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Lee,Jeong-Shik.(2014).HeadMovementandLabeling.TheLinguisticAssociationof

KoreaJournal,22(3),1-17.Inthispaper,inlinewithCarstens,Hornstein,andSeely

(2013),Iadvocatethetraditionalconceptofheadmovementthatcanbemaintained

intermsofcategoryandrelevantfeaturesofthemovingitemandthetarget,contra

Chomsky (2013)and Cecchettoand Donati(2010).Thisismadepossibleby

incorporatingthenotion“label”intothedefinitionof“extension”and“command”

relation.Themajorresultsofthediscussionare:Amovedheadcanbinditstracein

termsoflabel-command,headmovementmaynotviolatetheExtensionCondition

undertherevised“extension”definedintermsoflabel,localitycanbemeasuredin

termsoflabel-crossing.Thus,thereremainslittleanomalywithheadmovement.

KeyWords:head movement,labeling,label-command,label-crossing,Extension

Condition

1. Introduction

Thephenomenondescribedasheadmovementhasdrawnlotsofattention

insyntaxmainlyfrom thetheoreticalperspectives.Thismovementhasbeen

representedasahead-adjunctionstructureunderthetraditionalX'-theoretic

frameworkgivenin(1).

*ThispaperwaspresentedattheconferenceheldatChosunUniversityonMay24,2014.I

thanktheaudienceforquestionsandcomments.Ialsothankthreeanonymousreviewersfor

theircommentsandsuggestions.Anyremainingerror,however,ismine.
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(1) XP

/ ＼

X YP

/ ＼ |

Y X ...Y...

TheheadYofYP,complementoftheheadX,hasmovedtotheheadXvia

adjunction.

Here,themovedY,strictlyspeaking,doesnotc-commanditstracesincethe

firstbranchingnodethatdominatesthemovedYisjustX.Furthermovementof

YoutofX,whichconstitutesacaseofexcorporation,isnotallowedingeneral:

headmovementisnotsuccessive-cyclic,unlikesuccessive-cyclicXPmovement

(both A and A'-movement).1)Soithasremained unclearhow thishead

movementcanbeallowedinsyntax.

In the MinimalistProgram (Chomsky 1993 and afterwards),structure

buildingissubjecttotheExtensionCondition(hereafter,EC)totheeffectthat

Mergeappliesonlytotheroot,thetopnode,inawaytoextendthestructure.

Consequently,ECderivesthec-commandconditiononmovement.Thehead

movementshownin(1),however,apparentlydoesnotextendthestructure,thus

violatingtheEC.Inaddition,headmovementisclaimedtohavenoLFeffects.

Oneprominentalternativetosyntacticheadmovementwastoproposethat

thismovementisaPF-operation(Chomsky2001,BoeckxandStjepanovic2001).

Onthisview,then,headmovementdoesnothavetoapplysuccessive-cyclically,

extendthestructure,involvec-commandrelation,andbringanyLFeffects,as

desired.

Ithasbeenobserved,however,thatnotallheadmovementoccursatPF.2)

Roberts(2010:10),forinstance,arguesthattherearecaseswherehead

movementleavessemanticeffects,asillustratedin(2).

1)AccordingtoRoberts(1991),excorporationstillremainsasanoption.Roll-upcasesofhead

movementareduetomorphologicalreasons:excorporationisnotallowediftheadjoined

headYformsamorphologicalunitwiththeheadX;otherwise,itmaybeallowed.

2)Ofcourse,thisdoesnotnecessarilymeanthatheadmovementcannottakeplaceatPF(see

ScoorlemmerandTemmerman2012forargumentsinfavorofPFapproach).Butseealso

Matuchansky(2006:Appendix)forobjectiontothehypothesisthatheadmovementoccurs

atPF.
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(2)a.*Whichoneofthem doesanybodynotlike?

b.Whichoneofthem doesn'tanybodylike?

T-to-Cheadmovementcarryingthenegationwithitin(2b)canlicenseasubject

NPI(NegativePolarityItem),incontrastwith(2a),inwhichthenegation

remainsinitsplace.Mostofall,giventhatheadmovementconstitutesacaseof

merge(i.e.,InternalMerge),thismovementshouldnotbetakentoapplyatPF:

itisanoperationinnarrowsyntax.

Nowifheadmovementisasyntacticoperation,themaintaskthatemerges

istosolvetheproblem ofECviolation.Inthispaper,Iwillofferasolutionin

termsoftherecenttheoryoflabeling(cf.Chomsky1995,2013,Hornstein2009,

CecchettoandDonati2010,amongothers)andtherebyattempttomaintaina

traditionalview ofhead-movementdifferently from Matuchansky (2006),

CecchettoandDonati(2010),andChomsky's(2013).

2. Accommodating Head Movement in Syntax

Ifheadmovementistobeaccommodatedinsyntax,theapparentviolation

oftheECmustbeevaded,andalsotheresultingc-commandproblem mustbe

settledinonewayoranother.InthetraditionalX'-theory,headmovement,

beinganX
o
-movement,isanadjunctionprocesstoahead,anX

o
-category;

A-/A'-movement,beinganXP-movement,applytoamaximalprojection,an

XP-category.Thisisanimportantgeneralizationinthattwotypesofmovement

havetobedistinguishedonadescriptivelevelundertheStructurePreservation

HypothesisofEmonds(1976).

UndertheBarePhraseStructure(Chomsky1995),relationalinformation

regardingcategorylevels,forexample,X'andXP,doesnotexistanylonger.

Thus(1)isnowrepresentedasgivenin(3).
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(3) X

/ ＼

X Y

/ ＼ |

Y X ...Y...

Above,thetopnode,previouslyXP,isjustlabeledasX,whichisdeterminedby

alabelingalgorithmsuchthattheheadX,withYasitscomplement,projectsits

label,andthetopmostXisinterpretedasXP.Underthisapproach,however,the

problem ofviolationoftheECinthecaseofheadmovementstillpersists.

CecchettoandDonati(2010)proposethefollowingalgorithm forlabeling.

(4)Thelabelofasyntacticobject{a,b}isthefeature(s)whichact(s)asa

Probeofthemergingoperationcreating{a,b}.

Accordingtothem,alexicalitem(LI)withitsownEF(EdgeFeature)isaProbe

bydefinition,whichalwaysactivatesthealgorithm in(4),anditscategorial

featurecanprovidethelabel.WhentwoLIsgetmergedasin(5)below,the

transitiveverbsawselectsthedirectobjectJohnasitscomplement,whileJohn

doesnotselectsaw.Sothecategorialfeatureoftheheadsawprojectstoprovide

thelabel.

(5){saw,John}

Toputitsimply,sawhasmorefeatures(i.e.,anEFandaselectionfeature)

thanJohnwithanEFonly,andthussawwinsoverJohninprovidingthelabel

ofthemergedcomplexatom in(5).

With thisbackground,in linewithMatuchansky(2006),Donati(2006),

amongothers,CecchettoandDonati(2010)contendthataheadcanmergeto

therootofthestructureinsyntax,asin(6).
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(6) / ＼

Y X

/ ＼

X Y

|

...Y...

ItisseenthattheresultingstructureobeystheEC;aftertheheadmovementof

Y,headconflationbetweenYandXisobtainedbyanadditionalaffixation

process,calledm(orphological)-merger,therebyyieldingthesamestructureasin

(3).ThusitisseenthatXeventuallydeterminesthelabel.3)

Interestingly,Cecchetto and Donati(2010)further suggestthattheir

algorithm mayalsoallow themovingLItoprovidethelabel(seealsoDonati

2006).Thefollowingdataisrelatedtothis.

(7)a.Iwonderwhatyouread.

b.Ireadwhatyouread.

Theembeddedclausewillhaveafollowingderivationalstage:

(8) / ＼

what C

/ ＼

C youreadwhat

Under their system,head movement and phrasal movement are not

distinguishedonthebasisoftheProbe-Goalrelationtheyestablish.Thus,in(8)

asingleLIwhatisinternallymergedtotheedgeofaclauseviaheadmovement.

3)AlthoughMatuchansky(2006)providesindependentreasonsform-merger(e.g.,m-merger

withphrasalmovement,m-mergerwithoutmovement,headmovementwithoutm-merger),

Iwonderwhatcanpreventm-merger(withoutmovement)betweenTandVinexamples

like(ia)fromtakingplacetoproducetheill-formed(ic),assumingthatverbalinflectionis

notobtainedbyphonologicalcliticization.

(i)a.John[T-ed[Vseewhat]] =>m-mergerproducessee-ed'saw'

b.John[saw what]

c.*What(do)Johnsaw? (Cf.WhatdidJohnsee?)
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SinceitisaProbewithitsEFasanLI,itsmovementresultsinconflictbetween

thetwoProbes.CecchettoandDonaticontendthatthisconflictmanifestsasan

ambiguouslabeling;thatis,in(8)eitherwhatorCdeterminesthelabel,as

shownin(9).

(9)a. C

/ ＼

what C

/ ＼

C youreadwhat

b. D

/ ＼

what C

/ ＼

C youreadwhat

(9a)istheembeddedclausein(7a),and(9b)in(7b).4)

Inthenextsection,however,Iraisesomeconceptualquestionsagainst

CecchettoandDonati'ssystemandalsoobservesomeempiricaldifferenceinthe

KoreansentencescorrespondingtotheEnglishonesin(7a,b).Iwillshowthat

theproblem ofECviolationstillhangsaroundtheheadmovement.

3. Against Cecchetto and Donati (2010) 

CecchettoandDonati's(2010)proposal,despiteitssuperficialsuccess,was

builtonsomesuspiciousassumptions.Tosimplyrestateit,thelabelingconflict

arisingintheconfigurationin(10)isresolvedbyallowingeitherα orβ to

providethelabel:

(10) α/β

/ ＼

α       β 

4)Chomsky(2013:46)alsodiscussesthisanalysisfordatalike(7a,b).
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Thuslabelingappearstobeambiguous.However,Ishouldliketopointoutthat

itremainsunclearwhatmakesβ silentwhenα winsoverβ,andconversely

whatmakesα silentwhenβ winsoverα.Inotherwords,itisunclearwhatare

meantby“winover”and“silent.”RecallthataccordingtoCecchettoand

Donati,anLIhasfeature(s)thatlead(s)tothelabel.Thus,theabovekindof

ambiguouslabeling actually suggeststhatwhen α projectsthelabel,the

feature(s)ofβ shouldbeinvisible,andviceversa.Butfeature(s)ofα orβ 

cannotbesomethingthatcanbeinertoroptional.Theyshouldbejustthere;

otherwise,α orβ couldnotbeanLI.

Itcouldalsoberemindedthatthefamiliarstructuralambiguityofalinear

stringlike(11a)iscapturedbydifferentbracketingasgivenbelow:

(11)a.XYZ

b.[[XY]Z]

c.[X[YZ]]

Thestructureof(11b)isdifferentfromthatof(11c).Thispossiblysuggeststhat

(10)alsorepresentstwodifferentstructures:inEnglish,(i)whenα isinternally

mergedtoβ,thelabeloftheresultingcomplexatom isprovidedbyβ,likein

(9a)butunlikein(9b),(ii)whenα first-mergeswithβ,thelabeloftheresulting

complexatom isprovidedbyα,beingahead.5)Recallalsothatintherecent

minimalistprogram(Chomsky2000,2001),thenotionofoptionalityisrephrased

asfollows:aphaseheadlikev*eitherhasarelevantfeaturelike[+EPP]orit

doesnothavethisfeature,viz.,[-EPP],andthus,v*[+EPP]andv*[-EPP]belong

to adifferentnumeration.Thisunderstanding can also suggestthatthe

ambiguouslabelingin(10)eventuallyfailssinceitisunlikelythatanLIcan

eitherhavefeature(s)oritdoesnot.

From theempiricalperspective,theKoreancounterpartsto(7a,b)from

Englishclearlydistinguishindirectwh-questionsfrom free-relativeswithrespect

tosyntacticstructure,asillustratedin(12):

5)Thusitremainstobediscussedhow (7b)canberepresentedintermsoflabeling.Iwill

returntothismatterbelowshortly.
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(12)a.Na-nun[ney-ka mwues-ulilk-ess.nun-ci]

I-Top you-Nom what-Acc read-Past-Comp

kwungumha-ta.

wonder-Dec

'Iwonderwhatyouread.'

b.Na-nun[ney-ka ei ilk-un-kesi-ul] ilk-ess-ta.

I-Top you-Nom read-Past-KES-AccreadPast-Dec

'Ireadwhatyouread.'

Theindirectquestionisformedbythein-situwh-expressionmwues'what'with

thequestionComp-ci.Thefreerelativecanbeformedbytheformalnounkes

associatedwiththegapintherelativeclause.Relevanttothecurrentdiscussion

isthatintheindirectwh-questionin(12a),thecomplementisrealizedasaCP

headedbytheComp-ci,andinthefreerelativein(12b),thecomplementis

realizedasaDPdeterminedbythenounkes.Thisfactthenweakensthe

argumentadvancedbyDonati(2006)andCecchettoandDonati(2010).Adger

(2013:11-12)alsopointsoutthesameproblembydiscussingdatafromScottish

Gaelicinwhichindirectquestionsaredifferentfrom freerelativesinthe

structure.

Thuswhatistobequestionedisthepossibilityrepresentedin(9b).Given

theconceptualandempiricaldifficultiesraisedabove,Iwouldratheradhereto

thetraditionalconceptionthataninternallymergedLIdoesnotprovidethe

label.ThisamountstosayingthatfreerelativesinEnglishhaveadifferent

structurelike(13a)andsurfacesas(13b)viaacertainprocesscombiningitand

[+Wh][Rel]orit-thatintoamorphologicalunitwhat(seeAdger2013,Chomsky

2013forrelateddiscussion):

(13)a.[Dit[C[+Wh][Reli][youreadei]]

b.(Iread)whatyouread.

Here itis suggested thatthe free relative head whatin English is

morphologicallycomplex(e.g.,it-that),and thatthereduced determinerit

projectsalabel(Chomsky2013:46).Whatthisanalysiscouldmeanisthatthe

labelofthefreerelativeinEnglishisnotprovidedbythemovedwhat,asseen
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in(9b),contraCecchettoandDonati(2010).Asmentionedabove,ambiguous

labelingalsoremainssuspicious.Wearethenledtogobacktotheinitial

problem oftheheadmovementregardingtheviolationoftheEC.Nextsection

willdiscussthismatter.

4. Rethinking the Extension Condition 

Inthissection,IattempttobasicallymaintaintheECwhileallowingthe

head movementwithouta violation ofthiscondition.Thiswillrequire

relaxationofthenotion"extension"instructurebuildingintermsoftherecent

notion“label.”

LetusfirstconsiderthefollowingtraditionalX'-structure:

(14) XP

/ ＼

ZP X'

/ ＼

X YP

/ ＼ / ＼

Y X Y ...

ZP

UndertheaboveX'-structure,amaximalcategoryZPhasmovedtotheSpecof

themaximalcategoryXP(oritcouldhaveadjoinedtoXP),andaheadYhas

adjoinedtoahigherheadX.Itmayalsobeassumedthataheadhasitsown

Spec,say,aminimalSpec(andtheZPpositionmaybecalledamaximalSpec).

ThenYcouldmovetotheSpecoftheheadXviaheadmovement.

Asmentioned insection2,thus,X
o
-head-movementappliestoahead

elementXoandXP-movement,eitherA-orA'-movement,appliestoamaximal

projectionXP,whichhasbeenwidelyrecognizedasStructurePreservation

ConditionsinceEmonds(1976).Undertheabovestructure,asnotedinsection1,

headmovementbringsaboutproblemsconcerningtheEC,counter-cyclicity,etc.

SoitturnsoutthatsatisfyingtheStructurePreservationConditionundesirably

leadstoaviolationoftheEC.
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Inwhatfollows,Iwillattempttoresolvethisconflictbyrelaxingthenotion

“extension”alittlebitintermsoflabeling.UndertheBarePhraseStructure,

now,thestructurein(14)canberepresentedasin(15)(inwhich(P)isjust

addedtoindicatethattheprecedingcategoryisinterpretedasamaximal

category):

(15) X(P)

/ ＼

Z(P) X

/ ＼

X Y(P)

/ ＼ / ＼

Y X Y ...

Z(P)

HeretheheadXprovidesthelabelXandtheheadYthelabelY.Nownotice

thatthephrasalZPmovementandtheheadY-movementbothtargetthesame

labelX.Thisobservationcoulddealwiththeproblemathand.Thecoreideais

thattheECcanbesatisfiedaslongasanoperationappliestothetoplabel.In

(15),Xisthetoplabel,andheretheZP-movementaswellastheY-movement

appliestothetoplabelX,thuspossiblyleadingtothesatisfactionoftheEC.

From adifferentangle,itisnotedthatthephrasalZP-movementexpandedthe

topcategory(i.e.,X'=>XP)andtheheadY-movementexpandedthetophead

category(i.e.,X)bycreatinganadjunctionstructure.Notealsothatbothcasesof

movementarecompletelyconsistentwiththeStructurePreservationCondition.

SettingasidethecaseofExternalMergesinceitalwaysextendsthestructure,

forthecaseofInternalMergeInowproposearevisednotionof“extension”of

thestructurethatcanbeunderstoodasfollows:

(16)Anyoperationthattargetsthesamecategoryasthetoplabelextends

thestructure.

Thus,bothcasesofmovementin(15)extendthestructureinthattheytargetthe

toplabel.Asaconsequence,casesofRichards'tucking-incanbeaccommodated

withinthisapproach.Asforthec-commandproblem,mentionedinsection1,
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thenotionoflabelmayalsobeusedindefiningthecommandrelationforthe

binding of the trace left by head-movement (l-command stands for

label-command).Belowistheproposeddefinitionofthenotion“l-command.”

(17)α l-commandsitstraceifthelabelthatdominatesα dominatesits

trace.

In(15)thelabelXdominatingYalsodominatesitstrace,henceYl-commands

itstraceforbinding.6)Sol-commandisbasicallyclosetom-commandinasense.

Butsincethenotion“m-command”holdsinthetraditionalX'-framework,the

present“l-command”definedundertheBarePhaseStructureistobepreferred

atleastfrom thestructuralpointofview.

Underthecurrentapproach,excorporationstillremainsasanoption(see

Roberts1991forcasesofexcorporation).FurtherheadmovementofYin(15)

canapplysuccessive-cyclicallytoahigherheadaslongasmorphologyallows.

Asaresult,thecurrentapproachbringsforthaunifiedlabelingalgorithmin

asimplemanner:AheadalwaysprojectsalabelforExternalMergeandInternal

Merge.CecchettoandDonati's(2010)labelingalgorithm requiresadditional

stipulationforambiguouscaseslikefreerelativeclausesinEnglish.Insection3,

Ialsopresentedanempiricalevidencethatshowsthattheiranalysiscannot

extendtoKoreanfreerelatives(andScottishGaelicfreerelativesnotintroduced

here).

Finally,itwillbeworthcomparingMatuchansky/CecchettoandDonati's

positionwiththecurrentonewithregardtoheadmovement.Intheformer,

headmovementtargetstheroot,applyingtothespineofthetree;additional

m-mergerisassumed;ECandc-commandaretherebystrictlymaintained,but

m-mergerisanexceptiontoc-commandandtheEC.Alternatively,inthe

currentlatterposition,headmovementdoesnottargettheroot,applyingtoa

head;additionalm-mergerisunnecessary;ECisrelaxedintermsoflabel,and

c-commandisreplacedbyl-command.

6)Ofcourse,thedomainofl-commandencompassesthatofc-command.Furtherconsequences

ofadoptingthenotion“l-command”remaintobeexplored.
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5. Chomsky’s (2013) “Problems of Projection” 

Chomsky(2013)inhisarticle“ProblemsofProjection”(henceforth,POP)

reiteratesstructure-dependencyofgrammaticalprocesses,asillustratedwiththe

followingfactwithYes/NoquestionformationinEnglish:

(18)a.Caneaglesthatflyswim?

b.Isitthecasethat[eaglesthatfly]canswim?

c.#Isitthecasethateaglesthatswim canfly?

In(18a)theraisedcanmustrelatetothematrixverbswimandcannotlinkto

thelinearlycloserfly,andthus,(18a)hastheparaphrasein(18b),not(18c)(see

alsoCarstens,Hornstein,andSeely2013formorerelateddiscussion).Thisfact

leadsChomskytoclaim thatgrammaticaloperationslikeT-to-Cmovementis

structure-dependent,basedonhierarchicalrelationsinsteadoflinearproximity.

Chomsky further assumes that T-to-C movement depends on locality

independentofcategory.Thus,asseeninthestructuralinputgivenbelow,this

raisesaquestionofwhythisinversionmovesTratherthan(asubpartof)the

expressioninSpec,TP,viz.D(P),bothbeingequi-distantfrom C.

(19) CP

/ ＼

C TP

/ ＼

[DNP] [TvP]

POP'ssolutiontothisquestionreliesonatimingapproach:Underthe

VP-internalSubjectHypothesisonly T can raise to C because the C-T

relationshipisestablishedwhenEA(externalargument,i.e.,Subject)isstillin

situ,asseenbelow.
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(20) CP

/ ＼

C TP

/ ＼

T vP

/ ＼

[DNP] V-v...

Carstens,Hornstein,andSeely(2013)(henceforth,CHS),however,pointout

anumberofproblemswith thiskind oftiming approach.According to

Chomsky(2013),minimalsearchshouldfindDandvastheyareequi-distant

from T,andthus,eitherD-to-Torv-to-Tshouldbeallowed.7)CHS,infavorof

thetraditionalapproachtohead-movement,argueforananalysisthatallows

onlyv-to-Tmovementsensitivetocategorialandotherfeaturesofthetargetand

themovingitem,notjusttolocality.Theirdataincludethefollowingcontrastin

Wh-questions:

(21)a.Whichboys(*did)eatthepizza?

b.Whichpizza*(did)theboyseat?

c.Whichboys*(did)yousaytatethepizza?

ThisfactshowsthatlocalsubjectWh-questionsdisallow T-to-Cmovementbut

allotherdirectWh-questionsrequireit,indicatingthatsomethingotherthan

localityisinvolvedinmotivatingandconstraininghead-movement.

UnderPOP'sapproach,in(20)EA-raisingtoSpec,TPtakesplacebefore

V-v-to-Tmovement.RecallthatinPOPonlyTcanraisetoCin(20)becauseC-T

relationshipisestablishedwhenEAisstillinsitu.Thusitneedstobeassumed

thatT-to-CandEA-raisingbothprecedeV-v-to-T.CHSpointoutthatthisisnot

onlycounter-cyclicbutalsoincompatiblewiththefactthatV-v-to-TfeedsT-to-C

movementinlanguageslikeSpanish:8)

7)BothlabelingandidentificationofcandidatesforInternalMergearebasedonminimal

searchinPOP.

8)CHS(insection2.4)discussmoreexamplesofhead-movementfrom IrishandXhosathat

presentproblemswithPOP.
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(22)a.Que querian esos dos?

what wanted those two

'Whatdidthosetwowant?'

b.[CPwhatwant+T+C[TP[DPthosetwo]<T>[vP

<EA><v>...]]]

Inshort,CHS(p.13)claimthatheadmovementisdrivenandconstrainedby

factorsotherthanpurelocality;selectionforcategoryandotherfeaturesworkin

concertwithhierarchicallocalityconsiderationstodictatewhatmoves.

Underthecurrentanalysis,aheadalwaysprovidesalabel,beingaselector

ofsomesort.Inaconfigurationlike(23)theheadvprovidesthelabelvP.When

theheadTmergeswithitscomplementvP,italsoprovidesthelabelTP;when

EAisinternallymergedtoSpec,TPfrom outofSpec,vP,themovedEAdoes

notprovidealabel.

(23) TP

/ ＼

EA T'

/ ＼

T vP

/ ＼

EA v'

/ ＼

v .....

Thus,IassumethatunlikeinChomsky(2013),v-to-Tisashortermovement

thanD-to-Tintermsoflabel-crossing,asseenbelow.

(24) TP

/ ＼

T α(=vP)

/ ＼

β(=DP) v...

|

D...
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Itisseenthatthelabelα isdirectlyassociatedwithTwhilethelabelβ isonly

indirectlyassociatedwithit.Thus,v-to-Tcrossesonlyonelabelα,butD-to-T

crossestwolabels,α aswellasβ (seealsoHornstein2009forasimilarpath

accountintermsofnodecrossing).Thisimpliesthatlocalitycanbemeasuredin

termsoflabel-intervention and importantlyleadstotheassumption,with

Chomsky(2008)andHornstein(2009),amongothers,thatlabelingisrequired

forMerge(aswellasinterpretation).

6. Summary

Inthispaper,inlinewithCarstens,Hornstein,andDanielSeely(2013),I

advocatedthetraditionalconceptofheadmovementthatcanbemaintainedin

termsofcategoryandrelevantfeaturesofthemovingitem andthetarget,

contraChomsky(2013)and Cecchettoand Donati(2010).Thiswasmade

possiblebyincorporatingthenotion“label”intothecurrentsystem.Theresults

ofthediscussionaresummarizedbelow.

(25)a.Aheadalwaysprovidesalabel,

b.AmovingLIdoesnotprovidealabel,

c.AheadreservesitsSpecforsuccessivecyclicheadmovement,

d.Headmovementtargetsahead,andphrasalmovementtargetsa

specifier,

e.Headmovementissyntactic,

f.HeadmovementobeysStructurePreservationHypothesis,

g.Amovedheadcanbinditstracebywayoflabel-command,

h.Localitycanbemeasuredintermsoflabel-intervention,

i.Anoperationthattargetsthesamecategoryasthetoplabelmay

extendthestructure.Thus,headmovementmaynotviolatethe

ExtensionCondition.

j.Tucking-inisallowed.

Crucially,withthetraditionalheadmovementkeptintact,morerestrictive

c-commandisreplacedbymorepermissivel-command(see(25g)),andthe
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ExtensionConditionissomewhatrelaxedintermsof“label”(see(25i)).Under

thecurrentlabelapproach,thus,thereremainslittleanomaly with head

movement.
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