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Overview. | present novel Spanish facts highly reminisaérithe Englistthatt phenomenon, and argue that
they support the rescue-by-PF-deletion analysishef mitigating effect of ellipsis on island violatis
(Boeckx & Lasnik 2006; Bosko#i2011; Hornsteiret al. 2003; Lasnik 2001, Merchant 1988seq.a.o.).

Novel observation. As shown in (1), dislocated phrases in spokemidheSpanish may be sandwiched
between overt complementizers in embedded clae$esdcomplementation”) (Campos 1992; Demonte &
Fernandez-Soriano 2009; Fontana 1993; Lopez 20@68géreka 1988, 199%nter alia). It is well known
that Romance null-subject languages like Spanishnsensitive to the COMP-t effect (cf. 2a). Nekelgss,

it has so far gone unnoticed that in double-compleimer configurations in Spanish (cf. 1), movement
across the secondary complementizer (cf. 3a) irgladecality problem, which vanishes in the absesfce
the secondary complementizer (cf. 3b) (see alspfftaadjunct extraction and (5a) for dislocatedgses
moved to the CP across secondgng. These cases stand in glaring contrast to sicgheplementizer
constructions (cf. 2a), where the complementizexsdmt block extraction of the moving element.

Maior_claims. We argue thaf movement across secondagueyields a locality-of-movement violation (be
it long-distance extraction, as in (3a)/(4a), ovamoent of the dislocate to the CP, as in (58)PF-deletion
of secondaryueremoves the locality violation caused by movenaanoss it; andii) left-dislocated phrases
can be base-generated (i.e. merged) in, or movdektGP domain/left periphery.

Analysis and predictions. Ross (1969) observed that ellipsis mitigatesefifiect of island violations (cf. 6),
which gave rise to the repair-by-PF-deletion arialgé the amelioration of locality violations unddfipsis.
Within this line of research, BoSka@vi(2011) shows that if Ross’s ellipsis operatioreidended to the
deletion of copies and offending elements, reaalcitproblems such as the notorigbatt effect (cf. 7a)
can be handled uniformly. Following the majoritythE literature on COMP-t effects, BoSkowttributes
the contrast between (7a) and (7b) to locality @ivement, noting that the complementizer is crugiall
implicated in the violation. We argue that in Sémithe trouble-maker is the secondary complenmamntiz
gue as illustrated by the contrast between (3a) & Unlike in English, where only local A’-subject
extraction is problematic (cf. 7a), in Spanishmativements across secondgue are illicit. In the paper we
provide an account of the difference, the basie ideing that in Spanish only elements that are sleige to
secondaryque prior to crossing it are affected by it (cf. 8iich in English only holds for local subjects
(cf. 8a). For expository reasons, we focus on grgences in (3) and (5), whose (simplified) deforat are
provided in (9) and (10), respectively. DrawingBoskovic (2011), we propose that when a moving phrase
crosses secondangue, the offending complementizer is *-markédla Chomsky (1972), as in (9a,b) and
(10a,b). Ifque* survives into PF, a locality violation occurs (88/10a), since the presence of * in the final
PF representation triggers a violation (cf. i). Meteletion ofque* (cf. ii) is effected in PF (see Chomsky &
Lasnik 1977), the violation is circumvented (cf./Blb), which explains why movement is possible if
secondangueis absent, as in (3b), (4b), and (5b). Note tmdike the higheique whose deletion is highly
restricted in Iberian Spanish (cf. 2b) (Torrego 3,980.), secondaiyue which is optional, can be deleted in
PF,asin Chomsky & Lasnik’s (1977) analysis of optiorihht in English, wherebyhat has been deleted
when it does not surface. Regarding (iii), we psgpthat in recomplementation cases (cf. 1), theahsd
phrase is merged in betwegues in the left periphery (cf. 10c), which is an optindependently available
for Spanish dislocation (Martin-Gonzéalez 2002,)aldence, no locality problem arises in (10c), sititere

is no movement at all across secondgarg(i.e. the dislocate is merged in the €R;iii). Thus, dislocates in
recomplementation contexts should not exhibit retroiction effects. This prediction is correct, adicated
by the unavailability of the bound variable intexfation in (5a) (cf. 10c). Conversely, when secondaeis
absent, reconstruction is possible (cf. 5a). I8 tase, movement of the dislocate to the CP results
marking of secondargue which is then deleted in PF (cf. 10b). In therent system, (3b), (4b), (5b), and
(7b) are treated in the same way as Ross’s origixaples (cf. 6b; i/ii)). Moreover, this analysized not
require positing a different syntax for the ungraaigal sentences with secondagye (3a) and their
grammatical counterparts without secondgug (3b). Further, the present account allows for iiaation of
the analysis of the seemingly unrelated facts ptesein (3)/(4) and (5). Lastly, it is important note that
the overall approach pursued in this paper predmtsndaryjuelocality violations to be rescued by ellipsis,
much like ellipsis remediatabat-t effect violations in English (Merchant 2001).(&fL). This prediction is
borne out by the Spanish data in (12), which furthdbstantiates the analysis proposed in this paper




(1) a.Dijo que cuando lleguen_(gdene llaman b.Me dijo quea mi prima (qugla echaron
said that when arrive that. call cl. said that mgousin that cl. threw

‘S/he told me they’ll call me when they arrive.”  S/he said my cousin was fired.’

(2) a.Quién crees que gan6? b. *Quién crees  gan6?
who believe that won who liddgees  won
‘Who do you think won?’

(3) a.*Quién me dijiste que a tu madgee la iba a llamar?
who cl. said that youmother that cl. was to call

b. Quién me dijiste que a tu madre la iba a llamar?
‘Who did you say was going to call your mom?’

(4) a.Cuéndo me dijiste que a Egae le ibana operar? (v matrix construal otuandg * embedded)
when cl. said that veEthat cl. were to operate
b. Cuando me dijiste que a Eva la iban a operar? (¥ matrix or embedded construal@fandq

‘When did you tell me Eve was going to get suygéer

(5) a.Me contaron que sy cocheque todo el munddo tiene que dejar aquf* bound variable interpretation)
cl. told that his car athall the world cl.has thaave here

b. Me contaron que gucoche todo el mundi@ tiene que dejar aqui (v both interpretations)
‘They told me that everybody has to leave his eaeh

(6) a.*That he will hire someone is possible, but | wilt divulge who(m) that he WI|| h|re is p033|ble
b. That he will hire someone is possible, but | wit divulge who(mjk

(7) a.*Who do you think that won? b. Who do you think won?
(8) a.English [cpthat [TPSUbJ'Wh [+...]11 (7a) b.Spanish[ceque ke ... [x que[YPi\:/\:/h:'i [re...1111] (3)
S — D —
9) a.*Quién...quue &p...que* ...guied] (=(3a), * survives into PF: PF violation)
b. Quién...Epque kp...guex...guied] (=(3b),que* deleted in PF: derivation salvaged)

(10) a. *[cpque kp Su cochejue*...todo el mundo.-~saechd] (=(5a), * survives into PF: PF violation)
b. [cpque kp Su cochegaex ...todo el mundo.~su-coclje  (=(5b), v var. bound in lower copy afu cochg
c. [cpque kp Su cochegue...todo el mundo... ]] (=(5a), base-gener. dislocate; no bound reading)

(11) a.*They said that a professor was hired, but | doatall which professor they said that was hired
b. They said that a professor was hired, but | doatall which professcthey-saidthatwas-hired

(12) a.*Me dijo Marta que a tu madrgue le habian regalado flores, pero no te voy aide
cl. said Martha that to your mothethat cl. had given flowessit not cl. go to say
quién me dijo Marta quea tu madreque le habia regalado flores
who cl. said Martha that to youwmother that cl. had given owfers

b. Me dijo Marta que atu madrtquele hablan regalado flores, pero no te voy a dqciénsedie

‘Martha told me that somebody gave your mother #mybut | won't tell you who.’
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