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Overview: A bound pronoun in the subject position of a finite complement clause renders the 
clause boundary transparent to processes ordinarily limited to monoclausal, control, and 
raising configurations. We propose an account that relies on a convergence-based view of 
phasehood together with a “dual route” approach to bound pronouns à la Kratzer 2009 
whereby some bound pronouns but not others are born with unvalued phi-features. 
Core facts: Clause boundaries in raising and control configurations are well known to be 
transparent to processes that cannot ordinarily span a finite clause boundary. Gapping, for 
example, can elide material that spans a raising (1a) or control (1b) clause boundary, but not 
the finite clause boundary in (1c). This phenomenon has two interesting properties that 
distinguish it from typical examples of “restructuring” like Romance clitic climbing. First, it 
is blind to the choice of the embedding verb, applying both in configurations with 
prototypical restructuring verbs like want as well as in configurations with crosslinguistically 
stable non-restructuring verbs like claim or regret. The second interesting property is less 
widely recognized and is the focus of this paper: as documented by Lasnik (2006), finite 
clauses can be rendered transparent by making the subject of the embedded clause a bound 
pronoun, as in (2a). Crucially, the bound pronoun must be the subject of the embedded 
clause: a non-subject bound pronoun, as in (2b), does not induce transparency.  
(1) a. Joe seems to read books and Tim seems to read articles. 
 b. Joe wants/claims to read books and Tim wants/claims to read articles. 
 c.*Joe claims that Bill reads books and Tim claims that Bill reads articles. 
(2) a. Joe1 claims that he1 reads books and Tim2 claims that he2 reads articles. 
 b.*Joe1 claims that Bill gave him1 books and Tim2 claims that Bill gave him2 articles. 
Similar judgment profiles obtain for other “quasi-clause-bound” phenomena like 
pseudogapping (Lasnik 2006), inverse scope (Hornstein 1994; Kayne 1998), antecedent-
contained deletion (Hornstein 1994; Kennedy 1997), comparative deletion (Lechner 2001), 
and multiple sluicing (Merchant 2001; Lasnik 2014), as illustrated in (3a-e) respectively. 
(3) a. Joe1 claims that he1 reads books but he doesn’t claim that he reads articles. 
 b. Some professor1 claims that he1 reads every journal. (∀<∃) 
 c. Joe1 claims that he1 reads every journal Tim2 does claim that he2 reads. 

 d. More  people1 claim that they1 read books than claim that they read articles. 
 e. Someone1 claims that he1’s worried about something, but I don’t know who claims 
  that he’s worried about what. 
Core analysis: The first component of the proposal is that gapping and other similar 
processes are phase-bound, coupled with the idea that phases are defined in terms of 
convergence (a view entertained by Chomsky 1999:107 but ultimately rejected in favor of the 
view that phases are propositional). Crucially, on the convergence view, phasehood is 
delayed until all unvalued features have been valued. 
 The second component of the proposal is a theory of bound pronouns whereby the 
bound subject pronoun in (2a) involves unvalued features (thereby allowing cross-clausal 
gapping and other similar processes) but the bound non-subject pronoun in (2b) does not 
(thereby disallowing cross-clausal gapping, etc.). To this end, we follow Kratzer (2009) in 
proposing that some bound pronouns are born as φ-defective “minimal pronouns” that obtain 
their features via transmission from C or v.  Kratzer identifies relative pronouns and PRO as 
two kinds of minimal pronouns whose features are transmitted from C; here we extend the 
idea to bound pronominal subjects of finite complement clauses, so that (4) can be derived as 
in (5): the embedded clause is built with a minimal pronoun in subject position (5a), and 



merged with a feature-transmitting C (5b). After the matrix clause is built (5c), a chain of 
agreement copies the matrix subject’s φ-features first to matrix v, then to embedded C, and 
ultimately to the embedded subject which is thereby valued and bound (5d). 
(4) Joe1 claims that he1 reads books. 
(5) a. [TP [DP φ:_] [vP reads books]]     
     b. [CP that[φ:_][TP [DP φ:_] [vP reads books]]]    
      c. Joe1[φ:3sg.m] v[φ:_] claims [CP that[φ:_][TP [DP φ:_] [vP reads books]]] 
     d. Joe1[φ:3sg.m] v[φ:3sg.m] claims [CP that[φ:3sg.m][TP [DP φ:3sg.m] reads books]] 

  ↑__Agree__↑  ↑_______ Agree ______↑  ↑___ Agree ___↑ 
To account for the contrast between (2a) and (2b), we depart from Kratzer in that we also 
propose that C and v intervene for each other, and consequently that feature transmission 
from C can be blocked by an intervening v. As a result, the bound pronoun in (6) (cf. (2b)) 
cannot be derived from a minimal pronoun, as schematized in (7). Instead, (6) must be 
derived from a structure in which the bound pronoun is φ-complete from the beginning of the 
derivation and gets bound by a lambda-operator, à la Cable 2005, as in (8). 
(6) Joe1 claims [that Bill gave him1 books]. 
(7) Joe1[φ:3sg.m] v[φ:3sg.m] claims [CP that[φ:3sg.m] [TP Bill [vP gave [DP φ:_] books]]] 
              ↑__________X_________↑ 
(8) a. [TP [DP Bill] [vP gave him books]]    Blocked!   
     b. [CP that [TP [DP Bill] [vP gave him books]]]    
      c. Joe1 v claims [CP that [TP [DP Bill] [vP gave him books]]] 
     d. Joe1 λx. v claims [CP that [TP [DP Bill] [vP gave him1 books]]] 
Since the embedded pronoun in (8) is φ-complete from the beginning of the derivation, the 
complement clause has no unvalued features, hence rendering it a phase and barring 
operations like gapping from applying across the clause boundary.  
Refinement: Two considerations motivate one additional dimension to the analysis. First, 
another property of the phenomenon is that the entire subject of the complement clause must 
be a bound pronoun in order for transparency effects to obtain. As seen in (9), subject-
internal bound possessors do not induce transparency. 
(9) *Joe1 claims that his1 son reads books and Tim2 claims that his2 son reads articles. 
Second, as mentioned above, Kratzer (2009) proposes that relative pronouns are also minimal 
pronouns valued by C. If this is correct, then relative clauses with non-subject gaps appear to 
be inconsistent with our proposal that C and v intervene for each other, as shown in (10). 
 (10) [who C Joe v saw __] 
       ↑__Agree ___↑ 
Both of these considerations can be integrated into our account via one additional proposal: 
in order for a minimal pronoun to be bound by C, it must have undergone movement first. 
(Possibly, this requirement falls out of a broader generalization that theta positions cannot be 
feature checking/valuation positions. Cf. also Landau 2013 for a similar proposal for deriving 
the subjecthood of PRO.) This can be satisfied by movement to [Spec,CP] for relative 
pronouns and movement to [Spec,TP] for PRO and bound subjects. On this view, (9) is ill-
formed because the minimal pronoun possessor has not undergone movement, and (10) is 
licit because although C and v intervene for each other, feature transmission from C to the 
relative pronoun does not apply until after the relative pronoun has moved to [Spec,CP].  
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