Extraction in German: What constitutes bridgedness?

Whereas English and especially the Scandinavian languages allow A’-movement quite generously, in
German, extraction phenomena seem to be rare. The German counterparts to the Norwegian (cf. (1)),
Danish (cf. (2)) and Islandic constructions (cf. (3)) in (ii) are all ungrammatical.

(D (1) Denslags har vi folk som kan.

(i1) *So etwas haben wir Leute, die konnen. Kvam (1983:2)
2) (1) Ham ved jeg ikke hvem der kan lide.

(i1) *Thn wei3 ich nicht wer dort mag Erteschik-Shir (1973:43)
3) 1) Hann spurdi hvern ég hefdi talad vid?

(i1) *Er fragte wem ich hatte gesprochen mit Maling/Zaenen (1985:155)

However, some German CP-complements are transparent for extraction (cf. (4) vs. (5)).
4) Wen glaubt Peter, dass Maria zur  Party eingeladen hat?
Who believes Peter that Mary to-the party invited  has
‘Who does Peter believe that Mary has invited to the party?’
5) *Wen vergisst/ignoriert Peter, dass Maria zur ~ Party eingeladen hat?
Who forgets/ignores Peter that Mary to-the party invited — has?
‘Who does Peter forget/ignore that Mary has invited to the party?’
This talk argues that the feature [=decided] (cf. Farkas (2003)) characterises a transparent or opaque that-
clause. Verbs that allow for extraction from their complements are characterised semantically by the fact
that the subordinated proposition’s truth value is undecided. For a phase-driven approach to movement
phenomena (e.g. Chomsky (2000)), my account would mean to couple a feature of the type [+decided]
with opacity even when the phase impenetrability condition of Chomsky (2000:108) has been met.
There are numerous accounts trying to define transparent and opaque extraction domains.
Syntactic works so far limit themselves to enumerating a couple of possible embedding verbs or else to
stimulate structural differences. Semantic, functional and parsing accounts on this phenomenon suggest
opacity factors such as dominance, semantic complexity, referential specificity or frequency (e.g.
Erteshik-Shir (1973), Kluender (1991), Featherston (2004)). However, verb classes which allow or
disallow extraction have never been defined consistently.
My account ties in with work by Erteshik-Shir (1973) and Engdahl (2000), who show that, even
in the Scandinavian languages, extraction does not apply completely unrestricted from the domains
mentioned above, but is subject to information-structural or semantic constraints, too.
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