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SOME REMARKS ON WEAK CROSSOVER 

Hans Broekhuis 

1 Introduction· 

Consider the ungrammatical constructions in (1) en (2) which are known as Strong and Weak Crossover 
( coreference is indicated by coindexing). 

(1) a. •wic; ziet hijl 
who sees he 
'Who does he see?' 

b. ·hijl ziet iemandi 
he sees someone 
'He is seeing someone.' 

(2) a. •wic; kussen zij11i ouders 
who kiss his parents 
'Who do his parents kiss?' 

b. •zij11i ouders kussen iemandi 
his parents kiss someone 
'His parents are kissing someone.' 

In (1) we are dealing with Strong Crossover. In this case we may block coreferentiality of the 
pronoun and the wh- or the quantified phrase by recourse to Binding Condition C; this condition 
prohibits A-binding of the variable left after wh-movement or Quantifier Raising. 

(1)' a. •wic; [ ziet hij1 ~ ] 

b. •iemandi [ hij1 ziet ~ ] 

In (2) we are dealing with Weak Crossover. In these examples, coreferentiality of the pronoun and 
the wh- or quantified phrase may be excluded with the help of the Leftness Condition (Chomsky 1976); 
this condition prohibits coreference of a variable and a pro~oun to its left. 

(2)' a. •wic; [ kussen zij11i ouders ~ ] 
b. •iemand1 [ zij0i ouders kussen ~ ] 

Besides the examples in (1) en (2) there are several constructions in which the coreferential reading 
of a variable and a pronoun is blocked, but :which are nevertheless allowed both by Binding Condition C 
and the Leftness Condition. 

The examples in (3) which are assigned the LF-representations in (3') are easy to solve. 

(3) a. wic; 
who 

slaat heIDi? 
hits him 

b. iederee0i slaat 
everyone hits 

heIDi 
him 

• I like to thank Aafke Hulk, Cara Llndhout-Lengycl and Uszl6 Man!cz for their comments on an earlier vc1'5ion of this 
paper. 
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(3)' a. •wie1 [ ti slaat hem1 ] 

b. • iederee0i [ t1 slaat heIDi ] 

The representations in (3') are excluded by Binding Condition B according to which a pronoun may not 
be bound within its governing category. The examples in ( 4) clearly show that this solution leads to the 
correct predictions; in these examples the pronoun is free within its governing category and this leads to 
a grammatical result. 

(4) a. wie1 [ li zei er [ dat hij1 ZOU komen]] 
who said there that he would come 
'Who said he would come?' 

b. iederee0i [ ti zei [ dat hijl ZOU komen]] 
everyone said that he would come 

The examples in (5), on the other hand, constitute a real problem. They are assigned the LF
representation in (5'). In (5'), neither Binding Condition C nor the Leftness Condition are applicable. 
Moreover, the structure cannot be excluded by means of Binding Condition B, since the variable does 
not c-command the pronoun. 

(5) a. •wiens1 moeder kuste hellli? 
whose mother kissed him 

b. •iemands1 moeder kuste hellli 
someone's mother kissed him 

(5)' a. •wie11t [ [NP ti's moeder] kuste hellli ] 
b. •iemandi [ iNP ti's moeder] kuste hellli] 

In the literature, at least two proposals have been given to exclude (5); the Bijection Principle 
(Koopman en Sportiche 1982) and the C-command Restriction (Reinhart 1983). 

The Bijection Principle stipulates a bi-unique relation between an operator (an element in an A'
position) and a variable. This principle can be formulated as in (6) 

(6) Bijection Principle (BP) 
A. Every variable is A'-bound by one and only one operator. 
B. Every operator A'-binds one and only one variable. 

A'-bound means 'coindexed with a c-commanding element in an A'-position'. To be complete, we must 
define the notion of a variable. For simplicity, I assume the following definition based on Van Riemsdijk 
and Williams (1986): 

(7) Variable: A variable is an empty category or a pronoun whose closest binder occupies an 
A'-position.1 

Let us consider the question whether we can solve the problem with respect to the examples in (5) 
by means of (6) and (7). 

(5)' a. •wie0i [ iNP t/s moeder] kuste heIDi ] 
b. •iemand1 [ [NP ti's moeder] kuste heIDi] 

1 The definition of Koopman and Sportiche reads as follows: a is a variable iff (i) a is empty or a pronoun and (ii) a is in an 
A-position and (iii) a is locally A'-bound. Simplified a little, the notion 'locally A'-bound' is defined a&: x locally A'-binds y iff 
(i) x is in an A'-position, (ii) x m-commands y, (iii) x and y are coindcxed and (iv) if z has the same properties as x, z c-commands 
x. Given the discussion of Strong Crossover in their section 3.4.2 (cf. also the discussion below), however, an A'-bound trace docs 
not count as a variable if a coindexcd A-position intervenes between the trace and the operator, i.e. if the A-position A-binds the 
trace. This is expressed in (7). The definition in Van Riemsdijk and Williams docs not refer to pronouns, but is similar to (7) in 
other respects. 
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According to the definition in (7), both the trace and the pronoun are a variable in the LF
representations in (5'), since they are both locally A'-bound by wien and iemand, respectively. This 
means that the B-clause of the BP in (6) is violated, and hence that the examples are ungrammatical. 

The BP also accounts for the ungrammaticality of the Weak Crossover constructions in (2). 

(2)' a. 
b. 

wi<; [ kussen zijr1i ouders t1 ] 

iemand1 [ zij0i ouders kussen ti ] 

In the LF-representations in (2'), the operator is the closest binder for both the trace and the pronoun, 
and hence both are variables according to (7). Therefore, the structures are excluded for the same 
reason as those in (5'). Consequently, the assumption of the BP makes it possible to eliminate Chomsky's 
Leftness Condition. 

According to Koopman and Sportiche, Strong Crossover can be accounted for by means of the BP as 
well. Consider the LF-representations in (1'). 

(1)' a. 
b. 

wi<; [ ziet hij1 ti ] 
iemandi [ hij1 ziet t1 ] 

According to the definition of a variable in (7), only the pronoun is a variable; the trace is bound by the 
pronoun hij which is a closer binder than the operator. As a result, the structures do not violate the BP; 
the operator binds only one variable, v.iz. the pronoun hij, and each variable is bound by one operator. 
The problem that arises, however, is the following: if the empty category in (1') is not a variable, what is 
it? Since the empty category in (1') occupies an independent 8-position and is A-bound by the pronoun, 
Koopman and Sportiche assume that it is PRO. If this is really the case, (1) violates the PRO-theorem 
which states that PRO may not be governed. As a result, the examples are ungrammatical.2 

The second proposal is the C-command Restriction proposed by Reinhart (1983). It stipulates the 
following: 

(8) C-command Restriction (CCR): Quantified NPs and wh-traces can have anaphoric relations 
only with pronouns in their c-command domain ( after Reinhart 1983:118). 

The CCR immediately accounts for the examples given above; nor in the case of Strong Crossover in (1), 
nor in the case of Weak Crossover in (2), nor in the examples in (5), the pronoun is c-commanded by 
the quantified NP and the wh-trace. These example are therefore ungrammatical. The (un)grammaticality 
of the examples in (3) and ( 4), on the other ~and, is due to the binding properties of the pronoun. 

2 The BP and the CCR 

The BP and the CCR make exactly the same predictions with respect to the examples discussed in the 
previous section. Consequently, it is difficult to make a choice between these two options. In this paper, 
however, I will show that the CCR is to be preferred. In this section, I will argue that the CCR is to be 
preferred for some a priori reasons. In section 3, I shall argue on the basis of some facts from Hungarian 
that the CCR is to be favoured on emprrical grounds as well. 

2.1 Arguments against the BP 

The BP is counter-intuitive. As a first objections to the BP, we may note that it gives rise to fairly 
counter-intuitive semantic translations. To account for the facts discussed in section 1 by means of the 
BP, it is necessary to assume the definition of a variable in (7), repeated here for convenience. 

2 Various objections can be raised against this solution. For instance, the empty category in (1') is Case-marked, and 
consequently it would be pro rather than PRO'. If the empty category is indeed pro, (1') can of course ,till be CJtcludcd by recourse 
to Binding Condition B. However, other CJ(Bmple& can be constructed which satisfy this condition. I return to this in ~on 2.1. 
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(7) Variable: A variable is an empty category or a pronoun whose closest binder occupies an 
A'-position. 

According to this definition, the pronouns in (9) are not a variable which implies that we must translate 
(9) as in (10a). However, the translation that corresponds to our semantic intuitions is rather as in (10b). 

(9) iedereeni zei dat hij1 zijni fiets zou halen 

(10) a. 
b. 

everyone said that he his bicycle would get 
'Everyone said that he would get his bicycle.' 

v'xi ("1 zei dat hij1 zijni fiets zou halen) 
Vx (x zei .d.at x x's fiets zou halen) 

Parasitic gaps. According to Koopman and Sportiche, violation of the B-clause of the BP gives rise to 
only a mild form of ungrammaticality. As a result they are able to account for the semi-grammatical 
status of constructions with parasitic gaps. In these constructions, it is also the case that one operator 
binds more than one variable. 

(11) Which article, did John file ~ without reading e, 

In this way, however, it is not possible to account for the fact that for instance Weak Crossover gives rise 
to a worse result than the parasitic gap construction in (11); in both constructions the same principle is 
violated, viz. (6B). If we assume the CCR, this objection does not hold since in that case we may account 
for the semi-grammaticality of (11) by means of (6B) (or some other principle), and the fully ungram
matical result of Weak Crossover by means of the CCR. 

Strong Crossover in pro-drop languages. As we saw in the introduction, Koopman and Sportiche 
accounted for the ungrammaticality of the Strong Crossover construction by recourse to the PRO
theorem. According to the definition of a variable in (7), the pronoun in (1') is the variable, whereas the 
empty category must be PRO, since it occupies an independent 8-position and is A-bound by the 
pronoun. Since PRO is governed, (l') is not in accordance with the PRO-theorem and the examples are 
excluded. 

(1)' a. 
b. 

wie, [ ziet hij1 ~ ] 

iemandi [ hij1 ziet ~ ] 

However, Compare the Hungarian Strong Crossover construction in (12). Hungarian is a pro-drop 
language. Therefore, the subject of the matrix-clause can be either a pronoun or pro. In (12), the subject 
of the embedded clause is questioned; if we omit irrelevant details, the structure of (12) is as given in 
(12'). 

(12) ·ki~ gondolt o/pro1 hogy latta Marit 
who think-AGR3sg he that saw-AGR3sg Mary-ace 
'Who does he think saw Mary?' 

(12)' kit1 [ gondolt o/pro1 [ hogy t1 latta Marit ]] 

According to the definition of a variable in (7), the pronoun o or pro is the variable in (12'). If so, what 
is the empty category in the embedded clause? Contrary to the empty category in (l'), the empty 
category in (12') need not be PRO, since Hungarian is a pro-drop language. Consequently, if we adopt 
Koopman and Sportiches's representational determination of empty categories, the empty category may 
be pro. As a result, (12) cannot be excluded by recourse to the PRO-theorem any longer. If the empty 
category in (12') is pro, (12) cannot be excluded by means of the Binding Theory either, since pro is free 
within its governing category, and thus satisfies Binding Condition B. Therefore, it seems to be the case 
that we wrongly predict the grammaticality of (12). 
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The CCR, on the other hand, correctly predicts the ungrammaticality of (12); in (12) the pronoun is 
not within the c-command domain of the wh-trace, and as a result the wh-trace cannot entertain an 
anaphoric relation with the pronoun. 

2.2 An argument for the CCR 

An argument for the CCR is that we need not consider it as a separate condition, but that we may 
derive it from the theory. The only thing we need assume is that wh- and quantified phrases are non
referential NPs (in the sense that they do not refer to a specified entity). 

Non-referential NPs and coreference. Let us provisionally defme the notion of referential NP as follows: 
a referential NP is an NP that autonomously refers to a unique entity in the domain D. According to this 
definition we must construe wh-phrases and quantified expressions as non-referential NPs: wh-phrases do 
not refer to a unique entity (they are in fact questioning it) and, obviously, quantified expressions do not 
have a fixed (unique) reference either. 

Now, assume that the sentence contains two NPs, NPl and NP2. Further assume that NPl is 
referential, e.g. the NP Jan, and that NP2 is non-referential, e.g. (the trace of) a wh-element. Finally 
assume that NPl and NP2 do not enter into a c-command relation, but that NPl is nevertheless 
coindexed with NP2. 

What does it mean if two NPs are coindexed? It means that they have the same reference. So, in the 
above case NPl and NP2 must have the same reference. If NPl Jan has 'Jan' as its reference, NP2 
also has 'Jan' as its reference. This, however, leads to a paradox; NP2 does not have a reference since 
it is (the trace of a) wh-phrase, whereas it has a reference due to the fact that it is coindexed with NPl. 
This paradox can only be avoided if we adopt the following assumption: 

(13) Accidental coindexing of referential NPs and non-referential NPs is impossible. 

Anaphoric relations between non-referential NPs. Above, we defmed the notion of a referential NP as 
'an NP that autonomously refers to a unique entity in the domain D'. Let us assume that the notion of 
autonomously referring NP means that the reference of the NP does not depend on its syntactic relation 
with other elements in the clause. According to this assumption, we must construe anaphoric elements, 
such as zichzelf, as non-referential NPs. 

As will be clear from (14a}, such anaphoric non-referential expressions can be bound by non
anaphoric non-referential expressions. Semantically, the anaphor seems to behave as a variable ( cf. the 
translation in (14b)). 

(14) a. 

b. 

iederee11t houdt van zichzelf; 
everyone loves of himself 
'Everyone loves himself.' 
Vx (x boudt van x) 

We could express this by means of the following statement: 

(15) An anaphoric non-referential NP that is bound by a non-referential NP is a (A-bound) 
variable 

Free and bound pronouns. A pronoun can be used both as an anaphor and as a non-anaphor. If the 
pronoun is used as a non-anaphor, it may refer autonomously. In the sentence he laughed, the pronoun 
may refer to 'John' without being dependent on other elements in the sentence. Consequently, we may 
construe the pronoun as a referential NP in this case. 

If the pronoun is bound, as for instance in John, said he, would come, it does not have an auton
omous reference; the pronoun can only refer to 'John' by virtue of being bound by the NP John; the 
pronoun is an anaphoric non-referential NP, since its reference depends on the reference of its binder. 
Besides (13) and (15), the following statements seem to be valid as well. 
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(16) a. A free pronoun is a referential NP 
b. A bound pronoun is an anaphoric non-referential NP 

The CCR. By means of the statements in (13), (15) and (16) we are able to derive the CCR. Since a free 
pronoun is a referential NP (cf. (16a)), it cannot be accidentally coindexed with a non-referential NP (cf. 
(13)). Consequently, coreference of a free pronoun with a (trace of) wh-phrase or a quantified NP is 
excluded. A bound pronoun, on the other hand, is an anaphoric non-referential NP (cf. (16b)). As a 
result, it may be bound by a non-referential NP and if this is the case, it behaves as an A-bound variable 
(cf. (15)). This implies that a pronoun can only enter into an anaphoric relation with a non-referential 
NP if it is bound by it. Thus, we derived the CCR in (8). 

3 Weak Crossover in Hungarian 

In this section, I will discuss the claim made by Kiss (1987) that Weak Crossover does not occur in 
Hungarian ( cf. also Maracz 1989). But first a general remark on Hungarian clause structure is in order. 
The linear structure of Hungarian can be schematized as in (17): 

(17) TOP• FOC V ..... 

The Topic position can be occupied by constituents that refer to known information. The Focus position 
can be occupied by at most one constituent. wh- and . focused phrases belong to the set of constituents 
that can be moved to this position. If a particle or a· predicative element is present and the Focus 
position is empty, the particle/predicative element precedes the verb as is schematized in (18a). 
However, if the Focus position is filled, the verb precedes these elements as in (18b). 

(18) a. 
b. 

(TOP) PRT/PRED V ..... 
(TOP) FOCUS/WR V PRT ..... 

This may be accounted for by assuming that the wh- or focused phrase occupies the specifier of a 
functional projection F, and that the verb moves to the head F if the specifier position of PP is filled. 

These remarks suffice for our present discussion of Weak Crossover. (cf. Horvath 1986, Kiss 1987 
and Maracz 1989 for further discussion of the structure of Hungarian). Now, consider the structures in 
(19) in which I leave out the trace(s) of V-movement and the other functional projections that may be 
present.3 

(19) a. lFP ki~ szeret (yp [NP . az pr0i anyja ) ~ ]) 
who-ace loves the mother-npAGR3sg 

'Who does his mother love?' 
b. [FP VILIT1 szereti [VP [NP az pr0i anyja) ~ )] 

Bill-ace loves the mother-npAGR3sg 
'His mother loves BILL.' 

3 In Hungarian, the head of the NP agrees with its specifier. As a result pro-drop is possible within NP. I return to this fact in 
section 3.1. 

Weak Crossover docs not arise with universally quantified objects either. This can be seen in (i). However, (i) differs from 
the examples in (19) in that the quantified phrase arguably docs not occupy the Pocus ]Xl6ition; for instance, the presence or a 
universally quantified expression never triggers the word order in (18b ). Nevertheless, it always follows the topicalized constituents 
in the clause (cf. Kiss 1987 for further discussion). Therefore, it is plausible to assume that universally quantified expressions 
occupy the specifier po6ition of a functional head that is higher in the tree than the Pocus projection. I will not discuss examples 
like (i), but assume that they can be analyzcd in a similar way as the examples in (19). 

(i) (xp mindikit1 szcreti [yp [NP 

everyone-ace loves 
'His mother loves evel)'One.' 

az pro1 anyja J t1 )J 
the mother-npAGR3sg 
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The grammaticality of the examples in (19) is a problem for both the BP and the CCR. The problem 
with respect lo the BP is that according to (7), we must construe both 11 and pro as a variable. As a 
result, the operator kit binds two variables, and hence clause (6B) is violated. The problem with respect 
to the CCR is that in (19) the pronoun pro is not within the c-command domain of the trace. As a result, 
pro and the wh-phrase/quantified expression should not be able to be coind~xed.4 In fact, the problem is 
even more complex, since Weak Crossover does occur if the subject az anyja is topicalized (MarAcz 
1989). 

(20) a. •az pro1 anyjc1t [FP kiG szeret (yp ti G ]] 
the mother-npAGR3sg who-ace loves 
'Who does his mother love?' 

b. •az pro1 anyjc1t [FP VILITJ szereti [ VP ti t1 ]] 
the mother-npAGR3sg Bill-ace loves 
'His mother loves BILL.' 

In this section, I will give an analysis of (19) and (20) that enables us to account for the facts in (19) 
and (20) by means of the CCR. If this analysis is tenable, we will also be able to show that the BP is not 
suitable to account for the phenomenon of Weak Crossover. 

The analysis that will be given below is based on the assumption that in (19) the empty element in az 
EC anyja is not pro but a parasitic gap. Before I present my analyses, I will try to make this assumption 
plausible. · 

3.1 Possessive NPs in Hungarian 

Besides verbal agreement, Hungarian also has nominal agreement. Compare the examples in (21): 

(21) a. az ~n kar -om 
the I hand -sgl 'my hand' 

b. a the kar -od 
the you hand -sg2 'your hand' 

c. az 0 kar -ja 
the he hand -sg3 'his hand' 

In (21), the head of NP agrees with its specifier which appears with nominative Case. Henceforth, I will 
refer to NPs that exhibit nominal agreement as possessive NPs (cf. Szabolcsi 1984 and Kiss 1987, among 
others). 

The nominative NP in (21) does not appear compulsory, but can be replaced by pro. Pro-drop is 
possible, since pro is licensed by the nominal features on the head of NP. Consequently, (21) may 
alternate with the constructions in (22): 

(22) a. az pro kar -om 
the hand -sgl 'my hand' 

b. a pro kar -od 
the hand -sg2 'your hand' 

c. az pro kar . -ja 
the hand -3sg 'his hand' 

4 Manicz (1989, p.246) assumes that in (19) the subject is within the c-command domain of the wh-trace. As a result, (19) 
would be in accordance with the CCR. This account implies the Aoun-Sportiche (1983) definition of c-command, whereas Manicz 
assumes the more restricted notion of c-command (i) in other cases of binding. In this paper, I adopt the definition in (i), and 
hence we must give an alternative explanation of the grammaticality of (19). 

(i) a c-commands 13 iff a docs not dominate 13 and every node that dominates a dominates 13. 
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The difference between (21) and (22) is that (21) can only occur if the pronouns are used emphatically, 
whereas (22) occurs in more neutral cases. 

Finally, possessive NPs may also occur with a dative NP. The distribution of the nominative and the 
dative NP is determined by their relative position with respect to the determiner; nominative NPs must 
follow the determiner, whereas dative NPs must precede it. The dative NP may even appear separated 
from the possessive NP, i.e. may occur as an autonomous constituent. 

(23) a. tn-nek-em a vendtg-em 
me-dat-lsg the guest-lsg 'my guest' 

b. te-nek-ed a vendtg-ed 
you-dat-2sg the guest-2sg 'your guest' 

c. Mari-nak a vendtg-e 
Mary-dat the guest-3sg 'Mary's guest' 

Szabolcsi (1984) argues that the dative NP in (23) is the specifier of the possessive NP. So, it has the 
same function as the nominative NP in (21). The fact that the dative NP precedes the determiner and 
may even be separated from the NP is accounted for by assuming that in Hungarian NPs contain a 
complementizer position that may function as an escape hatch for Mt-movement; the specifier of NP can 
be extracted by moving via this complementizer position. This implies that the dative NP in (23) is 
coindexed with a trace which follows the determiner a. So, according to Szabolcsi, (23a) has the 
following structure: 

(23)a' [NP' ennekeIIli [NP a ~ vendtgem ]] 

Given the fact that the possessive NP can only be questioned if its specifier appears as a dative NP, 
Szabolcsi's analysis seems plausible. 

(24) a. 

b. 

•[NP (a) ki-0 
the who-nom 

[w ki-nelci lNP a ti 
wie-dat the 

vendtg-e] 
guest-3sg 
vendtg-e]] 
guest-3sg 

'whose guest' 

'whose guest' 

Consider again the wh-examples in (19a) and (20a): 

(19} a. [FP kilt 67.Cret (yp lNP az EC. anyja ] 
who-ace loves the mother-npAGR3sg 

'Who does his mother love?' 

(20) a. •az Ee; anY.iai [FP ki~ szeret [VP ti ~ ]] 
the mother-npAGR3sg who-ace loves 
'Who does his mother love?' 

ti ]] 

In (19a} and (20a), the possessive NP contains an empty position. Kiss and Mad.cz assume that the 
empty category is pro. However, this is not the only logical possibility. Since a variable may also occur in 
this position ( cf. (24)), this empty category could also be a variable, and since the empty category is not 
the trace of a wh-phrase, the variable should be a parasitic gap. (Of course, the more regular parasitic 
gap construction can also be found in Hungarian; cf. Maracz 1989:232ff.;341ff.) 

Consequently, we may conclude that in principle the empty category in (19} and (20) can be either 
pro or a parasitic gap. Below, I will show that this conclusion enables us to make the correct predictions 
with respect to the examples in (19) and (20). 

3.2 Parasitic gaps 

Chomsky (1982:66) has shown that a parasitic gap is licensed, if the conditions in (25B) are fulfilled. 
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(25) In the construction (A), where order is irrelevant and we assume ex., t, e to be coindexed, 
the parasitic gap e is licensed if and only if (B): 

(A) ... et ... t ... e ... 
(B) (i) et c-commands t and e 

· (ii) t does not c-command e or conversely 
(iii) et does not head the chains ( ex., t) and ( ex., e) 
(iv) e is governed ("" PRO) and heads a chain with a 0-role. 

Let us consider the question in how far these conditions are satisfied in (19a). 

(19) a. [FP ki~ sreret [VP [NP az EC. anyja ] ~ ]] . ' 
In (19a), the wh-phrase kit is in the Focus position. The NP az anyja and the wh-trace, on the other 
hand, are within VP. As a result, the wh-phrase c-commands both the empty category and the wh-trace. 
Consequently, (25Bi) is satisfied. 

Further, Maracz (1989) has shown that several asymmetries exist with respect to the subject and the 
object of the clause, for instance in the case of binding. He therefore concludes that the subject 
asymmetrically c-commands the object: Consequently, we must assume that in (19a) neither the empty 
category c-commands the wh-trace nor conversely, and that (25Bii) is satisfied (but see fn.4). 

In (25Biii), the notion of chain exclusively refers to relations between elements in A-positions. Since 
the wh-phrase occupies an A'-position, it does not enter into a chain, neither with the empty category 
nor with the wh-trace, and consequently (25Biii) is also satisfied. 
; Finally; the empty category occupies a position in which a wh-trace or pro is possible as well. Hence, 

it must be in a governed position (and cannot be PR0).5 ff we further assume that the specifier of NP 
is assigned a ( external) 0-role, (25Biv) is satisfied as well. 

Since in (19a) (and of course also in (19b)) all conditions in (25B) are fulfilled, we can conclude that 
the empty category may be a parasitic gap. In · this way, we have an account for the fact that (19) does 
not constitute a Weak Crossover violation. 

The question that arises now is whether we can explain why Weak Crossover does occur in (20). 
According to Chomsky the parasitic gap must be licensed at S-Structure, i.e. the conditions in (25B) 
apply at this level. That this is really the case can easily be demonstrated by means of the parasitic gap 
construction in Dutch. 
~ Bennis and Hoekstra (1984) have shown that in (26) we are dealing with a parasitic gap construction. 

(26) Jan heeft die boeken [zonder e te bekijken] t weggelegd 
Jan has those books without to look-at away-put 
'Jan put those books away without looking at (them).' 

If we assume that the scrambled NP die boeken occupies an A'-position, all conditions in (25B) are 
satisfied In (26). H the object does not scramble, as in (27), the configuration in (25A) is not present 
since there is no Scrambling trace, and hence the sentence is not well-formed. 

(27) •Jan heeft [zooder e te bekijkeo] die boeken weggelegd 

Now, compare the examples in (28): 

5 This conclusion only holds if we adopt the PRO-theorem. However, Koster (1984) among others has argued that PRO may be 
governed. If this is really the case, we must replace the PRO-theorem by the assumption that PRO may not be Case-marked. 
Since the empty categoiy occupies a position in which pro or a wh-trace may also appear, this position is Case-marked, and hence 
the occurrence of PRO is still blocked. 
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(28) a. Jan heeft alle boeken [zonder e te bekijken) t weggelegd 
Jan has all books without to look-at away-put 
'Jan put all books away without looking at (them).' 

b. •Jan heeft [ zonder e te bekijken] alle boeken weggelegd 

In (28), the object is a quantified NP, a/le boeken. The parasitic gap may only occur if the object is 
moved. Suppose the conditions in (25B) must be satisfied at LF. At this level Quantifier Raising must 
apply to the quantified NP. Consequently, both examples in (28) have the same structure at LF, and as a 
result both should have the same status. Since this is not the case, we may safely conclude that (25) 
applies at S-Structure. 

Consider again the wh-example in (20a). 

(20) a. •az Ee; anyj3.i [FP kit1 szeret [VP ~ ~ ]] 

In (20a) the condition in (25Bi) is not satisfied at S-Structure, since the NP az, anyja is higher in the tree 
than the wh-phrase kit. From this, it immediately follows that the empty category cannot be a parasitic 
gap, and hence must be pro. Now, if we adopt the CCR, we may easily explain why Weak Crossover 
occurs in (20). Pro, a pronoun, is not within the c-command domain of the wh-trace and hence cannqt 
enter into an anaphoric relation with the wh-trace. 

3.3 Topicalization and A-binding 

Above we saw that the contrast between (19) and (20) is due to the fact that Topicalization de*oys th.e 
configuration in which a parasitic gap can be licensed. However, if the empty category is part of an 
object NP, Topicalization does not block binding, i.e. the empty category can be bound by the wh7phrase 
both in (29a) and (29b ). 

(29) a.. [FP lcii srereti lw ~ [NP az E(; anyjat ]]] 
who-nom loves the mother-npAGR3sg-acc 

'Who loves his mother?' 
b. az EC1 anyja~ [FP kii szereti [VP ~ ~ ]] 

In neither of the examples in (29) the conditions in (25B) are satisfied. In (29a) the trace t1 c-commansls 
the empty category and therefore (25B,ii) is violated. In (29b) the wh-element ki does not c-command 
the empty category and hence (25B,i) is violated. Consequently the empty category cannot be a parasitic 
gap, but must be pro. 

In (29a), pro is in the c-command domain of the wh-trace. Hence, according to the CCR it can be 
bound by the wh-trace. This explains the acceptability of (29a). At first sight, (29b) is not in accordance 
with the CCR. Therefore, we would wrongly expect (29b) to be ill-formed. However, the reason why 
(29b) is grammatical is that Topicalization never affects A-binding of reflexives and pronouns (Maracz 
1989). This means that pro is interpreted as if the NP az, anyjat occupies its D-Structure position. To 
account for this, we may assume that A-binding can be satisfied at any level of representation (cf. 
Belletti and Rizzi 1988). If this is so, pro can be bound at D-Structure or at LF after Reconstruction. In 
the case of (29b), this implies that pro is within the c-command domain of the wh-trace, and may be 
bound by the wh-trace bound according to the CCR. Note that (29b) and (20) differ since in the latter 
case pro, being part of a subject, is not within the c-command domain of the wh-trace. In · (20), 
coindexing of the wh-trace and pro is therefore blocked by the CCR.8 

6 Note that Reconstruction has no undesirable consequences for the discussion of (20) in section 3.2, since parasitic gaps must 
be licensed at S-Structure . 

/' 
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3.4 The CCR, the BP and the parasitic gap analysis 

Above, I have argued that (19a) must be analyzed as in (30a). Compare this example with the Dutch 
example in (30b).7 

(30) a. [FP kit1 szeret [VP [NP az PGi anyja ] t1 ]] 

b. •wie1 [ bemint zij11t moeder ti ] 
'Who does his mother love?' 

How can we account for the contrast between these examples by recourse to the CCR or the BP? Let us 
first consider the CCR. 

Since the parasitic gap in (30a) is not a pronoun, the CCR only applies to (30b). (30b) is blocked, 
because the pronoun zijn is not within the c-command domain of the wh-trace. (30a) is well-formed, 
however, since the parasitic gap is licensed according to (25). 

The BP, on the other hand, does say something about both structures; in both structures one 
operator binds two variables, and hence the B-clause of the BP is violated both in (30a) and in (30b). 
Since the BP is the only principle that is violated, we wrongly predict that both examples should have the 
same status. 

Consequently, we may conclude that the BP does not provide us with an adequate account for the 
phenomenon of Weak Crossover, and hence that the CCR is to be preferred in this respect. 

4 Conclusion 

In this paper, I discussed two competing proposals to account for the phenomenon of Weak Crossover, 
the Bijection Principle in (6) and the C-command Restriction in (8). Although at first sight both 
proposals seem to make the same predictions, I argued in section 2 that there seem to be some a priori 
reasons to prefer the C-command Restriction. In section 3, finally, I discussed some recalcitrant facts for 
both proposals taken from Hungarian, and provided an analyses of these which, if it is tenable, clearly 
shows that the C-command Restriction is also to be preferred on empirical grounds. 
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