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1 Poster recap: ATB-movement

In ATB-movement, one filler is related to multiple gaps — how can this
be derived?

* asymmetric approaches: only one conjunct is targeted by sub-
extraction (Boskovi¢ & Franks 2000; Franks 1993, 1995; Munn
1992, 1993, 2001; Salzmann 2012; Zhang 2010) Figure 1: Link to poster.

* symmetric approaches: all conjuncts are targeted by sub-extraction (Bachrach & Katzir 2009;
Biskup 2018; Citko 2005; Hein & Murphy 2020; Ross 1967; Wilder 1994; Williams 1978)

* sideward movement: movement launches in non-initial conjunct and has intermediate landing site
in initial conjunct (Nunes 2001)

It has previously been claimed that ATB-movement reconstructs asymmetrically for principle C (Citko
2005; Salzmann 2012). Current claim: the observed asymmetry in coreference rates is (i) fairly small
but robust, however (ii) also present in the absence of a principle C violation, pointing to a multitude of
influences and a highly limited, if any, role of c-command. The principle C reconstruction test does
not yield conclusive evidence for the underlying syntax of ATB-movement.

2 Simple wh-movement dependencies

Longstanding debate on PP modifier reconstruction (Barss 1988; Freidin 1986; Lebeaux 1988; van Riems-
dijk & Williams 1981; Sauerland 1998; Takahashi & Hulsey 2009, vs. Bianchi 1995; Fox 1999; Hender-
son 2007; Kuno 2004; Lasnik 1998; Safir 1999). Idea: previous experimental studies on principle C
reconstruction under wh-movement diverge due to differences in item structure as well as experimental
task and design (Adger et al. 2017; Bruening & Al Khalaf 2019; Salzmann et al. 2023; Stockwell et
al. 2022). Aim: isolate the influence of c-command by systematically varying only the aforementioned
factors, keeping items and conditions constant, taking Salzmann et al. (2023) as a baseline.
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2.1 Salzmann, Wierzba & Georgi (2023)
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Salzmann et al. (ibid.) interpret the significant contrast as an indicator of successful reconstruction.

* 32items, 2x2x2 MOVEMENT (in situ/moved), CATEGORY (adjunct/argument), PHRASE (0object/subject)

— only object, moved, argument and subject, moved, argument relevant here

* 32 German native participants

* two yes/no questions per trial inquiring about coreference with either of the referents

Item structure by Salzmann et al. (2023)

a.

Object, moved, argument

Kerstin erzihlt, welches Geschenk fiir Ilse; siej; _ entziickend fand.
Kerstin recounts which present  for Ilse she delightful found

‘Kerstin recounts which present for Ilse she found delightful.’
Can this sentence be understood such that...

...Ilse found a present delightful ? [Jyes [ no
...Kerstin found a present delightful ? [Jyes [1no
Subject, moved, argument

Kerstin erzéhlt, welches Geschenk fiir Ilse; _ siej; entziickt hat.
Kerstin recounts which present  for Ilse her delighted has

‘Kerstin recounts which present for Ilse delighted her.’

Can this sentence be understood such that...

...a present delighted Ilse? [Jyes [Jno
...a present delighted Kerstin? [l yes LI no
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2.2 Experiment 4: Salzmann et al. (2023), simplified

Mediocre coreference rate found by Salzmann et al. (ibid.) does not correspond to absolute predictions
based on c-command — principle C violation should rule out the respective reading, the absence of a

violation should allow it. Idea: simplifying the task may increase coreference rates.

* 150 German native participants

Figure 2: Overall coreference rates with
embedded referent (Ilse) in conditions
object, moved, argument and subject,
moved, argument reported by (Salzmann
et al. 2023). Error bars indicate standard



* 32 target items, 2x2 PHRASE (subject/object), REFERENT (embedded/matrix) from Salzmann et al.
(2023), 24 pseudofillers (targets from ATB experiment 2 on poster), 12 unrelated fillers

* items presented with context sentence

* one yes/no question per trial about either one of the matching referents (balanced, hence REFERENT)

(2) a. Object, matrix

Kerstin; erzihlt, [welches Geschenk fiir Ilse;] siej»; _ entziickend fand.
Kerstin recounts which  present  for Ilse she delightful found
‘Kerstin recounts which present for Ilse she found delightful.’

Kerstin found a present delightful.

[l yes L no

b. Object, embedded
Kerstin; erzihlt, [welches Geschenk fiir Ilse;] siej»; _ entziickend fand.
Kerstin recounts which  present  for Ilse she delightful found

‘Kerstin recounts which present for Ilse she found delightful.’
llse found a present delightful.

Ul yes L no

c.  Subject, matrix
Kerstin; erzihlt, [welches Geschenk fiir Ilse;] _  siej»; entziickt hat.
Kerstin recounts which  present  for Ilse her delighted has

‘Kerstin recounts which present for Ilse delighted her.’
A present delighted Kerstin.

Ul yes L no

d. Subject, embedded
Kerstin; erzihlt, [welches Geschenk fiir Ilse;] _  siej»; entziickt hat.
Kerstin recounts which  present  for Ilse her delighted has

‘Kerstin recounts which present for Ilse delighted her.’
A present delighted llse.
Ll yes LI no
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Figure 3: Overall coreference rates with
embedded referent (/lse) in experiment 4.
00 Error bars indicate standard error.
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Coreference rates are below chance across conditions and even lower than reported by (Salzmann et
al. 2023). The effect of PHRASE is not significant, which points to non-syntactic factors. Difference in
sample size between Salzmann et al. (ibid.) and this study may play a role (32 vs. 150 participants, higher
statistical power here).

2.3 Experiment 5: Stockwell et al. (2022), simplified

Coreference rates are astonishingly low. Since there seems to be little evidence for reconstruction, the
matrix referent may be too prominent, making participants less likely to consider the embedded referent.
Idea: omit sentence embedding and matrix referent altogether and use a forced choice task between the
embedded referent and ‘someone else’ (Stockwell et al. 2021, 2022, cf.).

60 German native participants

32 target items, single factor PHRASE (subject/object), 24 pseudofillers (targets from ATB experi-
ment 3 on poster), 12 unrelated fillers

global context: picking up snippets of a conversation at a party (Stockwell et al. 2021, 2022, cf.)

* measuring preferences, not possibilities

(3) a. Object

[Welches Geschenk fiir Ilsej] fand siej»; _ entziickend?

which  present for Ilse found she delightful

‘Which present for Ilse did she find delightful?’

What is this about?

LI Ilse found a present delightful. L] Someone else found a present delightful.

b.  Subject

[Welches Geschenk fiir Ilsej] hat _ siej»; entziickt?

which  present for Ilse has her delighted

‘Which present for Ilse has delighted her?’

What is this about?

L1 A present has delighted Ilse. [J A present has delighted someone else.
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Figure 4: Overall proportion of responses
indicating coreference with the embedded
referent (Ilse) in experiment 5. Error bars
indicate standard error.
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Drastic increase in positive responses due to the design (preferences) and omission of matrix referent. The
significant effect of PHRASE suggests that an underlying principle C violation decreases the preference for
coreference, though it clearly does not rule it out. Non-syntactic factors (Gor 2020; Temme & Verhoeven
2017; Varaschin et al. 2023) and a bias to resolve pronominal reference (Gordon & Hendrick 1998) may
increase the acceptability of coreference.

3 Summary

Overall coreference rates can be manipulated through the experimental task, design and alternative ref-
erents. The coreferent reading between the pronoun and the embedded referent is indicated to be pos-
sible/preferred more frequently in the absence of an underlying principle C violation. This suggests a
lingering effect of c-command, which varies across all experiments (cf. ATB experiments on poster).
The lack of robustness of the effect suggests that underlying c-command is at most one of a multitude of
contributing factors, prompting the conclusion that PP modifiers do not reconstruct reliably for principle
C in German. An adequate theory needs address the gradience found in the data.

References

Adger, David et al. 2017. Is there Condition C reconstruction? In Andrew Lamont & Katerina Tetzloft
(eds.), Proceedings of the 47th Annual Meeting of the North East Linguistics Society (NELS 47), 21—
31. Amherst, MA: GLSA.

Bachrach, Asaf & Roni Katzir. 2009. Right node raising and delayed spell-out. In Kleanthes Grohmann
(ed.), Inter-Phases: Phase-theoretic investigations of linguistic interfaces, 283-316. Oxford, England:
Oxford University Press.

Barss, Andrew. 1988. Paths, connectivity, and featureless empty categories. Annali di Ca’Foscari. Rivista
della Facolta di Lingue e Letterature straniere dell’ Universita di Venezia 27(4). 247-279.

Bianchi, Valentina. 1995. Consequences of antisymmetry for the syntax of headed relative clauses. Scuola
Normale Superiore, Pisa dissertation. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/245772483_
Consequences_of Antisymmetry_for_ the_Syntax_of headed_relative_Clauses.

Biskup, Petr. 2018. Case syncretism in Russian, Polish and Czech ATB constructions. In Wayles Browne
et al. (eds.), Proceedings of the 25th meeting of formal approaches to slavic linguistics (fasl 25), 36—
56.

Boskovié, Zeljko & Steven Franks. 2000. Across-the-Board Movement and LF. Lingua 3. 107-129.

Bruening, Benjamin & Eman Al Khalaf. 2019. No argument-adjunct asymmetry in reconstruction for
Binding Principle C. Journal of Linguistics 55. 247-276.

Citko, Barbara. 2005. On the Nature of Merge: External Merge, Internal and Parallel Merge. Linguistic
Inquiry 36. 475-497.

Fox, Danny. 1999. Reconstruction, Binding Theory, and the Interpretation of Chains. Linguistic Inquiry
2(30). 157-196.

Franks, Steven. 1993. On parallelism in across-the-board dependencies. Linguistic Inquiry 24(3). 509—
520.

Franks, Steven. 1995. Parameters of Slavic morphosyntax. New York: Oxford University Press.

Freidin, Robert. 1986. Fundamental Issues in the Theory of Binding. In Barbara Lust (ed.), Studies in the
Agquisition of Anaphora, 151-188. Reidel: Dordrecht.


https://www.researchgate.net/publication/245772483_Consequences_of_Antisymmetry_for_the_Syntax_of_headed_relative_Clauses
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/245772483_Consequences_of_Antisymmetry_for_the_Syntax_of_headed_relative_Clauses

Gor, Vera. 2020. Experimental investigations of Principle C at the syntax-pragmatics interface. Rutgers
University dissertation.

Gordon, Peter C. & Randall Hendrick. 1998. The representation and processing of coreference in dis-
course. Cognitive Science 22. 389-424.

Hein, Johannes & Andrew Murphy. 2020. Case matching and syncretism in ATB-dependencies. Studia
Linguistica 74(2). 254-302.

Henderson, Brent. 2007. Matching and raising unified. Lingua 117. 202-220.

Kuno, Susumu. 2004. Empathy and direct discourse perspectives. In Laurence R. Horn & Gregory Ward
(eds.), The handbook of pragmatics, 315-343. Blackwell publishing.

Lasnik, Howard. 1998. Some Reconstruction Riddles. In Alexis Dimitriadis et al. (eds.), Proceedings of
the 22nd Annual Penn Linguistics Colloquium (PLC 22), 83-98.

Lebeaux, David. 1988. Language Acquisition and the Form of Grammar. Amherst: University of Mas-
sachussetts dissertation.

Munn, Alan. 1992. A null operator analysis of ATB gaps. The Linguistic Review 9(1). 1-26.

Munn, Alan. 1993. Topics in the syntax and semantics of coordinate structures. College Park, MD: Uni-
versity of Maryland dissertation. https: //www . researchgate.net/publication/35300961 _
Topics_in_the_syntax_and_semantics_of coordinate_structures.

Munn, Alan. 2001. Explaining parasitic gap restrictions. In Peter W. Culicover & Paul M. Postal (eds.),
Parasitic Gaps (Current Studies in Linguistics 35). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Nunes, Jairo. 2001. Sideward movement. Linguistic Inquiry 32(2). 303-344.

van Riemsdijk, Henk & Edwin Williams. 1981. NP-structure. The Linguistic Review 1. 171-217.

Ross, John R. 1967. Constraints on variables in syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT dissertation.

Safir, Ken. 1999. Vehicle change and reconstruction in A-chains. Linguistic Inquiry 30(4). 587-620.

Salzmann, Martin. 2012. A derivational ellipsis approach to ATB-movement. The Linguistic Review 29(3).
397-438.

Salzmann, Martin et al. 2023. Condition C in German A’-movement: Tackling challenges in experimental
research on reconstruction. Journal of Linguistics 59(3). 577-622.

Sauerland, Uli. 1998. The meaning of chains. MIT dissertation. https://www.leibniz-zas.de/en/
research/publications/details/publications/3384-the-meaning-of-chains.

Stockwell, Richard et al. 2021. There is reconstruction for Condition C in English questions. In Alessa
Farinella & Angelica Hill (eds.), Proceedings of the 51st Annual Meeting of the North Eastern Lin-
guistic Society (NELS 51), 205-214. Amherst, MA: GLSA.

Stockwell, Richard et al. 2022. Experimental evidence for the Condition C argument-adjunct asymmetry
in English questions. In Ozge Bakay et al. (eds.), Proceedings of the 52nd Annual Meeting of the North
Eastern Linguistic Society (NELS 52), 145-158. Amherst, MA: GLSA.

Takahashi, Shoichi & Sarah Hulsey. 2009. Wholesale Late Merger: beyond the A/A-distinction. Linguistic
Inquiry 40(3). 387-426.

Temme, Anne & Elisabeth Verhoeven. 2017. Backward binding as a psych effect: A binding illusion?
Zeitschrift fiir Sprachwissenschaft 36(2). 279-308.

Varaschin, Giuseppe et al. 2023. In pursuit of Condition C: (non-)coreference in grammar, discourse and
processing. In Andreas Konietzko & Susanne Winkler (eds.), Information Structure and Discourse in
Generative Grammar: Mechanisms and Processes. Berlin: De Gruyter.

Wilder, Chris. 1994. Coordination, ATB and ellipsis. Groninger Arbeiten zur germanistischen Linguistik
37.291-329.

Williams, Edwin. 1978. Across-the-Board Rule Application. Linguistic Inquiry 9. 31-43.

Zhang, Niina Ning. 2010. Coordination in Syntax. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.


https://www.researchgate.net/publication/35300961_Topics_in_the_syntax_and_semantics_of_coordinate_structures
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/35300961_Topics_in_the_syntax_and_semantics_of_coordinate_structures
https://www.leibniz-zas.de/en/research/publications/details/publications/3384-the-meaning-of-chains
https://www.leibniz-zas.de/en/research/publications/details/publications/3384-the-meaning-of-chains

	Poster recap: ATB-movement
	Simple wh-movement dependencies
	Salzmann, Wierzba & Georgi (2023)
	Experiment 4: Salzmann et al. (2023), simplified
	Experiment 5: Stockwelletal2022, simplified

	Summary

