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Chomsky(1995 proposes two ways of cgpturing cyclicity effeds, which we will refer to as the
ExtensionCondition and the strength conception d the gycle.! Chomsky (1995248, 252 requires
thatbath Merge and Move take place &the roaot only (the Extension Condition).? This conception
of the basic syntadic operations of Merge and Move rules out al agyclic movement, lexicd
insertion,and aseembling d separately built trees. In addition, Chomsky (1995 233-234) proposes
to derive d least some gyclicity effeds throughthe definition d ‘ strength’, the notion devel oped
to force overt movement. He defines grong fedures as elements that are not tolerated by the
derivationandtherefore must be diminated from the tree(almost) immediately uponinsertioninto
the structure. More precisely, he defines strength in the following way:
(1) Suppacse that the derivation D has formed 2 containing « with a strongfeature F. Then, D is
canceled ifx is in a category not headed by
This conception of strength disallows acyclic checking of heads with strong features.

TheExtensionCondtionandstrength clealy overlapintheir eff eds. For example, if in order
to void relativized minimality effeds with super-raising and wh-islands we agclicdly insert the
intervening specifiers in (2Wwhetherandit), we violate both the Extension Condition and (1).
(2) a. ??Whodo you wonder whether John like3 t

b. *Johnseems it was told that Peter likes Mary.

Thisredundancy is clealy conceptualy problematic. Eliminatingit would therefore be adesirable
move.The Extension Condtion (at least itsapplicaionto Move) isproblematicin severa respeds.
In particular, LF movement and head-adjunction appea to fredy violate the Extension Condtion,
which hasled to exemption d these operations from the Extension Condti on (seeChomsky 1993,
a problematic move @nceptualy. Given the problematic nature of the Extension Condition, we
suggest eliminating the redundancy between the Exte@sindti on and strength with resped to
cyclicity effeds by dspensing with the Extension Condtion. Head-adjunction and LF movement
arethisway brough in linewith the gycle. For example, noadditional stipulations are now needed
toacammmodateovert V-to-1 in French, whichwe assumeisdriven bystrongfeaure chedking.Also,

since LF movement is, by definition, nd driven by strong feaure dieding it is automaticaly



consistent with the strength conception of the cycle.

An interesting property of this conception d the gycleisthat it does not in principle ban
elements that do not have any strong features from entering the stagtliredly. In this squib
we will explore some empiricd consequences of this effed of the strength approad to the oycle,
suggesting that the effect may be empirically desirable.

1. French wh-in-situ
Wewill start by examiningthedistribution o wh-in-situin French. Consider theparadigm in (3-5).°
(©)) aTu a vu qu?

you have seen whom

‘Who dd you see?

b.Qui astu vi®

(4 a Piere a demandé qui tu as wvu.
Pierre hasasked  whomyou have seen
b. *Pierre ademandé tu asvu qu.
5) aQui quetu as wvu?
whom C you have seen
‘Who dd you se€?

b. *Quetuasvu qu?

Boskovi¢ (in pressc) showsthat the distribution o wh-in-situin French can be acourted for rather
straightforwardly under the minimalist view of lexicd insertion, i.e., the operation Merge.

Merge, which includes lexicd insertion, generally takes placein owert syntax. Chomsky
(1995 observesthat thisfollowswithou stipulation. Thus, if an NP such as Johnisinsertedin LF
the derivation crashesbecaise LF canna interpret the phondogicd feduresof John If, onthe other
hand, Johnisinserted in PF, PF will not know how to interpret the semantic feaures of John.The
only way to derive alegitimate PF and alegitimate LF isfor Johnto beinserted beforethe “SS' is
readed. PF will then strip dff the phondogicd feaures of John,and the semantic feaures of John
will proceda into LF. Thislineof reasoning all owslexicd insertionto take placein PFand LF under
certain condtions. To bemore predse, it allows PF insertion o semanticaly null elementsand LF
insertion of phondogicdly null elements. Focusing on the second pashility, naice that

phondogicdly nul elements could in principle enter the structure in LF even if they bea a strong



fedure under Chomsky’s (1995 definition d strength.

Boskovi¢ (in pressc) argues that thisis exadly what happens in the French constructions
under consideration. In perticular, Boskovi¢ argues that C with a strong +wh-feaure isinserted in
the LF of (3a). Wh-movement then daes nat take placein (3a) overtly for atrivial reason: itstrigger
isnat present overtly. TheLFinsertion d thestrong +wh Ctriggers L Fwh-movement, which cheds
the strong +wh-feaure of C.° In (4b) the LF insertion o the strong +wh C derivation, whose
avail ability is a prerequisite for wh-in-situ in French under Boskovié's (in pressc) analysis, fail s
becaiseit resultsnaviolation d (1), andin (5b) because the cmmplementizer isnot phondogicdly
null (i.e., the very fad that the complementizer is pronourced indicates that it has been inserted
overtly, which shoud trigger overt wh-movement).’

Consider now the following data from 8wvi¢ (in press c):

(6) a *Jeanet Pierre qoient que Marie a vu qu?
Jean and Pierre believe that Marie has ssen whom
“Whom do Jean and Pierre believe that Marie saw?
b. Qui Jean et Pierre aoient-ils que Marie avu?
@) a ?*Jean ne mangepas qua?
Jean negeds neg what
‘What doesn’'t Johnea?

b. Que ne mange-t-il pas?

Notice first that under the LF C-insertion anaysis of French wh-in-situ, French wh-in-situ
constructions must involve LF wh-movement. Unselective binding is not an opion in such
constructions because it would leavethe strong +wh feaure of C, inserted in LF, unchedked (seefn
6). Giventhis, the cntrastsin (6-7) appea toindicatethat LF wh-movement ismorelocd than overt
wh-movement, which is the amnclusion dawn in Boskovi¢ (in pressa). That LF wh-movement is
responsible for the ungrammaticality of (6a) and (7a) is confirmed by (Ba-b).
(8) a. Qui croit que Mariea vu qui?

who believes that Marie has seen whom

b. Qui ne mange pas quoi?
who neg eats neg what

Boskovi¢ (in pressc) observesthat (8a-b) are accetable onthetruequestion, pair-list reading. They



cruciallydiffer from (6a) and(7a), which are degraded onthetruequestion, norechorealing,inthat
theycontain ancther wh-phrase that islocated owertly in the interrogative SpedCP. Thiswh-phrase
canched the strong+wh-feaure of C, so that thereisno reed for the wh-phrase in situ to movein
LF. Thewh-phrase in situ can then be unseledively bound.In (6a) and (7a), onthe other hand, the
wh-phrase in situ is the only element that cledk the strong +wh-feaure of C and s, therefore,
forced to uncergo LF wh-movement. Unseledive binding by C is nat an ogtion in these
constructionssinceit would leave the strong+wh-fegure of C uncheded. (The wh-phrase would
never enter the checkirpmain of C.) The contrasts under consideration indicate that (at least in
French)movement to SpecCP isdriven byan "inadequacgy” of theinterrogative C, as suggested by
Chomsky(1995. When thisinadequagy istaken caeof, asin (8a-b), thewh-phrasein situ daesnot
haveto move in LF. When the inadequacy of C is not taken care of, as in (6a) and (7a), the wh-
phrasanust movein LF. Giventhat thewh-phrasein situ needsto undergoL F wh-movement in (6a)
and(7a) but not in (8a-b) it seans plausible to attribute the ungrammaticdity of (6a) and (7a) to
locality restrictions on movement. (6a) and (7a), which contrast with (3a), seen to indicaethat, in
contrasto V and INFL, C and regation have ablocking effed on LF wh-movement. Boskovic (in
press a,c) appeals to Move F to account for this blocking effect.

Chomsky (1995 observesthat anatural consequenceof the standard minimali st assumption
that movement isdriven by fedure dedingisthat, all elsebeing equal, the operation Move shoud
apply to feauresand nd to syntadic caegories. Overt movement, which feads PF, still hasto apply
to whaoe cdegories, given the natural assumption that lexicd items with scatered feaures canna
be interpreted/pronourced at PF. Since @nsiderations of PF interpretability are not relevant to LF,
inLFtheoperationMoveshoud apply only tofeaures. Chomsky instantiatesthisfeaure movement
asadjunctionto X°-elementsHe aguesthat in LF, formal feaures moveto headsbeaingmatching
featuresUnder anatura interpretation d thisanalysis, all LF movement necessarily invaves head
movementGiven this, LF wh-movement involves movement to C, and nd to SpedCP. Adopting
Rivero’s (1991 and Roberts' s (1992 propasal that relativized minimality appliesto heal as well
asphrasal movement, LF wh-movement is movement to an A’-heal pasition. It isthen nosurprise
thatit isblocked byintervening A’ heads such as C and Neg, bu not by intervening A-heads, such
asV andINFL (seeBoskovic¢ (in pressa) for technicd detail s of the analysis). Boskovié’s (in press

a,c) analysis thus acmourts for the contrast between (3a) and (6a, 7a). However, the anaysis is



inconsistentvith Chomsky’s (1995,MIT ledures 1995 conceptuall y appeding propasal to reduce
all checking configurations to the FF-head relatf@momsky propases that everytime movement
motivatedby fedure dhedingtakes place cheding formal feaures adjoin to the head that induces
themovement. Thishaddsfor both overt and covert syntax. Chomsky propases that, in addition to
thefeaure chedingchain, in overt syntax aderivative cdegory chainisformed, whose purposeis
to ensure PF convergence more predsely, to ensure that we do nd end upwith scatered lexicd
itemsin PF. In this system, formal feaures and caegories form separate chains, formal feaures
chainswhich are @nstructed to satisfy the requirements of Attrad F, being creaed in bah covert
and overt syntax, and category chains, which are constructed to ensure PF convergence, being
createdonly in owert syntax (see Ochi in pressand Agbayani in pressfor interesting empiricd
evidencdor thisapproad). Sincefeaure movement takes placein bah covert and overt syntax, we
can therreduce dl cheding configurationsto asingle wnfiguration FFhead, an appeding move
conceptually.

At first sight it appeas that in this s/stem we would na exped to find instances of LF
movementhat are more locd than the correspondng owvert movements, since both LF and owert
movemeninvolve Move F.° The French fads discussed above thus appea to pose a hall enge for
the two movement hypahesis of Chomsky (1995."° The strength approach to the o/cle, which
allowsagyclicinsertion d wed heads, eliminatesthe dallenge. Under thisanalysis, LF and owert
movementin French longdistance and regative questions take place in dfferent structural
environmentsWhereas complementizer queandthe negation must be present in the structure when
LF movementakes place they can be dsent from the structure when overt movement takes place
Consider firs{6). Since @mplementizer queplausibly does not have any strong features, nothing
prevents it from entering the structure agclicdly. In particular, nahing preventsit from entering
the structure after overt wh-movement takes ptace.

(9) 1. Quj Jean et Pierre croient-ils Marie a yu t

2. QuiJean et Pierre croient-ils que Marie a;,?u t
Althoughquecan enter the structure agclicdly, being phondogicdly redized it clealy must have
enteredhe structure in (6) before LF. We then have avery simple explanation why queinduces a
blockingeffed for LF, bu not for overt wh-movement. Quemust be present in the structure when

LF wh-movement takes place bu not when overt wh-movement takes place As aresult, even if



both overt and covert syntax invove Move F, as argued by Chomsky, and even if complementizer
gueindeedhas ablocking effead onwh-feaure movement, asargued by Baoskovic¢ (in pressa,c), we
can still account for the contrast between (6a) and*{6b).

Theanalysisof the contrast in (6) can bereadily extended to (7) if French negation daes not
haveany strong feaures, which would enable it to enter the structure agclicdly. Since French
negatiorisphondogicdly redized we know that it has entered the structure before spell -out in (7).
It thenmust be present in the structure when LF movement takes place bu nat necessarily when
overt movement takes place, giving rise to the now familiar asymnietry.

We conclude, therefore, that the strength approadc to the o/cle enables us to acourt for
Boskovi¢’s (in pressa,c) data ancerning French wh-in-situ whil e still maintaining Chomsky’ stwo
movement hypothesis, which reduces all checking configurations to the FF-head relation.

Havingshown haw the propasal to capture gyclicity effeds through(1) deds with French
wh-in-situconstructions, in the next sedionwe discuss ®me further consequenceof this propasal.
In particular, we show how the proposal enables us to acaount for some previously unexplained
ECP/Subjacency asymmetries.

2. ECP/Subjacency asymmetries
Quite generadly, traditional ECP violations with extradion d adjuncts go hand in hand with
Subjacencyiolationswith extradion d arguments. More predsely, qutegeneraly, inthe contexts
in which extradion d adjuncts leals to an ECP violation, extradion d arguments leals to a
Subjacency violation. This is illustrated in (10) with respect to several different types of islands.
(10) a. ??Whato you wonder [whether Peter bougff t

b. *How do you wonder [whether Peter fixed the ¢ar t

c. ??Whdalid Mary leave for London [after Peter had visit®l t

d. *Why did Mary leave for London [after Peter had visited [jer t

e. ??Whatlid you see [a tall man who fixet

f. *How did you see [a tall man who fixed your Gi® t
Continuingthereseach program that originated with Chomsky (1986, Chomsky andLasnik (1993
developasystem in which traditional ECP violationswith adjuncts and Subjacency violationswith
arguments reduce to the same economy condition, thedistilyction between the two being that

with argument Subjacency violationstheoffendingtraceisdeletedin LF, whereaswith adjunct ECP



violations it remains present in the final LF representation. In this g/stem we would nd exped to
find a configuration in which extradion d adjuncts would lead to an ECP type violation, bu
extractionof argumentswould na lead to a Subjacency type violation. It iswell-known, havever,
tha such configurationsexist. For example, asdiscussedin Rizz (1990, Pseudo-Opadty effedsand
Innerlsland eff eds obtain with adjunct extradion, bu not with argument extradion. Weill ustrate
this in (11) with respect to Pseudo-Opacfty:
(11) a. [Combien de livresd-t-il beaucoup consulté®t
‘How many of books did he a lot consult?’
b. *Combiepa-t-il beaucoup consultés fe livres]?
‘How many did he a lot consult of books?’
c. cf. Combiera-t-il consultés [tde livres]?
‘How many did he consult of books?’
Theway of cgpturing cyclicity effeds adopted above can explain this asymmetry between the ECP
andSubjacency, which is unexpeded in light of (10), provided that we aopt Lasnik and Saito’s
(1984,1992 propacsal that adjunct tracesare dhedked with resped to locdity restrictionsonly inLF,
whereasrgument traces can be dhedked in overt syntax.'® Assuming that beaucoupoes not have
anystrongfeauresto ched andisnat required to be present in the structureto ched strongfeaures
of ancther element, rather plausible assumptions, it could enter thestructureacyclicdly inthe arrent
systemHowever, sincebeaucoups phondogicdly redi zed we know that it must have entered the
structurein owvert syntax. Given Lasnik and Saito’s propasal, beaucop then does nat have to be
presenin the structure when argument chains are dhedked with resped to locdlity restrictions, bu
hasto be present inthe structurewhen adjunct tracesare chedked with resped to locdity restrictions.
The surprising asymmetry between ECP and Subjaceicy exhibited by Pseudo-Opaadty is thus
capturedn away that, asfar aswe cantell, doesnot have any uncesirable mnsequencesfor (10).*%
3. Superiority
One potential problem for the view of the cycle adopted above is raised by superiority effects:
(12) ?*Whatdid John persuade who to buy t
A pdentially problematic derivationinvolves wh-movement of whatfoll owed byagyclicinsertion
of wha At least under some gproaches to Superiority (in perticular, derivational approades),
includingChomsky’s(1973 original Superiority Condtionandthe e@namy acourt of superiority



(seeChomsky 1995,Boskovic¢ 1997,in pressh, Cheng 1997 andKitahara1997,among dhers) we
wouldnat exped any superiority effedsin (12) onthisderivation.'® The potential problem, however,
disappeard, asargued extensively in Boskovi¢ and Takahashi (1998 andLasnik (199%) (see &so
Hornstein1998,in presy, 0-rolesare feaures and they are strongin English. Thiswould prevent
acyclic insertion ofvho, a0-bearing element. Lasnik’s (1995a,b,c) cldia Agr, in English has
astrong D fedure would have the same effed, given that the relevant feaure of the matrix Agr,
would have to be thedked by who Thus, either the strong fedures view of 0-roles or the
obligatorinessof overt objed shift in English would force who in (12) to enter the structure
cyclically, sncewhowould beinvolved in strongfeaure dedking!® The potential problem raised
by constructions such as (12) is thus resolved.

Notes

*For helpful comments and though-provoking questions, we thank two anonymous reviewers and
the participants of a 1997 syntax seminar at the University of Connecticut.
1.Chomsky(1995254) (see &so Collins 1997) adualy hints at an additional way of obtaining
cyclicity effedsbased onKayne' s1994Linea Corresponcence Axiom and Epstein’ s 1995 vew of
c-command.

2.TheExtensionCondtionwasoriginaly propased in Chomsky 1993.0nthe ExtensionCondtion,
see also Kitahara 1995.

3.Therehave been occasional arguments for a separate ¢yclein LF (seeBures 1993,Branigan and
Collins 1993,Jonas and Bobalji k 1993,and Watanabe 1995. The existenceof aseparate LF cycle
isinconsistent with minimali st approadchesto cyclicity, which relate gycli city to ather independently
motivatedmedanisms (phrase structure buil ding and strength) and therefore will not be assumed
here.(Neealless to say, this move requires reevaluation d arguments for an LF cycle, which to us
donat sean overwhelming.) Ensuringthe existenceof aseparate L F cyclewouldrequirepostulation
of the g/cle & an independent principle dong the lines of the definition d the ¢ycle given in
Chomsky(1973, which would be grealy redundant with the minimalist approaches discussed
above.Furthermore, we will suggest below that under certain well-defined condtions g/ntadic
operationscan take place agclicdly, which makes rigid definitions of the g/cle such as that of

Chomsky (1973), intended to rule out all acyclic operations, simply empirically inadequate.



4.Anothe recent work that appeds to acyclic lexicd insertion in certain well-defined contexts is
Hegarty (1994).

5.Note that overt C questions like (5a) are not acceptable in all dialects of French.
6.Accordingto Chomsky (1995382, n. 17, strength must be removed for convergence evenif not
embedded. We assume that this holds for both interface levels.

7.Sedn. 6.Boskovi¢ (in pressc) presents adlightly diff erent analysis of (4b) and (5b). Noticethat
we canna asuumethat the interrogative C in Frenchisinserted owvertly but that its +wh-fegure can
be either strong a wedk. If we were to dothat we would na be &le to ever enforce the +wh-
movemenbption, which would leave the ungrammaticdity of (4b) and (5b) (see &so (6-7) below)
unaccounted for.

Two anonymous reviewers raise the question why the LF C-insertion derivation is not
allowedin English. (Thederivationwouldincorredly yield Johnbough what asawell -formed true
non-edo question.) Boskovi¢ (in pressc) claims that the LF C-insertion derivationis blocked in
Engli sh becaise Engli sh matrix interrogative complementizerislexicaly spedfiedasaphondogicd
affix, which must be d@tached to averbal element in PF. The presence of phondogicd information
inthelexicd entry preventsthe mmplementizer from enteringthestructurein LF. (For analternative
analysisseeChomsky 1995.Lasnik (in pressb) and Boskovi¢ (in pressc) show that the analysisis
seriouslyflawed bah empiricaly and conceptually andtherefore canna be maintained. ) Evidence
for the verbal affix status of the matrix interrogative complementizer in English is provided bythe
factthat the complementizer must always be aljacent to averba element in PE. (For discusson d
embeddednterrogative cmplementizer in English, which superficialy appeas nat to be subjea
to the aljacency requirement, see Boskovic in pressc.) Thisis not the cae in French, where the
interrogative complementizer is not specified asrba affix. Thus, French (i) strondy contrasts
with its English counterpart.

HQui tw as wvu?
whom you have seen
‘Who dd you see?
Thereare anumber of other interesting questions that the LF C-insertion analysisraises (e.g., why
arebath wh-in-situ and owert wh-movement avail ablein matrix nul C questionsin French) that we

cannot go into here due to space limitations. They are discussed in detakaviBgin press c).



8.Noticethat French dffersfrom Iragi Arabic, which never al owswh-phrasesin situ within finite
clausegthe cournterparts of bath (6a) and(8a) arebad in Iragi Arabic; see Wénba1991). Asaresult,
Ouhalla’s(1996 analysisof Iragi Arabicthat tredslragi Arabicwh-phrasesaswh-anaphars, subjed
to Condtion A (this is the reason why wh-phrases in Iragi Arabic must all be dose to their
antecedentfwh C), cannot be extended to French. Notice dso that Ouhalla’s analysis of Iraqi
Arabicwas prompted byasimil arity in the morphdogicd make-up d Iragi Arabic wh-phrasesand
reflexive anaphors, which is not found in French.
9.Theconverse situation (overt movement being more locd than covert movement) would na be
unexpeded since overt movement involves an additional operation, remely category pied-piping
movement. For much relevant discussion on this point, see Ochi (in press).
10.Baskovi¢’s (in press a, c) in fact explicitly rejects the two movements hypothesis.
11.Interestingly,Chomsky (1973 and Lasnik and Uriagereka (1988 suggest that English
complementizethat can be inserted acyclically.
12.A paential problem for this anaysis is raised by cetain facts concerning infinitival
complementatiomn French. Boskovi¢ (in press a) shows that there is a dialectal split with respect
to constructions such as (ia) (see also Boeckx in preparation).
() a. (*)Avoir convaincu ses amis, Pierre le croit.
‘To have convinced his friends, Pierre believes it.’
b. cf. Pierre croit avoir convaincu ses amis.
‘Pierre believes to have convinced his friends.’

Boskovic (in press apuggests that for the speakers who rgied (ia) the infinitival complement isa
CP,and for those who accept (ia), it is an IP. The ungammaticdity of (ia) for the first group d
speakers would themduceto the ungammaticdity of English (iia,c). (For acaurts of these, see
Stowell 1981, Pesetsky 1992, and Ormazaa 1995, among dhers, who argue that moving a
complement headed by a null C results in a violation of licensing conditions on the null C.)
(i) a.*John likes Mary is believed by everyone.

b. cf. That John likes Mary is believed by everyone.

c. *John likes Mary Peter never believed.

d. cf. That John likes Mary Peter never believed.

Boskovic¢ further observes that the spegkers for whom croire takes a CP infinitival complement
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rejectconstructions such as (iii ) onthetrue questionreading d thewh-phrase, whereas the spesers
for whomcroire takes an IP infinitival complement accept such constructions.
@ii) (*)Tu crois avoir vu qui?

you believe to have seen whom
Thesefads indicae that the null C, as well as the overt C, has a blocking effed on LF wh-
movementThisisunexpeded under the aurrent analysis (though nounder Boskovié’'s (in pressa)
analysis)Asaumingthat theinfinitival complementizer doesnot have any strongfeaures, sincethe
complementizers phondogicdly nul it appeasthat we shoud be aleto delay itsinsertion urtil
LF,i.e, weshoud be aletoinsert it even after LF wh-movement. Sincethe complementizer then
would nat be present in the structure & the point when qu movesin (iii ), we would nd exped it to
affectthe movement of qui. Clealy, weneed away of preventingthe complementizer from entering
the structure in LF. To ditat, following a suggestion byMasao Ochi (personal communication),
we speaulate that the complementizer is lexicdly spedfied as a phondogicd affix. (The same
proposalis adually made by Ormazaa 19%). The presence of phondogicd informationin the
lexical entry of the complementizer prevents it from entering the structure in LF.
13.We assume here thagis either base-generatadits surfaceposition, a is generated in some
lower position and then undergoes PF cliticization.
14.Asfar aswe can tell, our discusson d Pseudo-Opadty straightforwardly carries over to Inner
Islands. For relevant discussion, see also Takahashi (1994).
15.Sed asnik and Saito for motivation for this proposal, and for a potential way to deduce this
difference between adjuncts and arguments from independent mechanisms of the grammar. It
remaingo be seen how Lasnik and Saito’ s proposal can beincorporated into current approachesto
locality of movement and tracelicensing. The agument-adjunct asymmetry in grammaticdity
judgmentsswell asextradion ou of nonrelativized minimality islandsin general are acually very
difficult to cgpturein the aurrent system. For asurvey of issuesand problems associated with them,
see Lasnik (in press a).
16.1tseemsplausibleto assumethat the postverbal clausein (10c-d) would be mnsidered an adjunct
evenwithou the presence of after, in which case the agclic insertion d after would na void the
Adjunct Condition effect in (10c-d).
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17.Ananonymousreviewer observesthat under our analysiswemight exped beaucoupo block LF
movement of wh-arguments in constructions like (i).
1l va beaucoup consulter quoi?

he is-going a lot to consult what
Ourinformantsdisagree dou the statusof (i) onthetrue question, norechoreading. (For help with
judgmentswe thank Michéle Bachadlle, Cédric Boedkx, and Viviane Déprez)Accourting for the
speakersvhorged (i) onthisrealing is draightforward. We speaulate that for the speakers who
accepit, thedired objed wh-phrase can undergo A-movement for acausative Case-chedkingwhil e
crossingbeaucoupwhich would void the blocking effed of beaucoup,an A’-element, given
relativizedminimality. Noticethat the lac of the blocking effed of beaucoupon overt movement
of argument wh-phrases canna in itsentirety be &tributed to the posshility of movement for Case-
checkingaaossbeaucougeedingwh-movement, asindicaed by (ii). The cnstructionisaccepted
by al our informants, including the one who accets (i) on the true question reading. (Our
informantsdonat findany dfferencein grammaticdity between (ii ) and Qui soupconre-il beaucoup
‘Who does he suspect a lot?’, involving short-distance wh-extraction.)
(i) Qui soupconne-il beaucoup que Marie a/ait vu?

who suspects he a lot that Marie has seen

‘Who does he suspect a lot that Marie saw?’
It isclea that the acwisative Case-cheding paitionfor the dired objed wh-phrasein (ii) isbelow
beaucoupThewh-phrase then hasto be undergoing wh-movement when crossngbeaucoup(The
sametest cannd be runfor covert movement since mvert movement of wh-phrases can never take
place long-distance, as discussed in section 1).
18.Underrepresentational approaces(for example, Lasnik andSaito’ s1992acmurt), theposshility
of acyclic insertion ofvhoin (12) would not void the Superiority violation in (12).
19.The0-theoreticapproach might be necessary to acmurt for theladk of the matrix clausereading
of when/wherdn (i), presumably a Superiority effed. We can then prevent acyclic insertion o
when/wherdy assuming that whenandwhereare aguments, as argued convincingly by Murasugi
(1991, 1993 and Murasug and Saito (1993. (According to these aiuthors, who argue against
Huang’'s1982empty P analysis of whenand where whenandwhereare aguments of Infl or the

event predicate associated with V.)
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(i) What did you prove John to have stolen when/where?
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