@-* Thiskid, | must call <theteacher who punished _>.
2 Thiskid, | must call <the teacher who punished him>.

Islands come in two flavors: strong (or absolute) islands and weak (or seledive) islands, the latter
blocking extraction d some but nat all phrase types. This dichotomy is nat particularly straightforward;
moreover, the borderli ne between strongand wesk islands is nat very firm, there being a number of intriguing
empirical parales between the two (see Szabolcsi 1999sedion 3.4.2 for discusson d isaues relating to the
strongweak dichotomy which space does nat alow us to addresshere). We will follow standard practicein
assuming that the dichotomy exists, and in taking Cinque' s (1990) key diagnostic for it as theway to tease them
apart (but see Postal 1998 for an dternative way of cutting the wedk/strong pie, interms of *locked’ vs ‘unlocked
islands, and also for awealth of novel data):

3 Cinque s diagnastic of strong \ersus weak islands:
Amongthe domains that do nd allow all standard extractions, those that allow a PRgap are
weak islands, and those that can at best contain a DP-gap are strongislands.

By this diagnostic, adjunct islands are strong islands (cf. (4a)) while non-finite wh-islands are weak, at least for
many speakers (cf. (5d)). Finitenessfunctions as an ‘overlay’, strengthening aherwise weak islands — the b-
examplesin (4) and (5) get worse oncetheinfinitival clauses are cnwverted into their finite curterparts.

(@) ax Thisis atopic about which Johnleft <withou talking _>.
b.?  Thisisatopic which Johnleft <withou talking about _>.
C.* Thisistheway that Johnleft <withou behaving_>.

5) a % Thisisatopic about which Johnasked <whether to talk _>.
b.?  Thisisatopic which Johnasked <whether to talk about _>.
C.* Thisistheway that Johnasked <whether to behave >.

2. Preview

Up urtil the late aeghties, virtualy all islands (with the exception d wh-islands) had been though to be of the
strong kind. With the advent of Rdativized Minimality (Rizzi 1990), however, an ever growing variety of weak
islands has come to be remgnized. Concomitantly, theories of weak islands have mushroomed, each typically
coming with asignificant set of novel data and important new links to ather domains of inquiry. No such upsurge
has presented itsdlf in therealm of strong islands, and thereis a broad consensus as to their analysis in the theory.
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Refleding this differencein *hed’, our focus in this article will therefore be onweéek islands, with strong islands
being brough up only to set the stage for the discusson o weak island effeds.

Inthediscussionto follow, wewill lay out the facts and the major players onthe analyticd front. We will
start out by briefly discusgng strong islands, then procealing to an investigation d weak islands — their
induwcers, the kinds of elements whaose ectractionis snsitive to them, and the theoretical questions they pose.

3. Strong islands

3.1. Bird'seyeview

Clasgc discussons of islands (starting with Ross s 1967 seminal work) have typically focused on strongones
(with the exception of certain wh-islands). Thefollowing isalist of strong islands (where, for the sake of gaining
space, we will present ill ustration orly with DP-gaps).

adjunct clauses (see(4))
tensed wh-clauses (but nat tenselessones; cf. (5))
(6) *? Thisis atopic which Johnasked <whowas talking about _>.

- definite DPs (cf. Fiengo& Higginbotham, Manzini)
@) Which man dd you dscover <{*Mary’'§/?2he/lia} poem about _>7?

: definite complexDPswith relative dauses (but nat indefinite ones; cf. Postal 1998
(8 What the poli cearrested <{ *the man/?everyone) who saw _> was this video

: definite complex DP with complement clauses (but nat indefinite ones;; cf. Rothstein 1988
(©)] Which man dd they consider <{*the/?/} rumors that Bob would betray >

subjeds (regardless of definiteness, unlessclausal (presumably because so-call ed sententia subjeds
aretopics rather than subjeds; cf. Koster 1975
(10) * Which man dd <(his) visiting_> shock you?
1y~ Thisis something which <for youto try to understand _> would befutile
(Kuno& Takami 1993

coordinate structures, unless extraction is acrossthe-board (13) or a ‘fake @ordination’ isinvolved
(14) (onthelatter, cf. section 1.9 of Progovac s 1998 * state of the article on coordination, and especially
Postal 1998for detail ed discusson)

(12 * Which man dd youinvite<Mary and (afriend d) _>?
(13 Which man dd youinvite<afriend d _ or abrother of _>?
19 Thisisthebee that | <bough _, loaded _into the ar, went home, and then fell asleg>. (Jacobson 1996

- left branches (in some languages) (seeCorver 1990

(15 * Which (man’s) did yousee<_ picture>?

(16) Combien as-tulu<_ delivres>? (French)
how-many have-you read o books



3.2. Types of explanation

The standard explanation d theislandhoodof Complex DPs, Subjeds, wh-complements, and Left Branches is
interms of Subjacency. Subjacency is classically viewed as a @ndition onmovement requiring that movement
nat crossmore than ore boundng nodk, with boundng noces originally defined in terms of alist — NP and S
(= DP andIP) for English (Chomsky 1973 1977, NP and S¢ (= DP and CP) for Italian (Rizz 1978.

Chomsky (1986 redefines boundng nodks as barriers, which are themselves defined in terms of
blocking categories (BC). An XP is a BC for an clement o iff XP dominates o and is not L-marked (i.c., 0-
governed by alexical caegory). All BCs for a except P arealso inherent barriers for o; in addition, a node YP
which immediately dominates XP (a BC for o) will be a barrier by inheritance for «. Chomsky (1986) assumes
that movement is constrained by 1-subjacency (i.e., nat more than ore barrier shoud separate a tracefrom its
antecalent); but crossng even a single boundng nock leads to a mild degradation, and moreover, Chomsky
(1986) crucially invokes O-subjacency as a constraint of * chain composition’, operativein his anaysis of parasitic
gap constructions. Cinque (1990 takes a O-subjacency approach, en passant rethinking subjacency as a
constraint on binding chains, nat just movement.

Adjunct idands are standardly explained by Huang's (1982 Condition on Extraction Domains (CED),
hence by the Empty Category Principle (ECP): an extraction domain needs to be properly governed. Likewise,
Pesetsky (1982) subsumes the Coordinate Structure Constraint under the path containment version of the ECP.
The ECP has also been held resporsible for thefact that adjuncts are impossbleto extract out of islands, strong
or weak (cf. the cexamplesin (4) and (5)).

Manzini’s (1992 integrated theory of locality is the only attempt to unify the dfect of tense (cf. (5) vs
(6)) and dfiniteness (cf. (7)) with ather locality phenomena: D and T block dependencies based on Case-
addresses, which, in her theory, DPs otherwise rely onto escgoe from idlands (dependencies based an categorial
indices being blocked acrossall i slands).

Manzini’ s approach in terms of Case-addresss is only one of the extant ways of making the DP/PP
distinction, which serves as Cinque's principal diagnastic for the strongweak dichatomy (cf. (4a) vs (4b)).
Chomsky (198632, 66), who nates it in passing and attributes the observation to Adriana Bell etti, suggests an
acoount of the antrast in (4a,b) interms of the Barrierstheory of adjunction (such that intermediate adjunction
to theadjunct PPto circumvent theislandis allowed orly in the ase of extraction d a DP). Alternatively, the
DP/PPdichatomy is dueto the fact that DP-gaps may be null resumptive pronouns while PRgaps canna be
— there are overt resumptives for nounphrases but according to Cinque (1990 there are norefor PFs.

v The DP-gap inside strongislands is nat atrace but an A¢-boundempty pronoun pro.

Perlmutter (1972 originally proposed that all extractions leave invisible resumptive pronours, regardless of
whether thegap isinanisland o nat. Obenauer (1984/85) claims that all extractionfromidandsinvolves null
resumptives. Postal (1998 esentially foll ows this line of thougtt, while appealing to a diff erent cutting o the
strong/wesk pie. Cinque (1990) narrows the goplication o the null resumption strategy down to A¢-dependencies
between a DP and a gap contained in a strong island.

4. Weak islands
4.1. Bird'seyeview

Leavingthe strongislands behind, we now embark onavoyage in the archipdago of weé isands (WIs). These
comein avariety of forms, listedin (A), below, according to the types of constituents which induce WI effeds.



Thelist in (B) enumerates the types of elements whose ectractionis sensitive to WIs.

9 What inducesa W ?
(A1) tenselesswh-idands
(A2) VP-adverbs
(A3) negatives and other affedive operators
(A4) response stance and non-stancevs volunteaed stance predicaes
(A5) scopeidands
(A6) extraposition isands
(A7) anti-pronomina contexts (cf. Postal 1999

(10) Wnat extractions are sensitive to WIS?
(B1) arguments versus adjuncts
(B2) referential versus non-referential
(B3) D(iscourse)-linked versus non-D-linked
(B4) individual versus non-indvidual; colledives (‘ one time only’ predicaes)
(B5) functional readings and event-related realings
(B6) gplit constructions
(B7) negative polarity items (NPIs)
(B8) crosssententia anaphora

For an exhaustive overview of the ins and outs of the WI-inducers and WI-sensitivity, we refer the
reader to Szabolcs (1999. In what follows, we will highlight the main theoretical issues in the
domain of wegk idands, zooming in on the threemgjor playersin the field, aslisted in (C) (where,
for each approach, we have listed the data and generalizations accounted for; asa caved, we should
point out that (C3) collapses a variety of spedfic representatives of the Scope Theory, whose
individual empiricd coverage is not as broad as their sum total):

(C)  Theories of weak idands

(C1) ECP and Subjacency (A2) (B1)
(C2) Relativized Minimality (Al, A2, B3%, B4, B5%) (B2, B7)
(C3) Scope Theory (A1, A3, A4, A5, Ab) (B3)—(B9)

In the presentation to follow, we will bring up the various theories in conjunction with the empiricd
datato which they are most closely tied — more or lessas a reflex of the fad that pradicdly ead
new theory of idand phenomena in the literature mmes with its own new set of data. Most of the
time, we will ill ustrate weak idands with primary referenceto adjunct extradion, adjuncts being the
guintessential constituents whose extradion is enstive to Wis (see(Bl)).

4.2. Types of explanation



4.2.1. ECP and Subjacency (C1)

The historica starting pant when it comes to weak islandsis the assumption, made in Huang (1982),
Lasnik & Saito (1984 1992 and Chomsky (1986), that the paradigmatic (if not the only) case of
wed idandsis (tenselesg wh-islands (A1):

(18 a ?  Which man are you wondering <whether to invite _>?
b.*  How are you wondering <whether to behave >?

The distinction between arguments and adjuncts (B1) seenin (18) is standardly taken to
follow from the division of labor between the Empty Category Principle (ECP) and Subjacency
(C1). While dl extradion out of a wh-idand violates the Subjacency Condition (hence delivers a
degraded result, to a greaer or leser degree depending on fadors sich as finiteness and
definitenesy, adjunct extraction from such an idand in addition incurs a violation of the ECP, in ways
that differ in detail in the various approaches developed in the literature but which need not be made
predse in the present context. The esence isthat the extradion of some phrase is ECP-sensitive to
wh-islands because of the fad that it originates in a non-argument position.

On the ECP and Subjacency approad, the theory of weak idands is purely syntadic, both
with resped to the WI-inducer (a constituent with a filled SpedCP, occupying the ‘escape hatch’
position) and when it comes to the sensitivity of extractees to week islands (originating in argument
or non-argument positions). But through the yearsiit has become abundantly clear that such a straight
and smple syntadic dassfication of WI-inducers and WI-sensitive expressions is totally insufficient
to cover the data uncovered in the achipelago of weak islands, on both counts. In the inducer
domain, it is espedally the scope idands (A6) that lay bare the inadequacy of a strictly syntadic
approadh. And in the redm of WI-sensitive expressonsit isnot at al obvious how, alongside non-
individual wh-phrases, we might capture the anount and event-related readings of numerica QPs,
functionally interpreted which-phrases, definite dependents of ‘one time only’ predicates and negative
polarity items under one and the same syntadic umbrella.

The first indication that the C1 approach was inadequate came from Obenauer’s (198485)
observation that VP-adverbs (A2) block so-cdled ‘quantification at a distance€ (QAD; cf. (19)—
(20)), a case of *split congtructions', B6 (see also de Swart 1992, Honcoop 1998 for cases of Dutch
wat voor split blocked by VP-adverbs; see (54), below, for illustration). That they also block adjunct
extradion (B1) isillustrated in (21)—(22) (seeDoetjes 1997for detailed dscusson).

(29 Ja beaucoup consulté[_ delivres].
I-have alot consulted of books
‘I consulted alot of books
(20) * Combien as-tu <beaucoup consulté[_ de livres|>?
(2D * How did you <behave _alot>?
(22) * How did you <behave _twice>?
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These idand effeds clealy do not fit the dassc ‘escape hatch’ model developed on the basis of wh-
idands, for the simple reason that V P-adverbs do not occupy any escgpe hatch position.

4.2.2. Relativized Minimality (C2)

Rizz (1990 capitalized on Obenauer’s data in (20) and used them as the key to a novel theory of
locdlity. His Rdlativized Minimality (C2) deservesthe aedit of being the first relatively broad-scale
attempt at providing the dassc ‘escape-hatch based’ approach to wed idands (C1) with a more
empiricdly acarate succesr (see dso Cinque 1990.

Rizz (1990 builds primarily on the theoreticd analysis of QAD in Obenauer (198485),
whose aucia insight isthat alocd relation between an operator and its variable is blocked by the
intervention of any third party that may be derivationally totally unrelated to them but is sufficiently
similar to the operator. Relativized Minimality is a representational theory of ‘like’ intervention. It
replaces Chomsky's (1986 ‘rigid’ approad to minimality (acerding to which only an intervening
head governor induces a minimality barrier) by a theory which relativizes minimality to the kind of
relationship that obtains between the governor and the dependent:

(23 Relativized Minimality
X [-governs Y only if there is no Z such that
) Zisatypica potential [I-governor for Y, and
(i) Z c-commands Y and daes not c-command X.

Rizz distingushes four kinds of values for [I: head government, antecedent government in an A-chain,
antecalent-government in an A-bar chain, and antecedent government in a heal-chain. Reaent developments of
Relativized Minimality are Chomsky’s (1995 Minimal Link Condtionandits revisionin Manzini (1998.

Sincewe are @mncearned with chains headed by a wh-phrase in A¢-spedfier position, all and orly A¢-
spedfiers are rdlevant interveners in the discusson to follow. That wh-expressons such as who and whether
count as such will not be surprising, so the dassc wh-island effect is graightforwardly accommodated. The VP-
adverb facts reviewed above also fit in, onthe assumption that the VVP-adverbs in question occupy an A¢-specifier
position.

The theory can also be applied to explain the WI effeds induced by negative and other affective
operators (A3), illustrated in (24)—(26) (cf. Williams 1974 for the original observation that (unstressed)
negatives block adjunct extradion; also cf. Rosss1984' Inner Idands’, and Rizzi 1990for a broadening d the
empirical domain to all aff edive operators in the sense of Klima 1964):

(24) * | asked hav John<didn't behave >.

(25) * How did <few men think that you behaved >?
(26) * How did <only Johnthink that you behaved >?
27 * How did <you ceny that you behaved >?

Rizzi (1990) accommodates the blocking effea of affective (or downward entailing) operators by assuming that
they cometo occupy A¢-spedfier positionsat LF (see Rullman 1994, 1995 for a semantic explanation in terms
of maximality effeds). That analysis has difficulty, however, acoourting for the paralld behavior of negative
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verbs like deny, seenin (27), which could raise to an A¢-specifier position only on pain of aviolation o Structure
Preservation. Nor is deny the only head that induces WI effeds — the broader generali zaion, due to Cattell
(1978 (cf. also Hegarty 1992, is that al so-called response stance and non-stance predicates (A4) block
extraction d WI-sensitive expressons. Reponse stance includes, alongside deny, items like accept, confirm,
verify, admit. Non-stanceincludes a large dassof factive verbs. realize, know, regret, remember, surprise,
notice, etc.

Cinque (1990 suggests that factive cmplements are islands because they are nat a sister to the verb,
on the assumption that clauses from which extraction takes place must be sisters of a O-marking |[+V| head. (This
assumption caries over to extraposition islands (A6), which we will not discuss.) Cinque s approach to factive
islands is tantamourt to saying that nat al complements are sisters to the seleding head — a heterogeneous,
hence onceptually unettractive perspedive on complements. An aternative analysis within the Relativized
Minimality framework suggested by Progovac (1988 and Melvold (1991) hasiit that thereis anul operator in
the SpecCP position o the mmplement of verbs likeregret and deny. On this approad, these islands are reduced
to thetypical case of an intervening A¢-spedfier.

4.2.3. Wl -sensitivity — From syntax, via pragmatics, to semantics

Thediscussion of Rdativized Minimality so far focused primarily onits account of WI-inducers and its empirica
superiority over the ECP-cum-Subjacency approach. But Relativized Minimality was also instrumental in
toppling the C1 approach in the domain of WI-sensitivity.

The dassc approach (cf. Huang 1982 Lasnik & Saito 1984 1992 Chomsky 1986 capitalizes ona
purely syntactic property: the argument/adjunct dichatomy (B1) here. But thisistoo blunt a move, for various
reasons.

First, thetempora adverbia when is noticeably less sensitive to WIs than, for instance, why or how; and
moreover, where does not fit the B1 picture at all because its WI-sensiti vity does not seem to depend onwhether
it is subcategorized for or nat:

(28 {*Why/*How/?When} did Johnask <whether to dothis_>?
(29 ? Where did Johnask <whether to { put/read} this book >?

Rizz’ s Rdativized Minimality presents an acoourt of thefad that tempora and locative phrases are less sensitive
to Wls than manners and reasons built on therole played by referentiality (B2) in the domain of WI sensitivity.
According to Rizz, manner and reason phrases may be arguments but they do rot have the theta-roles of event-
participants (i.e., they do nd havereferential theta-roles). This is what makes them inextractable from weak
islands. In this respect they are just like amount phrases (cf. (31)), which, though subcategorized by the verb, are
norethelessWi-sensitive (Ross1984). Caseslike (31) arethe aucia argument that originating in an argument
position s not enowgh: a successful extractee must also be referential in some sense (or, as E. Kiss199% hesit,
specific in the sense of Eng 1991).

(30) What did <noimitation pearls touch _>?
BD* What did <noimitation pearls cost _>7?

On the other hand, as events take place in time and space, Rizzi surmisesthat the event spedfication may license
atemporal andlocative index that acoourts the reduced WI-sensitivity of temporal and locative phrases.
Drawing onwork by Kroch (1989) and Comorovski (1989), Cinque (1990) makes a finer distinction that
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involves pragmatics. a referential wh-phrase, in addition to having a referential theta-role, neals to be
D(iscour se)-linked (B3), i.e. drawn from a pre-established set. The most persuasive examples advanced to
underpin this point involve how many-phrases. The goodexamples below invave a contextuall y establi shed set
of books or a specific range of paints that figure skating jurors conventionally assign to mistakes in the program.

(32 * How many books are youwondering <whether to write _ next year>?

(33 How many books onthelist are they wondering <whether to publish _ next year>?
(34) * How many points are youwondering <whether to earn _>?

(35 How many points are the jurors debating <whether to take off _>?

The proposals reviewed immediately above define WI-sensitivity in terms that combine syntax with
pragmatics. The pragmatic argument is very powerful: indeed, almost any wh-phrase (save for why, perhaps) can
be madeimmuneto WIis by D-linking. But ‘aggressively non-D-linked’ wh-phrases such as wh-the-hell (Pesetsky
1987 shoud be systematicall y unextractable from weak islands. The devianceof (36) seams to goalongwith
this prediction d the pragmatic acoourt. But as Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1993 point out, (37) is felicitously used
when seeing someone rifling through a dictionary. In a context such as this, we have unguestionable evidence that
there eists areferent of the objed of the enbedded verb, and we @n ask a wh-the-hell questionin arder to
identify that objed.

(36) ?7? Whothe hell are youwondering <whether to invite _>?
(37) What the hell doyoustill <nat know <how to spell _>>?

Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1993) argue that the moral of such * salient chedklist’” examplesisthat D-linkingis not the
discriminating fador when it comes to WI-sensiti vity; instead the checklist turns elements of a non-individuated
domain into discrete individuals (B4). D-linking may play an important role in transforming a domain but,
Szabolcsi & Zwarts claim, it is nat D-linking itself but the amergent set of individualsthat is dedsive.

Perhaps the dearest example demonstrating the significance of individuals, in contradistinctionto D-
linking, comes from Dobrovie-Sorin (1994). Clitic doubling in Romanian signals D-linking, and indeed, it enables
ahow many-phrase to extract from afactive island:

(38 Pe citefemei regre i <caleai iubit _>7?
“how many (of the) women are such that you regret having loved them

On the other hand, cite femei ‘how many women' can be etracted even if it is not douled by le and,
conseguently, is nat D-linked. It turns out that the aitical factor iswhether it isinterpreted as quantifying ower
numbers of women (case (i), which is bad) or over individual women (case (i), which is okay):

(39 Citefeme regre_i <caai iubit _>?
@i)*  ‘for what number, you regret having loved that number of women’
(i) “how many women are such that you regret having loved them’

These data lead to the @nclusion that semartics, rather than pragmatics, plays the real role in the
characterization d WI-sensitivity — in particular, theindividual/non-individual distinction (B4) is what sets
apart WI-escaping which/what-phrases from manners, reasons, amourts, and aher WI-sensitive expressons
(when thelatter are nat individuated by contextual brute force); seealso Aoun (1986), Frampton (1990), Rullman
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(1993, Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1990 1993 and Cresti (1999. This conclusionis further confirmed by Cresti’s
observation that wh-phrases ontheir functional readings (B5) are also WI-sensitive:
(40) | know which book youwonder whether no/any student read.

@i)* I know that you wonder whether no/any student; read her; mother’ s book

(i) | know that you wonder whether na/any student read War and Peace

Thisfact would beimpossibleto explain onthe ealier, syntadic or pragmatic, theories. Cresti argues that on the
functional reading, the trace of which book must be of a higher order, functional type, as opposed to the
individual type. Functional readings nesatly fall under theindividual versus higher order generali zation.

Both Cresti (199%) and Rullman (1993) propose afilter that requires e ements that extract from out of
an isand to be of type e, the type of individuals. But they do not offer an explanation for why this shoud bethe
case. Itis herethat the primary contribution o Szabadlcsi & Zwarts' s (1993) work lies— aswill beseenin 4.2.5,
they present a genera theory of scope from which an explanation for why certain expressions (the WI-sensitive
ones) are unable to scope above cetain ahers (the WI-inducers) foll ows as atheorem.

4.2.4. Scopeislands (A5)

The weak islands we reviewed so far are all cases of intervention islands: the WI isinduced by the intervention
of a certain element between the final locus of the extracted phrase and its extraction site. As we have seen,
Relativized Minimality generally accommodates these with ease (seeSzabolcsi & Zwarts 1991 for areasting
of theseresults in semantic terms, taking monotonicity to be the key to the identification of harmful interveners).
But despite theimpressive @mverage of this approach, it seems unlikely in the final analysisthat the entire dass
of WI-inducers can be identified as intervening A¢-spedfiers. The discovery of abody of scope islands (A5)
eventually carried this conclusion hane.

At first sight, it would seem that, while wh-, negative (or downward entaili ng/aff ective) and V P-adverbid
intervention induces a weak island, that of other operators is harmless— a sentence like how did every boy
behave? isgrammaticd. But the scopethat the every QP takesis essential here. Every boy is three-ways scopally
ambiguous — it may scope ather below or above awh-phrase, or be scopally independent of it. Let usillustrate
the threeposshili ties with an example where the wh-phrase isimmune to Wis:

(41 Which book dd every boy read _?
0] every > wh
‘For every boy, which book dd heread?
(i) wh > every
‘Which book s such that every boy read it?
(iii) independent scope (uniformity presupposition)
‘Taking for granted that every boy read the same book, what was this book?

Reading (i) is often cdled a pair-list reading: it is answered by alist of pairs. ‘Bill read Magic Mountain, Jim read
TheRussaHouse, .... Readings (i) and (iii ) both ask for asinge book that was read by every boy, but differ
asto the possibility of what € se each boy may have read. For instance, if Bill read Jurassic Park and Tom Jones,
Jim read Jurassc Park and Airframe, and so on reading (ii) is felicitous and the answer is ‘Jurassc Park.’
Reading (iii) is nat feicitousin the same situation: it presuppases that each boy read just one book, and moreover,
the same one, and merely asks to identify the book The question is whether these threereadings are equally
possble when every boy interacts with a WI-sensitive expresson.
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E. Kiss (1993) and de Swart (1992) make the fundamental observation that universals are harmless only
when they (i) scope &ove or (jii) independently of the sensitive wh-phrase. When they scope below it (ii), they
induwceaWI. Thus, E. Kissobserves that the examplein (42) is grammatical ontwo of its threereadings only.
(SeeSzabolcsi 1997for arange of even subtler pair-list data.)

42 How did every boy behave _?
0] every > wh
‘For every boy, how did he behave?
(i)* wh> every
*'What was the @mmon e ement in the boys' nonuniform behavior?
(iii) independent scope (uniformity presupposition)
‘Taking for granted that every boy behaved the same way, what was it like?

The Scope Generali zation emanating from these observations can be stated in either of the foll owing ways:

43 If Op; has scope over Op; and binds a variable in the scope of Op;, Op; must be spedfic.
(E. Kiss1993
(44 A quantifier Q; can only separate a quantifier Q, fromitsrestrictive dauseif Q; has wide scope
over Q; (or is scopally independent of it). (de Swart 1992

The Scope Generali zation puts the whole WI phenomenonin an entirely new light (seealso Frampton
1991). Just as Relativized Minimality was based on the observation that the range of WI-inducers is much wider
than Subjacency can account for, the Scope Generdli zation expresses the observation that bath the range and the
nature of WI-induwce'sis diff erent from what Relativized Minimality (inits original form or in its monaonicity
reincarnation) can take are of.

Tying everything in the domain of WI-inducers to the property of ‘ being scopa’ is too blunt a move,
however. After al, there are expressions that some well-establi shed theories classfy as scope-beaing operators
but which neverthelessdo nd induceWIs. Such areindefinite DPs andintensional verbs like want:

(45) How did a boy behave _?
(46) How do youwant meto behave _?

Confronted with such cases, one may either embrace an analysis according to which indefinites and intensional
operators are not scopal, or draw some principled demarcation line between scopal expressions, predicting some
of themto be innocuouws. Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1993) and Honcoop (1998), who bdh seek to explain the Scope
Generalization stemming from E. Kiss(1993 and de Swart (1992 in formal semantic terms, follow the latter

strategy.

4.2.5. Scope Theory (C3) — The Algebraic Semantics version

Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1993 (reprinted, with a handful of new notes, as Szabolcsi & Zwarts 1997) is an
instantiation of the Scope Theory (C3) embedded in the theory of Algebraic Semantics. It is proposed that WI-
violations are semantically incoherent, in much the sameway as*six airsis, whereanumerd is applied to amass
term. In both cases, the sourceof incoherenceis the fact that an operator wants to perform an gperation which
canna be performed in the denatation damain of therest of the expresson.
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It is well-known that the semantic contribution d many operators can be defined in terms of set-
theoretic (Boolean) operations. Not is definable in terms of complement formation, every in terms of intersection,
some in terms of union, and many other operators as combinations of these (and perhaps further non-Bodean
ingredients). Szabolcsi & Zwarts propcse to make this explicit in the interpretation of sentences and thereby use
it to explain why certain expressons can, and ahers canna, scope over cartain goerators.

When an expression E scopes over some operator O, the operations that define O need to be performed
in E's denatation damain. For instance in calculating the denatation d Who ddn't you see? we take the
complement of the set of those whom you saw. Thisis posdble predsdy because who ranges over individuals,
and individuals form sets, on which complementation (as well as the other two Bodean gperations) can be
performed. On the other hand, Szabolcsi & Zwarts argue that the denatation damain of WI-sensitive amourts,
manners, etc. does not lenditsdf to complementation and/or intersedion (they form join semi-lattices). Therefore,
these @nna scope over negation, universal quantifiers, or other operators whase definition involves smilar
operations. They can scope over existentials (whose definitionis in terms of union) or intensional verbs (whose
semantic contributionis not Bodean in neture).

This propacsal straighforwardly accounts for the WI-inducing effed of affective operators (A3) and (non-
existential) quantifiers (A5). It is claimed, albeit somewhat programmatically, that the same analysis carries over
to wh-expressons (A1), quantificational adverbs (A2) and response stance and nonstance predicates (A4).
Szabdcs & Zwarts aso explain the absence of WI-effectsin (45)—46), withtheaid d the observation that plain
indefinites likea boy only rely on urion (the operation that even join semi-lattices have), andwant and shoud,
while scopal, do nd make a Bodean cortribution. Hencethe intervention d plain indefinites and intensionals
is corredly predicted to be perfedly harmless

Szabolcsi & Zwarts s algebraic Scope Theory has the additional advantage of accounting for an ariginal
observation of theirs which seams problematic for all other approaches to what expressions areimmuneto WIs.
They observe that arguments and adjuncts of norriterable or ‘onetimeonly’ predicates (B4), which, by virtue
of the very nature of the predicate, must beinterpreted as collectives, are sensitive to week islands. The extradion
from anegativeislandin (47b) is acceptable only onthe assumption that the same house can be destroyed more
than orce i.e. it is unacceptable onthe verb's natural ‘onetime only’ interpretation:

@47 a Which soldier(s) didn't _ visit this house?
b. ??  Which soldier(s) <didn't _ destroy this house>?

Which N(s) in noniterative @ntexts does nat come under any of the umbrellas for WI-sensitive expressons
canvassed in the preaeding sedions. It is clearly an argument, not an adjunct. It is aso an event-participant. And
itisinall probability D-linked. Finally, the fact that it ranges over colledives does nat correspondto having a
logical typethat is distinct from the oneit hasin iterative contexts. Szabolcs & Zwarts's algebraic scope theory,
onthe other hand, does capture the WI-sensitivity of which soldier(s) in (47): on ore standard analysis (Link
1983), coll ectives form join semi-lattices, the same kind of poor algebraic structure that was attributed to manners
and amourts.

4.2.6. Scope Theory (C3) — The Dynamic Semantics version

Szabolcsi & Zwarts's approach to the Scope Generalization emerging from the work of E. Kiss and de Swart can
be thought of as providing aformal implementation of E. Kisssline, interms of what can scope over what. De
Swart (1992 arrived at adifferent version d the Scope Generali zaion, from the ange of split constructions
(B6), anather type of WI-sensitive expressons (cf. Obenauer’s 198485 QAD casesin (19)—(20), and also wat
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voor split in Dutch). Honcoop (1998) picks up on de Swart’s line, presenting aversion d the Scope Theory (C3)
rooted in the framework of Dynamic Semantics (cf. Groenendijk & Stokhd 1990).

A fundamental novelty of Honcoop's (1998 ‘dynamic excursions onweak islands’ isthat it lays bare
an urcanny simil arity between the expressons that create weak islands and those that block cr oss-sentential
anaphor a (B9) when they take scope over the indefinite. In (49), we seethat negation creates an inaccessble
domain for cross-sentential anaphaora, and Honcoop demonstrates that the same hads for all theWI-induce's (A1)
through(A5) when their scope includes the indefinite but excludes the pronoun

(48) | saw aman; in the park. He wastall.
(49 * | didn't seeaman; in the park. He wastall.

Honcoop' s proposal isto reducethe explanation d weak island eff eds to that of the anaphorafacts.

The basic desideratum of Dynamic Semantics is to account for the ability of indefinites to antecede non-
c-commanded pronours. It maintains that indefinites are existentially quantified nounphrases that effedively
bind the pronouneven in these non-c-command contexts, althoughthey do so in alogically nove (dynamic)
fashion. Thefact that (50) can be interpreted as (51) is a problem for this assumption:

(50) Usually, anew coat is expensive.
(51 Most new coats are expensive.

We seethat an indefinite can apparently act as a variable bound by an adverb of quantificaion. If indefinites are
existentially quantified, such binding is possble only if the eistentia quantifier can be removed. So what is
nealed, on the assumptions of Dynamic Semantics, is an gperation that removes the eistential quantifier and
turns a new coat into an expression denoting the property of being a new coat, a property that usually in (50) can
then take as its restriction much like most in (51) does. The operation in question was invented by Dekker (1993)
andis cdled Existential Disclosure (ED). ED maps (52a) to (52h), the set of X's such that each x is identical to
some new coat or other. Inturn, (52b) is equivalent to (52c), the set of new coats:

(52 Existential Disclosure (ED):
a there ists anew coat Pep
b. {x: there &ists anew coat; andit; isidentical to x}
C. {x: x isanew coat}

In (52b), a new coat does nat c-command it. Hence a new coat can orly bind it in a dynamic fashion.
Consequently, the gplication of ED iswell-formed only in contexts that allow cross-sentential anaphora. But
if theindefiniteisinside an inaccessible domain crested by some operator, and the pronoun is ouside that domain
(as depicted in (53)), binding, and ED, are not possble.

(53 * {x:...OP][..indefinite...] andit; isidentical to x}
where OP creates an inaccessble domain for anaphora

Honcoop now makes two crucial predictions. First, he predicts that scopal operators that create
inaccesgble domains for anaphorawill make splitting impossble, on the assumption that the operator in split
constructions is related to the indefinite in the same way as an adverb of quantification (like usually in (50)) is



13

related to the indefinite it binds and that, hence ED is required in both cases.

(59 Wat hedt hij (*niet/*tweekeea) gezegd dat hij voor boeken hedt gelezen?
what has he nat/two times said that he for books has read

This predictionis borne out, as the discusson d (B7) has shown.

Secondly, Honcoop predicts that any aher phenomenon whose treament necessitates an appli cation d
ED for some other reason will, similarly, be sensitive to WI-indwcers, viz. inaccessble domain creators. An
interesting novel domain that bears the second prediction out isthat of NPI-licensing. Linebarger (1987) observed
that the licensing relation between negative polarity items (B8) and their triggers is blocked by a variety of
interveners. Picking upon this observation, Honcoop makes the novel argument that these are precisdy the same
interveners that create weak islands/inaccssble domains. Conclusive evidencefor the WI-sensitivity of NPIs
comes from scopeislands (A5).

(55) John ddn't give the beggar ared cent.
trigger: nat; NPI: ared cent
(56) * John ddn't give <{ every beggar/at most threebeggars/exactly threebeggars} ared cent>.

To account for NP licensing (B8), Honcoop — rather than relating this directly to splitting, which would
be impossble sincenat al NPI-licensors can be analyzed as unsdedively binding them — points out that all
NPIs are associated with ascalar impli cature. This requires computing entail ment relations between alternative
propositions, and the formation d these alternatives in turn requires an application d ED (52).

Honcoopalso naes that his Scope Theory provides for an explanation of the WI-sengitivity of Krifka's
(1990 event-related readings (B5):

57 Four thousand ships pas<ed throughthe lock last year.
0] objed-related: ‘therewere 4,000distinct ships that passed throughthe lock’
(i) event-related:  ‘therewere 4,0001ock traversals by ships
(598 How many ships <_ didn't passthroughthe lock>?
) objed-related: U
(i) event-related:  *

Doetjes & Honcoop (1997), who dscovered their WI-sensiti vity, analyze event-related readings as quantification
over <event, objed> pairs. Both event arguments and indefinites come with their own existential quantifiers.
These need to be removed in order for the pair to be formed. Removal, in Dynamic Semantics, is by ED (52) —
andthisis why event-related readings are WI-sensitive.
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5. Evaluation

In the above, we presented a bird's eye view of the data in the domains of strong and weak islands, and the
theoreticd approaches to them in the extant literature. The original account of both types of islands was purely
syntactic, and, in the weak islands domain, was corfined to what we now know — thanks to first Relativized
Minimality and then the Scope Theory — to be the tip of an immensely larger iceberg o facts. A unified
explanationis called for, but nofully unified theory is currently at our disposal. What does san clear, though
isthat avery substantial portion d this large phenomenonis genuinely semantic in nature.

Thisis true nat just because we have foundthat there are semantic approaches on the market to date
which cover substantially more groundthan the extant syntactic theories, but also because the prospeds for a
revision d the syntadic approach emboded by Relativized Minimality such that it can acommodate the Scope
Generdization look dim. In arder to cgpture the Scope Generalization, LF ought to dsambiguate scope; but Rizzi
(2990 reliesonMay’s (1995 theory of scope, in which thisis predsely nat the ase, and in which, moreover,
QR ed categories are not in spedfier positions but in adjunction paitions instead and henceshoud nd induce
Relativized Minimality eff eds. We could of course espouse a different theory of scope, such asfor instance the
feature-cheding approach o Beghdlli & Stowell (1997). But that theory does nat yield the desired result for
Relativized Minimality either, sinceit has good reasons not to urite universal quantifiers and modified numerals,
both WI-inducers, under a single heading. The longand the short of it is that the Scope Generali zation has dhed
light on a set of WI-inducers that looks far too broad to capture under asingle syntactic umbrdla. Besides, it is
nat even clear that all WI-sensitive expressons fit one singe syntactic redpe: alongside non-individual wh-
phrases, WI-sensitive dements include the amournt and event-related readings of numerical QPs, functionally
interpreted which-phrases, definite dependents of ‘onetime only’ predicates, and NPIs. How syntax can urite
them all is quite unclear; semantics, on the other hand, is much better equipped to accomplish the desired
unification.

The semantic approaches that seem most promising at thistime are the algebraic and dynamic versions
of the Scope Theory, dueto Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1993 1997 and Honcoop (1998, respedively. There are a
variety of data sets that both theories can acount for more or less equally well, but there ae also data that only
one or the other can accommodate. As regards WI-indwucers, the observation that a set of quantifiers and aher
operators induceWIsis at the heart of both theories. Naturally, both accourt for it equally well. 1slands caused
by awh-XP canin principle be acounted for by both theories but, as Honcoop points out, the tentative analysis
in Szabolcsi & Zwarts (1997 does nat extend to whether-islands. Both proposals accourt in principle for the
fact that response stance and nonstance but nat volunteeed stance predicates induce WIs; but Szabolcsi &
Zwarts only offer suggestions regardingthe analysis, while Honcoop off ers a detailed analysis that also acounts
for thefact that these expressons do nd affed extraction and crosssentential anaphorain the same way.

In the domain of WI-sensitive expressions, Honcoop himself shows that the two theories score equally
well on event-reated readings. But the algebraic approach can explain the WI-sensiti vity of collective arguments,
and how (and probably, of why and dher comparable expressons), while there seans to be no reason to
assmilate them to split constructions uncer the ED approach. Conversely, the fact that there is a diff erence
between split and non-split constructions when it comes to WI-sensitivity as well asthe fact that NPI-licensing
is blocked by WI-inducers can be accounted for by the ED theory but not by the algebrai ¢ approach of Szabalcsi
& Zwarts.
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Why is it that precisdly those expressions whose algebraic semantic definition involves intersection
and/or complement-formation create inaccessible domains for cross-sentential anaphora? Honcoop addresses this
guestion and proposes, although in a preiminary fashion, that the algebraic properties can be used to explain the
relevant Dynamic Semantic properties. If thisline of reasoning is correct, the two theories may be viewed, to some
extent, as two sides of the same coin.

There are, however, intriguing syntactic residues. On the one hand, at least some of the extraposition
islands and some of the anti-pronominal context data of Postal (1998) do not fall under either of the Scope
Theories. On the other hand, in retrospect it does not seem entirely clear whether the presupposed demarcation
line between weak and strong islands is as solid as one might want it to be. The reason is that the DP/PP
distinctionis not entirely clear-cut throughout the domain. Furthermore, the DPs that are capable of binding a
variablein weak islands and of being linked to a resumptive pronoun in strong ones are rather strikingly similar
(an observation that emerges from, but is not addressed in, Cingue 1990).

There is no inherent conflict between these facts and the Scope Theories. This is because they both
reduce the WI effect to independent semantic facts. Providing that the proposals are interndly logically correct,
the semantic facts they point out will constrain the range of expressible meanings, irrespective of whether their
consequences overlap with those of other syntactic or semantic considerations. Neverthd ess, the issue of exactly
what island phenomenaform a single natural class remains an intriguing one and calls for further research.
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