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Preface

I completed my dissertation at UC Santa Cruz in 2005, and this book presents
that work essentially unchanged. I do, however, thank an anonymous Linguistik Aktuell reviewer whose comments raised a few important issues that led
me to add some further discussion in various places and who, despite some
remaining concerns about possessor raising and my unifying phase-based
analysis, found this work worth publishing.
A big thank you goes to my dissertation committee: Judith Aissen and
Jim McCloskey (the co-chairs), Jorge Hankamer, and Sandy Chung. As I say
in the Acknowledgements of the dissertation, their guidance was invaluable
and contributed immensely to the successful completion of the three parts of
this book, which bring together the three strands of research I have been
working on since my syntax qualifying paper. Thanks also to everyone else I
mention in the Acknowledgements of the dissertation, especially to Paul for his
expertise and patience during the last stage of the typesetting process.
Parts of chapter 1 of the book, on coherence, the study of reduced
infintive constructions, build directly on Susi Wurmbrand’s (2001) work on restructuring. The research that ultimately led to chapters 2, 3, and 4, on the
possessor dative construction and binding in AcI-constructions, resulted in
several conference presentations and two journal articles. My thanks especially to the participants of the Comparative Germanic Syntax Workshops in Durham and New York (CGSW 18 and 19) and the 2004 Berkeley Germanic Linguistic Roundtable. My possessor raising analysis benefited greatly from the
feedback of Susi Wurmbrand and anonymous reviewers for the Journal of
Com-parative Germanic Linguistics, and my phase-based binding account improved considerably after the prompt and constructive criticism it got from
Mark Louden and anonymous reviewers for the Journal of Germanic Linguistics.
Finally, many thanks to Werner Abraham, Elly van Gelderen, Kees
Vaes, and Patricia Leplae, who were remarkably uncomplicated and friendly
editors to work with.

Introduction

The following chapters deal with one of the central concerns of syntactic
theory since Ross (1967): How local is syntax and what are the measures of
syntactic locality? These questions lie at the core, for example, of both the
theory of movement and the theory of binding. A constant theme has been the
issue of whether or not movement and anaphoric relations are governed by a
unified concept of locality. I argue here that they are.
On an empirical level, I bring together and present the results of three
(partly) independent strands of research on German: (i) the study of reduced
infinitive constructions, starting with Bech’s (1955/57) classic work on
‘coherence’ versus ‘non-coherence’ in German, (ii) the ‘possessor dative construction’ (PDC), with a dative nominal playing the role of both possessor and
affectee, and (iii) binding, the conditions under which reflexive and non-reflexive pronouns may occur. One of the principal results of this work is that
there is a single determinant of locality for these three apparently disparate
phenomena.
The initial goal is to show how possessor datives and binding bear on
the clause structure of various types of infinitival structures, primarily ‘control’
and ‘Accusativus cum Infinitivo’ constructions. Both the PDC and binding are
phenomena involving relations between two structural positions, and both are
sensitive to the “size” (in the sense of ‘internal complexity’) of intervening
material. Exploiting this sensitivity, I propose that possessor datives and
binding can serve as probes for infinitival clause size. Building on Wurmbrand
(2001), I provide new evidence for a distinction between infinitival complements that is more fine-grained than, and thus goes beyond, Bech’s original
and traditionally assumed binary distinction between coherence and non-coherence.
These results provide the foundation for addressing two larger issues:
the typology of clause size and what makes a given phrase-type transparent
(constructed coherently) or opaque (constructed non-coherently) to grammatical interactions with elements beyond its boundaries. The category of
clauses that are ‘satzwertig’ (literally “of sentence-value”) is uniquely important to an understanding of language, since that is the category through
which we accomplish core speech acts like the assertion of what is true. It is
the category which, since Aristotle, has been taken to express the core
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semantic relation of predication holding between a subject and a predicate.
The two issues above are closely related since one of the properties of
sentences is that they are, in a sense, complete in and of themselves. As a
consequence, elements trapped within them do not in general enter into
grammatical interactions (such as agreement or case-marking) with elements
beyond sentence-boundaries.
The type of infinitive construction which is my primary focus involves
infinitival complements known as Accusativus cum Infinitivo (henceforth
AcI), selected by causative and perception verbs. AcI-complements are a
“hybrid” category in that they have (some of) the properties of sentencehood,
but they are also porous, in that they permit (some) grammatical interaction
across their borders. By examining this hybrid case, I aim to shed light on the
larger question of what it takes for a phrase-type to qualify as ‘satzwertig’.
Since the opacity property of phrase-types that are ‘satzwertig’ is the
intuition behind Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) notion of ‘phase’, and since there are
other Minimalist assumptions I adopt, the current work provides arguments in
favor of the theoretical shift from the traditional Principles & Parameters view,
which defined much work in theoretical syntax in the 80s and 90s, to a
Minimalist system. I implement my analyses in a framework broadly compatible with Chomsky’s (1995, 2000, 2001) work, but with at least one crucial
difference which is discussed in detail in chapter 2.
I ultimately propose the phase as the single determinant of locality
which unifies all three of the syntactic phenomena examined here. In a sense,
the phase – a subpart of the derivation of a sentence, which, once completed, is
closed off to grammatical interactions with elements introduced later in the
derivation – marks a return to the core intuition behind Chomsky’s (1973)
‘Specified Subject Condition’ (SSC). Just as the SSC constrained both movement configurations and coreference possibilities, in the system I develop,
phases impose the crucial locality restriction on both PD-raising and binding.
However, while the SSC, i.e. the opacity-inducing presence of an intervening
‘subject’, plays an important role in my accounts of the PDC and binding, I
will show that appealing to phasehood covers more ground in that it captures
the opacity effects triggered not only by verbal and nominal (vP and DP)
domains but also by full clausal and prepositional (CP and PP) domains.
The book is divided into three major parts, each covering one of the
three strands of research I present. Part I (chapter 1) offers an overview of
the literature on coherence, paying particular attention to the traditional
coherence tests and to Wurmbrand’s (2001) new take on the binary distinction
between coherence and non-coherence. Her restructuring typology provides a
more fine-grained set of distinctions between types of infinitival complementation.
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Part II is concerned with the possessor dative construction (PDC).
Following Landau (1999), I argue for an A-movement (‘possessor raising’)
account. Chapter 2 develops the account for German and shows how the
German PDC differs from the Hebrew PDC. Chapter 3 presents possessor
raising as a new coherence diagnostic. I argue that, in important ways,
possessor raising is a more reliable probe for the presence of a phase-defining
domain than other coherence tests, in particular ‘scrambling’ and ‘long
passive’.
Part III introduces the notion ‘phase’. In chapter 4, I present a phasebased analysis of reflexive and pronominal binding, focusing primarily on the
context of AcI-constructions. I show that the relevant binding domain for
reflexives and pronominals alike is the minimal phase which contains them,
and that the apparent long-distance binding ability of the reflexive can be
explained by covert reflexive raising to the phase edge. Finally, chapter 5
extends the new phase-based understanding of locality to possessor raising and
coherence phenomena. I tentatively propose a definition of ‘phase’ which
promises to account for both the well-known opacity effects induced by finite
embedded clauses (CPs) and the constraints on movement and binding across
sub-clausal categories (vP, DP, and PP) discussed in Parts II and III of the
book.
The following then takes the reader “beyond coherence” in several
respects. First, I provide further evidence for Wurmbrand’s proposal of a finegrained distinction between types of complements selected by control verbs –
the binary coherence/non-coherence distinction is not enough. Second, I show
that AcI-complements, though clearly sub-clausal in a purely structural sense,
have properties of ‘Satzwertigkeit’ that are incompatible with the label
‘coherent construction’. Finally, the characterization of ‘phase’ I arrive at in
chapter 5 potentially accounts not only for coherence and non-coherence
phenomena in Germanic infinitive constructions but also for transparency and
opacity effects cross-linguistically, including contexts other than the verbal
domain.

Part I
Reduced Infinitive Constructions

Chapter 1
Coherence and Restructuring

One of the three major strands of research this research brings together is the
study of reduced infinitive constructions. This chapter reviews the literature
on ‘coherence’ and ‘restructuring’ with the goal of conveying what it means
for an infinitive construction to be ‘reduced’. The traditional picture of
coherence versus non-coherence as a binary distinction will be contrasted with
Wurmbrand’s (2001) more fine-grained typology of infinitival clause size.
1.1

(Non)finite complementation and transparency

1.1.1 The phenomenon
Consider the English examples in (1). The perception verb saw takes a
complement which consists of the pronominal them and the nonfinite predicate
leaving town. The cleft-construction in (1b) confirms that the accusativemarked pronominal forms a constituent with the embedded predicate.
(1) a. Mary saw them leaving town.
b. What Mary saw was [them leaving town].
Given that the embedded nonfinite domain consists of a subject and a predicate
– them is the subject of leaving town, just as Mary is the subject of saw – we
expect the nonfinite domain to exhibit clausal behavior (or ‘Satzwertigkeit’, as
one would say in German, literally “the property of having sentence value”).
The fact that the embedded subject bears accusative, as opposed to nominative
case, however, indicates that it is the matrix verb which case-licenses this
nominal, and thus, that case-checking must span the nonfinite clause boundary.
As shown in (2), where the embedded subject bears nominative case, casechecking does not span the clause-boundary in the case of a finite complement
clause.
(2) a. Mary saw that they were leaving town.
b. What Mary saw was [that they were leaving town].
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The examples in (3) provide even more striking evidence of the contrast in
transparency between nonfinite and finite domains.
(3) a. They were seen [ __ leaving town].
b. *They were seen [that __ were leaving town].
c. Theyi saw [each otheri negotiating].
d. *Theyi saw [that each otheri were negotiating].
The embedded subject in (3a) can cross the nonfinite domain boundary and
become the subject of the matrix clause, bearing nominative case. Movement
of the embedded subject into subject position of the (higher) matrix clause is
impossible, however, in the case of the finite complement clause in (3b).
Similarly, examples (c-d) illustrate that the matrix subject can bind the anaphoric element each other across the nonfinite domain boundary in (c), but not
across the finite boundary in (d).
In fact, this difference in transparency of embedded complement
clauses goes beyond the finite-nonfinite distinction. As illustrated by the
German data in (4)-(6), there are transparency contrasts even within the class
of constructions involving nonfinite complementation.
(4) a. Er ließ [den Hund laufen].
he let the dog (ACC) run
“He let the dog run.”
b. Der Hund
wurde [ __ laufen] gelassen.
the dog (NOM) was (PASS) run
let
“The dog was allowed to run.”
(5) a. Er hat versucht [den Hund einzufangen].
he has tried
the dog (ACC) in-to-catch
“He tried to catch the dog.”
b. Der Hund
wurde
versucht [ __ einzufangen].
the dog (NOM) was (PASS) tried
in-to-catch
“They (impersonal) tried to catch the dog.”
(6) a. Er hat behauptet [den Hund zu vermissen].
he has claimed the dog (ACC) to miss
“He claimed to miss the dog.”
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b. *Der Hund
wurde behauptet [ __ zu vermissen].
the dog (NOM) was claimed
to miss
“They (impersonal) claimed to miss the dog.”
All three constructions in (4)-(6) have a matrix verb which takes an infinitival
complement. (4) is the German equivalent of the English perception verb
construction in (1) and is known as ‘Accusativus cum Infinitivo’ (AcI).1 As in
English, the subject of the nonfinite complement is accusative-marked in its
base position (a), but can become the nominative-marked subject of the matrix
clause (b). Unlike the infinitive in (4), the embedded verbs in (5) and (6), are
accompanied by the infinitive marker zu ‘to’ (in Bech’s (1955/57) terms, an
infinitive without zu is of the 1st status, and an infinitive with zu is of the 2nd
status). Notice also that the accusative-marked nominal in (5) and (6) is the
direct object, not the subject of the nonfinite verb. Both versuchen “try” in (5)
and behaupten “claim” in (6) are traditionally analyzed as ‘subject control’
verbs: the matrix subject “controls” a null pronominal element (PRO) in the
subject position of the infinitival complement. The constructions differ, however, in that the complement of versuchen is transparent, and the complement
of behaupten is opaque to long passive movement of the embedded direct
object into the subject position of the matrix clause.
Since Gunnar Bech’s celebrated work on the syntax of German
infinitive constructions, the contrast in transparency evident in (5) and (6) has
been referred to as ‘Kohärenz’ (“coherence”) versus ‘Inkohärenz’ (“noncoherence”). Matrix verbs which allow grammatical operations to cross the
domain boundary of their infinitival complements are coherence (transparency)-inducing, while matrix verbs which do not are non-coherence
(opacity)-inducing.
1.1.2 Accounting for the phenomenon
Since Bech (1955/57) identified the existence of these two classes of
infinitive constructions, various attempts have been made to account for the
contrast. The phenomenon is a cross-linguistic one, as the coherence/noncoherence distinction holds not only for Germanic languages like German and
Dutch but also for many other languages, among them Spanish, Italian, and
Japanese (see e.g. Aissen & Perlmutter 1976, Rizzi 1978, and Miyagawa
1987). While the term ‘coherence’ is used primarily for Germanic, other terms
for the same phenomenon, in particular ‘clause union’ and ‘restructuring’, are
used more broadly. The term ‘clause union’ originated in the Relational
Grammar (RG) literature and referred to a process by which all dependents of
1

AcI-constructions will be discussed in detail in later sections of this chapter and in chapter 4.
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the embedded verb become dependents of the matrix verb. This process was
first recognized in connection with causative constructions in Romance and
was extended to certain infinitival constructions in Spanish by Aissen &
Perlmutter (1976). Their main claim was that the well-known clitic-climbing
phenomenon (where a clitic which is a semantic argument of an embedded
verb cliticizes to a higher verb) is a consequence of clause union. Certain
“trigger” verbs optionally cause matrix and embedded domain to merge into a
single clause. The universal character of clause union phenomena is confirmed
by the fact that, in all languages which have grammatical operations that
appear to cross clause-boundaries, there are two classes of verbs, those which
can, and those which cannot trigger transparency. While the members of these
two classes vary from language to language and even from speaker to speaker,
it has been claimed (see e.g. Wurmbrand 2001) that some verbs, like ‘try’ (e.g.
German versuchen and Spanish tratar), are universally transparency-inducing,
and others, like ‘claim/affirm’ (e.g. German behaupten and Spanish afirmar),
are universally opacity-inducing.
Early accounts of the clause union/coherence phenomenon cast in a
generative transformational framework were proposed by Aissen (1974) for
Turkish and French and by Evers (1975) for German and Dutch. In these
works, a clause union/coherent structure is argued to be derived by raising of
the embedded verb into the matrix clause, where the two verbs form a unit.
This raising process then causes pruning of the leftover embedded structure, so
that nominal complements originating in the embedded clause become part of
the matrix VP. The term ‘restructuring’ was originally used by Rizzi (1978),
who argued that a restricted class of matrix verbs in Italian govern a rule, the
so-called ‘restructuring rule’, which optionally transforms an underlying biclausal structure into a mono-clausal one and thus creates a unique verbal
complex consisting of both matrix and embedded verb.
Besides ‘verb raising’ (Aissen 1974, Evers 1975)2, Rizzi’s restructuring
rule, and other derivational approaches,3 which have in common that a biclausal structure is transformed, in one way or another, into a mono-clausal
one, there are also non-derivational approaches. Characteristic of the latter
type of approaches is that they do not assume that every infinitival complement
starts out as a full clause (CP). Haider (1993), for example, argues that infinitival complements in German are transparent to local grammatical operations when matrix and embedded verb are base-generated as a verbal complex
2

See also Rosengren 1992.
Among the derivational approaches proposed for German are processes known as ‘reanalysis’
(Haegeman & van Riemsdijk 1986, von Stechow & Sternefeld 1988), ‘evacuation’ (Fanselow
1989), and ‘abstract incorporation’ (Grewendorf & Sabel 1994, based on Baker 1988). For a
cross-linguistic RG account, see Gibson & Raposo (1986).
3
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with a complex projection base (V  Vinf Vmatrix) and blended argument
structures. According to Wurmbrand (2001), certain matrix verbs and their
complements form a coherent unit because the complements of these matrix
verbs (which Wurmbrand calls ‘restructuring predicates’) are intro-duced into
the derivation as subclausal, that is they are phrases which lack a tense/
agreement and nominative case position and thus must at least be smaller than
TP and CP (see also Moore 1991 and Chung 2003 who make similar proposals
for Spanish and Chamorro, respectively). Wurmbrand’s typology of infinitival
clause size goes beyond the binary distinction between coherence-inducing and
non-coherence-inducing predicates. Since it is a major goal of this book to
provide evidence for the existence of (at least part of) Wurm-brand’s typology,
all of section 1.3 is devoted to the details of her proposal. Before bringing this
proposal into the picture, however, I will present the two major verb classes
which have been established for German by the traditional coherence/noncoherence distinction.
1.2

Coherence, non-coherence, and a “third” construction

1.2.1 Two major verb classes
Based on the work of Bech (1955/57), Höhle (1978), den Besten &
Edmondson (1983), Haegeman & van Riemsdijk (1986), von Stechow &
Sternefeld (1988), and den Besten & Rutten (1989) – to name at least some
among the many contributors to this research program – control predicates
which take an infinitival zu (“to”)-complement can roughly be divided into two
major classes. One is the class of obligatorily non-coherent control-zupredicates (Class 14), and the other is the class of optionally coherent controlzu-predicates (Class 25). An infinitival complement which can be extraposed6
(as illustrated in (7a)) is traditionally considered to have CP-status and is thus
taken as a sure sign of non-coherence. Since extraposition is an option for all
control-zu-predicates, however, it cannot be used to determine whether a given
predicate always induces non-coherence or also has the option of entering into
a coherent construction with its complement. Rather, the way to identify
members of Class 1 versus Class 2 is to test for transparency/opacity effects
when the complement is intraposed (as illustrated in (7b)).

4

Typical examples of Class 1 are bedauern “regret” and behaupten “claim”.
Typical examples of Class 2 are versprechen “promise” and versuchen “try”.
6
Although I use the traditional term ‘extraposition’ here, I do not necessarily assume that the
position of a postverbal infinitival complement is derived.
5
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(7) a. … dass wir
that we

b.

bedauert
regretted
behauptet
claimed
versprochen
promised
versucht
tried

11

haben [INF den Lehrer zu mögen].
have
the teacher to like

… dass wir [INF den Lehrer zu mögen]
that we
the teacher to like

bedauert
haben.
regretted
have
behauptet
claimed
versprochen
promised
versucht
tried

1.2.2 Coherence tests
It is generally assumed that the absence or presence of an embedded CP
is what determines mono- versus bi-clausality and thus whether a construction
is coherent or non-coherent. Among the well-established coherence tests,
designed to probe for mono- versus bi-clausality, are ‘scrambling’ (8),
‘pronoun fronting’ (9), the impossibility of ‘clausal pied-piping’7 (see (10)(11)), ‘cohesion’ (or the scope of negation) (see (12)-(13)), and ‘verb-cluster
(VC)-fronting’ (see (14)). By section 1.3, where I discuss Wurmbrand’s
(2001) view of coherence, it will have been established that the binary
coherence/non-coherence distinction based on mono- versus bi-clausality is not
sufficiently fine-grained to account for the range of transparency/opacity
effects apparent in control verb constructions, but for the purposes of
introducing the classic coherence tests listed above, non-coherence can be
equated with bi-clausality and thus the presence of an embedded CP. In the
remainder of this section, I illustrate how the various tests apply to the control-

7

The traditional term is ‘relative clause pied-piping’. I use ‘clausal’ instead.

