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The goal of this paper isto examine the phenomenon d multi ple movement to the same pasition,
in particular, thedrivingforcebehind such movement. Thiswill bedonethroughcase studiesof two
phenomenamulti ple wh-fronting and multi ple head-movement of verba elements. Multi ple wh-
frontingisdiscussed in sedion 1.Thediscussonfocuses onthe order in which multi ple movement
of wh-phrases to th&ame position proceaels, i.e. on Superiority effeds with such movement. The
datais drawn from Serbo-Croatian and Bulgarian. Multi ple head-movement isdiscussed in sedion
2, where | discusspartial V-movement derivations for Dutch V-clustering constructions and VP

ellipsis in Serbo-Croatian double participle constructions.

1. Multiple wh-fronting

Rudin(1988 arguesthat in spiteof thesuperficial simil arity, Bulgarian (B) and Serbo-Croatian (SC)

multiple wh-fronting constructions such as (1a-b) have a very different structure.

(2) a. Koj kakvo vida? (B)
who what sees

‘Who sees what?’



b. Ko sta vidi? (SC)
who what sees

‘Who sees what?’

Rudin argues that in Bulgarian, all fronted wh-phrases are located in the interrogative SpedCP.
Accordingto Rudin, in SC only thefirst wh-phraseislocaed in SpedCP. Other fronted wh-phrases
arelocaed below theinterrogative CP projedion. They are thusfronted for reasons independent of
the+wh-fedure. | will refer to fronting o wh-phrasesthat is not motivated by cheding the strong
+wh feature of C as non-wh-fronting.

In Boskovi¢ (1997bg, 1998 | show that thereiseven adeegoer diff erencebetween Bulgarian
andSC multi ple wh-fronting constructions. In particular, I show that in SC constructions sich as
(1b) no wh-phrase has to move to SpecCP overtly. That is, the first wh-phrase in (1b) may aso
underganonwh-fronting.Sincemost of the agumentsto thiseffed presented in Boskovi¢ (1997bg,
1998) are rather involved | will repea only one of them here. The agument concens the
interpretation of multiple questions.

It is well-known that a pair list answer is obligatory in English questions suchZs (2).

(2) Who bought what?

(2) canna befélicitously asked in thefoll owing situation: Johnisin astore andin the distancesees
somebodybuying a pieceof clothing, bu does not seewhoit isand daes not see exadly what is
being bought. He goes to the shop-assistant and asks (2).

Interestindyy, questions sichas(2) arenat crosslingusticdl y banned from havingsinglepair
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answersThus, the Japanese and Chinese counterparts of (2) can have ather single pair or pair list
answers. That is, in additi on to situations appropriate for pair list answers, (3) can also be used in
the situation described abowe. (I ill ustrate the relevant points with resped to Japanese. Chinese

patterns with Japanese in the relevant respect.)

3) Dare-ga nani-o  katta no?
who-nom what-acc bought Q

‘Who bought what?’

Non-subject questions such as (4) can also have single pair answers.

4) John-wa dare-ni nani-o  ageta no?
John-top who-dat what-acc gave Q

‘Who did John give what?’

Oneobvous diff erence between Engli sh and Japanese/ Chineseisthat the former isalanguage with
overt movement of wh-phrases to SpedCP, wheress the latter are wh-in-situ languages; that is,
interrogativeSpedCPs arefill ed in overt syntax by awh-phrasein English, bu not in Japanese and
Chinesé€'. It is possble that syntadic movement of awh-phrase to SpeaCP for some reason forces
the pair list interpretation. French confirms this conjecture.

French can employ either the in-situ o the wh-movement strategy in questions.”
Significantly,single pair answers are passhble in French, bu only with in-situ questions. Thus, the

in-situ multiple question in (5a) can have a single pair answer améwser is degraded with (5b),
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involving overt wh-movemertt.

(5) a.ll a donné quoi a qui?
he has given what to whom
‘What did he give to whom?’

b. Qu'a-t-il donné a qui?

The contrast between (5a) and (5b) strongy indicaes that the single pair answer is possble only
when no wh-phrase moves to SpecCP overtly.

Turning naw to theinterpretation d multi ple questionsin South Slavic, ndicethat, asexpeded,
Bulgarian, a multiple wh-fronting languagevirich interrogative SpedCPs are obligatorily fill ed

by a wh-phrase overtly, patterns with English in that (6) requires a pair list answer.

(6) Koj kakvo e kupil?
who what is bought

‘Who bought what?’

Significantly, SC patterns with languages in which wh-phrases do nd have to move to SpedCP

overtly in the relevant respect. Thus, SC (7) can have either a pair list or a single pair answer.

(7 Ko jesta kupio?
who is what bought

‘Who bought what?’



Thisindicaesthat SC questionsarewell-formed even when nowh-phrasemovestotheinterrogative
SpecCP overtly. For more evidence to this effect, sékd¥@ (1997b,c, 1998).

Apparently fronting d SCwh-phrasesisnot necessarily driven bythe cheding o thestrong
+wh feaure of C. Notice dso that all wh-phrases must be fronted in SC questions, which confirms

that the fronting is not driven by the checking of the +wh-feature®f C.

(8) a. Ko sta kupuje?
who what buys
'Who buys what?'

b.?*Ko kupujesta?

In fad, as noted in Boskovi¢ (19971, SC wh-phrases generally canna remain in situ even onthe
echoquestion realing. The unacceptability of (9) onthe eto-question reading confirms that the

obligatoriness of fronting of SC wh-phrases is independent of the +wh-feature.

(9) ?*Jovan kupuje sta?

John buys  what

A question that arises now iswhat is the driving force of this obligatory nonwh fronting d wh-
phrasesn SC. Stjepanovi¢ (1995 arguesconvincingly that thedrivingforceof thisfrontingisfocus.
Sheshowsthat contrastively focused nonrwh-phrases must move overtly in SC. (Jovanain (10) is

contrastively focused.)



(10)  JOVANA su istuklit
Jovan are beaten

‘Jovan, they beat.’

Shefurthermore aguesthat SC wh-phrasesareinherently focused andthereforemust undergofocus-
movemen{seeStjepanovi¢ 1995for empiricd evidencefor this clam based onthe distribution o
sententiabdverbs). Thisis not surprising gven that asimilar phenomenonis attested in a number
of other languages, for example, Aghem, Basque, Hungarian, Somali, and Quechua (seeHorvath
1986, Rochemont 1986,and Kiss1995,among dhers). In fad, Horvath (1986 argues that if a
languagehas a spedal pasition for contrastively focused phrases, wh-phrases will move to that
position. This sems plausible, given the similarity in the interpretation o wh-phrases and
contrastively focused phrases. In contrasirtgle new information focus, with contrastive focus
the set over which the focus operates is closed. As Stjepanovi¢ nates, asimilar situation is found
with wh-phrases, whasevalueisdrawn from aninferable andtherefore d osed set of items, delimited

by the question itself.

1.1. Multiple wh-fronting and Superiority

An interesting property of nonwh-fronting, a, more predsely, focus fronting d wh-phrasesin SC

is that is does nat exhibit any Superiority effeds. Consider the foll owing multiple wh-fronting

constructions from SC and Bulgarian.

(11) a.Koj kogo e vidjal? (B)



who whom is seen
'Who saw whom?'
b.*Kogo koj e vidjal?
c. Koj kak udari Ilvan?
who how hit  Ivan
‘Who hit Ivan how?’

d.*Kak koj udari Ivan?

(12) a. Ko je koga vidio? (SC)
who is whom seen
b.Koga je ko vidio?
c. Ko kako udara Ivana?
who how hits Ivan

d. Kako ko udara lvana?

Thedatain (11-12) indicatethat fronted wh-phrasesin short-distancematrix questionsin Bulgarian
aresubjed to strict orderingconstraints, whichisnot the caein SC. The order of fronted wh-phrases
in Bulgarian appeas to follow from the Superiority Condtion. Chomsky’s (1973 original
formulation of the condtion, which acourts for the mntrast between (14a) and (14b) (who is

superior towvhat), is given in (13).

(13) No rule can invave X, Y inthe structure ..X..[...Z..WYV..]] where the rule gplies
ambiguousiyto Z and Y, and Z is superior to Y. The cdegory A is superior to the caegory
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B if every major category dominating A dominates B as well but not conversely.

(14) a. Whodid John tell ,tthat he should buy what?

b. ?*Whatdid John tell who that he should bu t

Weshall seeinsedion 1.2that multi plewh-frontingconstructionsprovide suppat for the Econamy
accountof Superiority (Chomsky MIT Fall Ledures 1989,see &so Boskovi¢ 1997, in pressb,
Chengl997 Kitahara1993,andOka1993,among dhers), under whichthe df edsof the Superiority
Conditionfoll ow from therequirement that the +wh-feaure of C be chedked inthemost econamicd
way, i.e., through the shortest movement possble® The underlying assumption tere is that
movemento SpedCP obligatoril y triggers Spec-Head agreement with C, whichinturnresultsinthe
checkng d the +wh feaure of C. Rudin (1988 argues that adjunction to SpecCP in Bulgarian
proceedso theright, i.e., thewh-phrasethat isfirst in thelinea order isthe one that movesfirst to
SpecCPGivenrightward adjunctionto SpedCP, (11a-d) indicatethat the nominative koj must move
to SpedCP before acwmisative and V P-adjunct wh-phrases, chedingthe +wh fedure of Cinthe most
economicalvay (i.e. throughtheshortest movement passhble). (11b) and(11d), wherethe acaisative
andthe ajunct wh-phrase move first cheding the strong +wh feaure of C, are then ruled ou
because the +wh feature of C is not checked through the shortest movement possible.

A dlightly different acourt is avail able under Koizumi’s (1994 propacsal that instead of
multiple adjunction to SpedCP, Bulgarian multiple wh-fronting constructions involve multiple
specifiersof C. Under this analysis, Superiority still forces the highest wh-phrasein (11) (koj) to
moveto SpedCP first. Richards (1997 suggests that when the second wh-phrase undergoes wh-

movementMakethe Shortest Move Principleforcesit to moveto thelower spedfier. Thisway, the
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wh-phrase crosses fewer nodes than it would if it were to move to the higher specifier.

We have seen that strict ordering d fronted wh-phrasesin Bulgarian provides evidencethat
wh-movementin Bulgarian is sensitive to Superiority. Turning nav to SC, recdl that SC
constructionsuch as (12) do nd have to involve wh-movement at all, i.e. the wh-phrases in such
constructionsnove overtly independently of the +wh-feaure. Freeordering d fronted wh-phrases
insuch constructionsthen appeastoindicaethat nonwh-fronting(morepredsely, focus-movement
of wh-phrases) is nat sensitive to the Superiority Condtion!® The crrednessof the descriptive
generalizatiornthat this movement is not subjed to Superiority readed with resped to SC is
confirmed by certain data from Bulgarian, noted ikkwic¢ (1997a).

As nated above, Rudin (1988 shows that all wh-phrases in Bulgarian must be located in
SpecCP overtly. We have also seen that, like English, Bulgadiabits Superiority effedsin all
typesof questions. To acount for this | assume that, asin English, in Bulgarian the interrogative
C has astrong+wh-feaure andits Specmust aways befill ed in overt syntax. However, chedking
the strong +wh-featuref C canna be the only motivationfor movement to SpecCP in Bulgarian.
If this were the cae it would suffice to move only one wh-phrase to SpedCP, as in English.

However, in Bulgarian all wh-phrases must be fronted.

(15) a. *Koj e vidjal kogo?
who is seen whom
‘Who saw whom?’
b. Koj kogo e vidjal?
c. *Koj udari lvan kak?

who hit Ivan how



‘Who hit lvan how?’

d. Koj kak udari lvan?

Bulgarianapparently also has obli gatory nonwh-fronting o wh-phrases. Foll owing Stjepanovi¢’s
(1995)propasal for SC, in Boskovic (in pressb) | suggest that Bulgarian nonwh-frontingisalso an
instanceof focus-movement.** Under this analysis, one wh-phrase in Bulgarian multi ple questions
movesto ched the strong+wh-feaure of C (i.e. it undergoes wh-movement). Movement of other
wh-phrasess an instance of pure focus-movement (i.e. it is motivated oy by focusing). Observe
nowthat, if wh-movement, which affedsonly onewh-phrase, is, andfocus-movement, which aff eds
all wh-phrases, is not subjed to the Superiority Condtion we would exped the Superiority
Conditionto affed only one wh-phrase. More predsely, the highest wh-phrase shoud move first
(satsfying Superiority with wh-movement)'? and then the order of movement shoud na matter
(giventhat focus-movement isnot subjed to Superiority). Asnoted in Boskovic (1997, in pressb)
this is exactlywhat happensin Bulgarian. ((16) and (18) indicate that kogo is higher than kak and

kakvo prior to wh-movementj

(16) a. Kogo kak e tselunal lvan?
whom how is kissed Ivan
‘How did lvan kiss whom?’

b. ?*Kak kogo e tselunal Ivan?
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a7 a. Koj kogo kak e tselunal?
who whom how is kissed
‘Who kissed whom how?’

b. Koj kak kogo e tselunal?

(18) a.Kogo kakvo e pital Ivan?
whom what is asked Ivan
‘Whom did Ivan ask what?’

b. ?*Kakvo kogo e pital lvan?

(19) a.Koj kogo kakvo e pital?
who whom what is asked
‘Who asked whom what?’

b. Koj kakvo kogo e pital?

We have seen so far that wh-movement is, and focus-movement is not, subjed to Superiority. The
guestiorisnow whether we can deducethe exceptional behavior of thelatter movement with resped
to Superiority (i.e. econamy of derivation) from degoer principles. In the next sedion| will explore

possible answers to this question.

1.2. Why isfocus-movement of wh-phrasesinsensitiveto Superiority?

Oneway of acourting for the ladk of Superiority effeds with focus-movement is to puwh this
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movementnto the PFcomporent and assume that the relevant principles of ecnamy of derivation
do nd apply there. In Boskovi¢ (1997b, 19981 show that at least in certain cases phondogicd
informationhas an effed onthe focusing o wh-phrases. Thisindicatesthat PFplays at least some
roleinthe phenomenon.The questionis, however, whether the phenomenoncan be pushed into the
phonologyinitsentirety. | will nat attempt to answer thisquestion here. | merely natetwo pdential
difficulties for the dl aroundPFmovement analysis of focus-fronting. Focus-movement obviously
hassemantic import, which can be difficult, thoughmaybe nat impassble, to acourt for if the
movements pushed into PFandif thetraditional model of the grammar, wherethe derivation splits
into PFandLF, isadopted. Notice dso that most other instances of PFmovement argued for in the
literature are very locd, invaving linearly adjacent words.** This is not the cae with focus-
movementwhich cantakeplace aoossclausal boundiries. These aenaot necessarily insurmourtable
problemsThe PFmovement analysis certainly merits more serious considerationthan | havegiven
it here. | turn now to an analysis that considers focus-movement a syntactic opération.

In Boskovié (inpressb) | present aprincipled econamy explanationfor thediff erent behavior
of focus and wh-movement with resped to Superiority. | argue that focus-movement and wh-
movementdiffer with respect to where the formal inadequacy driving the movement lies. It is
standardlyassumed that with wh-movement, theinadequacy drivingthe movement, i.e. therelevant
strong feature, lies in the target. This is why it sufficefsont only one of the wh-phrasesin (20)
overtly. What cheds the strong +wh-feaure of C so that there is no reed for other wh-phrases to

undergo wh-movement.

(20)  What did John give to whom when?
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Turningnow to focus-movement, thevery fad that every wh-phrase must undergofocus-movement
indicateghat theinadequacy drivingthemovement, i.e. thestrongfedure, residesinthewh-phrases,
notin the target of the movement. If therelevant strongfeaure wereto residein thetarget it would

suffice to front only one of the wh-phrases in SC multiple questions such &$ (21).

(21) a. Ko sta gdje kupuje?
who what where buys
‘Who buys what where?’
b.*Ko kupuje sta gdje?
c.*Ko sta kupuje gdje?

d.*Ko gdje kupujesta?

Focus-movemerthus diff ers from wh-movement with resped to where the strongfeaure driving
themovement resides. With focus-movement, the strongfeaureresidesin the dementsundergoing
movementandwith wh-movement inthetarget. In Boskovic (in pressb) | arguethat thisdiff erence
is resporsible for the different behavior of focus-movement and wh-movement with resped to
Superiority:® Consider the foll owing abstrad corfigurations for wh- and focus-movement. (In the
following dscusson | assume the Econamy acmurt of Superiority, which deduces Superiority
effectsfrom the requirement that ead feaure be hedked in the most econamica way, i.e. through

the shortest movement possible. See section 1.1.)

13



(22) Wh-movement

F wh-phrasel wh-phrase2 wh-phrése3

+wh  +wh +wh +wh
strong weak weak weak
(23) Focus-movement
F wh-phrasel wh-phrase2  wh-phrase3
+focus  +focus +focus +focus
weak strong strong strong

Thefunctional head F hasastrongfeaurein (22). Thefeaurehasto be dhedked throughthe shortest
movemenpassble. Hence wh-phrasel will haveto moveto F. If wh-phrase2 or wh-phrase3 moves
to ched the strong fedure of F we get a Superiority violation undr the Econamy acount of
Superiority.

In (23) the strongfedureresidesin wh-phrases. Again, therelevant feaure must be chedked
throughthe shortest movement passble, whichismovement to F. Theorder inwhichthewh-phrases
arechedking their strongfocus fedure ayainst F, i.e., the order of movement to the FP projedion,
is irrelevant. For example, the derivation in which wh-phrasel cheds its focus feaure before wh-
phraseZand the derivation in which wh-phrase2 cheds its focus feaure before wh-phrasel are
equallyeconamicd. Thesamenodesare aosd to ched the strongfocusfeaure of thewh-phrases.
(I assume that only maximal projecticcmurt here.) Hence, we do nd get a Superiority violation
regardless of the order of movement of the wh-phrases.

Underthe Econamy acount of Superiority, wethuscorredly predict that Superiority effeds
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will arisein the cnstructionsin question when the strongfeaure driving the movement belongsto
thetarget (when we have Attrad), bu not when it belongs to the dements undergoing movement
(whenwe have Move). On the other hand, unaxr Chomsky’s (1973 original formulation d the
SuperiorityCondtion, gvenin (13), aswell as most other acaunts of Superiority (seeCheng and
Demirdache 1990, Lasnik and Saito 1992,and Pesetsky 1982,among dhers), the fads under
consideratiorremain uracourted for. Under the most natural applicaion d these acouns to
multiple wh-fronting constructions we would expect to get Superiority effeds with bah wh- and
focus-movemenrt The problem with these acourtsisthat it is smply nat possble to make the
informationconcerning where the formal inadequacy drivingthe movement lies, which determines
whetheraquestionwill exhibit a Superiority effed, relevant to Superiority inaprincipled way. We
thus have here empirical evidence for the Economy account of Superiority.

BeforeleavingtheMove/Attrad acaount, et me darify how the acournt appliesto Bulgarian.
In Bulgarian constructions such as (16-19) and (ia-b) in nae 14,the wh-phrases have astrongfocus
featureand C hasastrong+wh-feaure. None of thefeaurescan be chedked beforetheinterrogative
Cisintroduced into the structure. OnceCisintroduced all thefeaurescan be chedked. Thequestion
isinwhich order they will be chedked. Asfar asthe strongfeaures of the wh-phrasesare concerned
it doesnot matter inwhich order they will be chedked. For example, whether the strongfocusfeaure
of koj in (17) is chedked first or last the same number of maximal projedions will be aossd to
checkit. Thisis nat true of the strongfeaure of C, which hasto be chedked by the highest wh-
phrasepamely koj. Sincewh-phrasesdo nd carein which arder they will move, andsinceC cares
aboutthe order (koj must movefirst), away to make everybody heppyisto move koj first and then
we can move the remaining wh-phrases in any dtder.

Theacmourt presented in Boskovi¢ (in pressb) isbased onthe sssumptionthat strength can
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residein elements undergoing movement, na just in the target. We have seen empiricd evidence
for this assumption from multiple wh-fronting constructions. Notice, however, that it would be
conceptuallymore gpedingif the formal inadequacy triggering movement were to awaysreside
in thetarget. Then, it would be posshbleto overcometheinadequacy as onasit entersthestructure.
Thisisgeneraly na possblewithformal inadequadesresidingin movingelements. There, we need
towait until the chedker entersthestructure, whichincreasescomputational burden. 1 will show now
that the relevant fads concerning multi ple wh-fronting can be rather straightforwardly restated
without positi ng strength in moving elements, given aparticular view of multi plefeaure-cheding.
Furthermorethe dove acoun of the exceptiona behavior of focus-movement with resped to
Superiority can be maintained in its essentials.

In hisdiscusson d I cdandic multi ple subjea constructions Chomsky (1995 propases that
oneand the same heal can attrad a particular feaure F more than orce We can think of multiple
attractionby the same head asfollows: (a) there ae dementsthat possessaformal inadequacy that
is overcomeby attrading 1fedure F, (b) there ae dements that possessaformal inadequacy that
is overcome by attrading 2feaures F, (c) there ae dementsthat possessaformal inadequacy that
is overcome by attrading 3fedures F, etc. Inthis g/stem it seems natural to have dements that
possess a formal inadequacy that is overcome by attracting all feafares F.

The attrador for wh-movement in languages like English (+wh C) is an Attrad 1F head.
Whenthere ismorethan ore potential attradeg Attrad 1F elementswill always attrad the highest
potentialattradee(i.e., the dtradeethat is closest to them), given that every requirement must be
satisfiedin the most econamicd way. Hence we get Superiority effeds with Attrad 1F heads.
Supposaow that thefocusattrador isan Attrad al F element. Thefocusattracor would then have

to attract all focus feaure beaing elements. It is clea that we would na exped any Superiority
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effectswith Attrad all F elements. For example, the Attrad al F property of the focus head in the
abstractonfigurationin (23) isclealy satisfied in the sameway from the paint of view of ecnamy
regardlessf the order in which the wh-phrases move to the focus head. Regardlessof whether the
wh-phrasesnoveinthe1-2-3, 1-3-2, 21-3, 23-1, 3-1-2, a 3-2-1 arder, the same number of nodes
will be crossed to satisfy the Attract all focused elements inadequdugrefevant head. Hence
by econamy, all orders shoud be possble. Wethusacourt for theladk of Superiority effedswith
focus-movement’

The Attrad al F acoount maintains the esentias of the éove anaysis of the different
behaviorof focus-movement andwh-movement with resped to Superiority withou positingformal
inadequaciegriving movement in moving elements (we ae deding here with a pure Attrad
system)which appeasappeding conceptually. Thediff erent behavior of wh- andfocus-movement
with resped to Superiority foll owsfrom focus-movement havingthe Attrad al F property, andwh-

movement having the Attract 1F propeity

2. Multiple head-movement

In this :dion| will consider some datathat could paentialy tease goart the strength in the moving
elementsand the Attrad al F acourts of multiple movement to the same position. To find the
relevantdata | will go keyond multi ple wh-fronting constructions. In particular, | will re-examine
V-clustering constructions discussedBoskovi¢ (19979. The dstrad pattern exhibited by these
constructionssthe same athat foundin multi ple wh-fronting constructions: anumber of diff erent

elementsnoveto ched afeaure against one head. Asaresult, bahthe acoun that positsastrong
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featurein moving elements and the acourt that posits an Attrad all F feaure in the target can
accounfor the basic V-clustering paradigm. However, we will seethat V-clustering constructions
provide us with ways of teasing apart the two acmurts that are not avail able with multi ple wh-
fronting constructions.

In Boskovi¢ (19979 | argued that in several languages (1 examined SC, Standard Dutch, and
Polish),in multi pleV-constructionsinvalvingauxili ariessmodalsand perticiples, all verbal elements
adjoinin overt syntax to the highest verbal head in the V-sequence?® | will re-examine here some
of therelevant datafrom Standard Dutch, where | argued the aljunctionisoptional (at least in overt

syntax), and SC, where the adjunction is obligatory. | will first consider Dutch.

2.1. V-clustering in Standard Dutch

Following Zwart (1993, 1994, 1997 | assume that Dutch is a V-initial or, more generaly,
head-initialanguage. Accordingto Zwart, dired objedsin Dutch aregenerated following verbsand
thenundergo movement to the left of the verb. On this analysis, the surfaceorder of the verbal

elements in (24) corresponds to their base-generated®6rder.
(24) lkdenk dat Jan het bqdk, moet [, hebben [, gelezen}]] 1-2-3
| think that Jan the book must  have read

‘| think that Jan must have read the book.’

Under this analysis, constructions such as (25) then must involve participle movement.
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(25) dat Jan het boek gelezen moet hebben 3-1-2

Asill ustrated below, nolexicd material isall owed to intervene between the verbal el ementsin (25).
(Compare(26) with (27) and (28)-(29)). This state of affairs can be acournted for if in such

constructions the second and the third verbal element are adjoined to the first verbal?lement.

(26) a. *dat Jan het boek gelezen uit moet hebben 3-1-2
that Jan the book read  out must have
‘that Jan must have finished reading the book.’

b. *dat Jan het boek gelezen moet uit hebben 3-1-2

(27)  cf. dat Jan het boek uit gelezen moet hebben

Significantly,in constructionsinwhich thesurfaceorder of verbal elementscorrespondstotheorder

in which they are base-generated nonverbal lexicd material can intervene between the verbal

elements. This indicates thgdlezen andhebben do not have to move tooet.

(28) dat Jan het boek moet uit hebben gelezen 1-2-3

(29) dat Jan het boek moet hebben uit gelezen 1-2-3

Theabovedatathus provide evidencefor optional V-adjunctionin Dutch. Verbal elementsin Dutch

V-sequencesan, but do nd haveto, adjoin to the highest verbal element in the sequencein overt
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syntax.

Considernow how this gate of affairs would be formally implemented under the two
analysef multiple movement to the same pasition considered abowve. | will cdl the feaure that
drivesV-adjunction feaure X and leave its predse identity open. Under the analysis that posits a
strongfedure in the dements undergoing movement we would have to assume that hebben and
gelezen can be optionally drawn from the lexicon with a strong X feaure. Under the Attrad al F
analysis, on the other hand, we would assumatbettis optionallyspedfied in the lexicon with
the Attract all X property.

Althoughbath analysesacourt for the dove fads they make diff erent predictionsin ather
casesSinceunder the multi ple strength analysis hebben and gelezen can be optionally taken from
thelexicon with a strong X feaure nothing prevents us from dedding to take only onre of these
elementsgsay gelezen, from the lexicon with a strong X feaure, while taking the other element
without a strong X feaure. Only gelezen would then move to moet overtly. Partial V-movement
derivationspntheother hand,areruled ou under the Attrad all X analysis. If moet hasthe property
Attractall X both gelezen and hebben must moveto it; if it does nat, neither would move.” Under
thestrongfedure in the moving elements analysis we would then exped it to be possble to move
gelezento moet, withou movinghebben. Under the Attrad all Faccountthiswould na bepaossble.
Theungammaticdity of (26b), repeaed here & (30), indicatesthat the prediction d the Attrad all

F account is borne out.

(30) *dat Jan het boek gelezen moet uit hebben 3-1-2

If hebben could stay in situ when gelezen moves to moet we would exped it to be passble to have
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non-verbalexicd material intervene between moet and hebbenin (30), just asin (28). Thefad that
thisis nat possble indicates that when gelezen moves to moet, hebben also must move to moet,
which can be reaily acourted for under the Attrad all F, bu not under the strong feaure in the

moving elements analysis.

2.2. Double participle constructionsin Serbo-Croatian

In Boskovi¢ (1995, 19971 arguethat in SC doule participle anstructionsbath participles adjoin
to the auxiliary, the direction @djunction being free (For ease of expasition, | will refer only to
the finite auxiliary as auxiliary.) If the auxiliary moves to | to ched its inflediona fedures it
excorporateyom the mmplex heal creaed bythe aljunctioninacordancewith Watanabe' s(1993
economytheory of excorporation,whichforcesexcorporationin certain well -defined configurations
(seethe discusson below). The movement of the auxiliary to | is optional in owert syntax.
Constructionsn (31)-(32), wherethe auxili ary remainsin situ, ill ustrate participle aljunctionto the
auxiliary, which remains in situ owertly. The fad that no phrasa lexicd material can intervene
betweenthe participles and the auxiliary provides evidence that the verbal elements in the

constructions in question are located in the same head pdsition.

(31) Cekali ste bilit Marijinu prijateljicu.
waited are been Maria's friend
‘You had been waiting for Maria's friend.’
(32) Bili; ste tcekali Marijinu prijateljicu.

been are waited Maria's friend
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‘You had been waiting for Maria's friend.’
(33) a.*Cekali ste Marijinu prijateljicubili t,.
waited are Maria's friend been
b. *Cekali Marijinu prijateljicy ste bili {.
(34) a. *Bili ste Marijinu prijateljicucekali t.
been are Maria's friend waited

b. *Bili Marijinu prijateljicy stecekali t.

(35)isan exampleinvaving auxili ary movement to I: the auxili ary moves excorporating from the
complexhead formed bythe aljunction d the participlesto ched itsinfledional feaures. Thefad
thatno phrasal materia canintervenebetweenthe participles, asill ustrated in (36), isacourted for,
sincethe participles are aljoined to the same heal pasition (the base-generated pasition d the

auxiliary), participle movement being obligatory in SC.

(35) Vas dvoje ste Marijinu prijateljiciili cekali t.
you two are Maria’s friend been waited

‘You two had been waiting for Maria’s friend.’

(36) *Vas dvoje ste bili Marijinu prijateljicucekali t.

The excorporation takes placeunder the same drcumstances as the excorporation ou of verbal
clustersn Dutch. Roberts (1991) observesthat althoughthe participlesin Dutch constructions such

as(24) can adjointothemodal (seesedion 2.1.jn particular (25)-(26)), themoda must excorporate
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from the cmplex head formed by the aljunction if it undergoes movement to C in V-2

constructions, as illustrated in (37).

(37) a. *[ .p Gisteren gelezen moet hebbgnlan het boek]]
yesterday read must have Jan the book
‘Yesterday, Jan must have read the book.’

b.cf. [ Gisteren moet] Jan het boek gelezen hebben]]

Watanabe’$1993 ecnamy acourt of excorporation (for additi onal evidencefor thisacourt, see
Boskovi¢ 19974 provides a straightforward explanation for excorporationin both (35) and (37).
Sincethe movement to | in (35) and the movement to C in (37) are driven by the feaures of the
auxiliaryandthemodal respedively (nofedureof theparticiplesisinvovedincheding), Principles
of Econamy (carry aslittl e material as possble under movement) forcethe auxili ary and the modal
to excorporat®ut of the complex heads formed by participle adjunction, movingaonetol andC
respectively.

SC douleparticiple onstructionsthusinvolve multi ple movement to thesamepaosition. The
basicparadigm in (31)-(32) isamenableto bah the strength in the dements undergoing movement
andthe Attrad al F acount. Call the feaure that motivates participle-to-auxiliary movement
+participle.®* Under the strength in the moving elements acourt, the participles are lexicdly
specifiedasbeaingthe strong+participlefeaure, whichischeded against the auxili ary. Under the
Attractall Facoun, the auxili ary islexicaly spedfied ashavingthe property Attrad all +participle,
whichis stisfied byattradion d +participle feaure beaing elements. Both analyses thus acourt

for thebasi c paradigm concerning doulbe participlemovement to Aux. The analyses, however, make
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different predictions with respect to double participle constructions involving VP ellipsis.
Stjepanow (in pressa,b) shows that SC has VP dlli psis, an example of whichisgivenin

(38).

(38) On jecekao Marijinu prijateljicu,a 1 mi smo.
he is waited Maria’s friend and also we are

‘He waited for Maria’s friend, and we did too.’

Assumingthat only constituents can be deleted and gven that SC participles must moveto Aux for
feature cheding, constructions like (38) can be derived by excorporating the auxiliary after
participle adjunctionto the auxili ary. Elli psis, which | assumeinvolves PFdeletion, can then affed

VP13>

(39)  On jecekao Marijinu prijateljicu, a i mi sm@e,t+éekatfy.t-Mariind-prijatetieu]

Let usnow turnto more mmplex examplesinvolving doulbe participle cnstructions. Significantly,

such constructions are acceptable only if both participles are elided.

(40)  On je biocekao Marijinu prijateljicu, a i mi smo.

(41) ?*On je biocekao Marijinu prijateljicu, a i mi smo bili.

The goodexample (40) can be derived in the same manner as (38): 1. the participles adjoin to the

auxiliary; 2. the auxili ary excorporatesto moveto|; 3.thehighest VPisdeleted. It iseasy to verify
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thatthis derivation gaesthrough undr both the strength in the moving elements and the Attraa all
F approadh to multi ple movement to the same position. (41), however, appeasto favor the Attrad
all F approach. Consider how (41) would be derived under thisapproach. Prior to excorporation,the
auxiliary has to attrad both participles to satisfy its Attrad al +participle property. Given the
standardasssumptionthat only constituents can be dided we then canna derive (41). Regardlessof
whether omat the auxili ary excorporatesto moveto I, there is sSmply no constituent that contains
the second bu nat the first participle. The ungrammaticdity of (41) is thus graightforwardly

accounted for under the Attract all F analysis.

(42)  ?*OnjebiocekaoMariji nu mijatelji cu, ai mi Smo; [yp, ti+bili;+¢éekali [yp, t [vps t Marijinu

prijateljicul]]

Considemow how the strength in the moving elements analysis fares with resped to (41). Under
this approadh, the participles are drawn from the lexicon with a strong +participle feaure, which
needdo be chedked against the auxili ary. The auxili ary itself does nat have any strongfeauresthat
mustbe dedked against the participles. Lasnik (in presg observesthat if strongfeauresare defined
asill egitimate PFobjeds we would exped it to be posgble to rescue from crashing constructions
containingastrongfeaure X even if X isnot chedked dff in overt syntax by deleting a phrase that
containsthe strongfeaure X. X would then na be present in the final PFrepresentation. Lasnik
furthermoreprovides svera exampleswhere he suggeststhis enario occurs. An element Y with
astrongfeaure X fail sto undergo movement that would chedk the strongfeaure X in overt syntax.
Thederivationis saved from crashingin PFby deleting the phrase containing Y, so that the strong

featureX isnat present in thefinal PFrepresentation. Lasnik’ sderivationisavail ablefor (41) under
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the strength in the moving elements approach. The sentence @uld be derived as foll ows: the first
participlemovesto the auxili ary to ched its grong+participlefedure, after whichthe auxili ary can,
but does nat have to, excorporate to I. We then delete in PF either VP2 or VP3, bah o which
containthe second rarticiple with a strong +participle fedure, so that no strongfeaure is present
in thefinal PFrepresentation. Sincenathingappeasto gowrongwith the sentenceonthisderivation
| conclude that the mnstructionisincorredly predicted to be grammatica under the strength in the

moving elements approaéh.

(43)  ?*On jebio cekaoMarijinu prijateljicu, ai mi smo, [yp, ti+bili; [y, t; [vp3 CEKAli Marijinu

prijateljicul]]

| conclude, therefore, that the data discussed in this sdion favor the Attrad all F approacd to
multiple movement to the same position,which pacestheformal i nadequacy drivingthe movement
in thetarget, over themulti ple strength approach, which placestheinadequacy drivingthe movement
in the moving elements. Since onstructions invalving obi gatory multi ple movement to the same
positionhavepreviously represented the strongest argument for thepasshilit y of strength,i.e. formal
inadequaciedrivingmovement, being present in moving elements, apasshility now opensup that
formalinadequades driving movement aways reside in the target. The operation Move @uld then
be handed with a pure Attrad system, a conceptualy appeding pashility that deaeases
computational burden, as discussed in section 1.2.

It also appeasthat the gpproac to multiple chedking bythe same dement argued for here
is somewhat more gpeding than Chomsky’s (1995 approach based on the deletion/erasure

distinction,which is dispensable under the arrent analysis. Chomsky’s (1995 system naturally
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allows +interpretable feaures to be involved in multiple feaure-cheding. This not the cae with
-interpreable feaures, which under the most natural interpretation d Chomsky’s (1995 system
would nat be expeded to enter into chedking relations more than orce. Additional assumptionsare
neededo all ow for theposshilit y of multi ple chedking d a-interpretable dement. Chomsky argues
onempiricd grounds that this passhility needsto be dlowed. He suggests one way of doing this
basedon the easure-deletion dstinction, which is relevant only to the cheding d -interpretable
features(Acocordingto Chomsky, +interpretablefeaurescanna bedeleted at all duetothePrinciple
of Remverahility of Deletion.) Chomsky assumesthat "a dhecked feaureisdel eted when passble’,
anda deleted fedure is "erased when passble’, where deleted elements are "invisible & LF but
accessibldo the computation”, and erased elements are "inaccessble to any operation, nd just
interpretabilityat LF" (p. 280Q. On this approach, certain -interpretable dements are lexicdly
specifiedas being able to escape easure when deleted, as aresult of which they remain accessble
to the computation (i.e. available for checking) even when they have already been checked once.
Theerasure-deletion analysis appeasto alow in principle even -interpretabl e feaures that
arebeingattraded rather then servingasattradorsto undergomulti ple dhedkingsincethere gopeas
to be no principled reason wisyich -interpretable feaures could na be spedfied as being able to
escaperasure dter deletion. Constructionsthat would instantiate thisoption, havever, do nd seem
to exist.** The arrent, Attrad-based approach, which dispenses with the deletion-erasure loophde
for all owing -interpretable fedures to undergo multiple dheding, readily acourtsfor this date of
affairs, sinceit alows -interpretable dements to undergo multiple dhedking orly if they serve a

targets of movemerit.
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Notes

1.Portionsof this material were presented in courses at the University of Conredicut and a
colloquiumat New York University. | thank these audiencesfor their though-provoking questions.
For stimulating comments and dscusson, | am espedally grateful to Cédric Boedkx, Noam

Chomsky, Sam Epstein, Richard Kayne, and Howard Lasnik.

2.See, however, Ausin (in preparation) for some exceptions.

3.The Japanese data were brought to my attention by Mamoru Saito (personal communication).
4.lignaeherethepaosshility of null operator movement in Japanese questions (see Waanabe 1992

and concentrate on what happens to wh-phrases themselves.

5.1will confinemy discusson d French to nontsubjed questions, whereit is clea whether the wh-

33



movement or the in-situ option is employed.

6.As discussed in Boskovi¢ (in press a, ¢), French wh-in-situ constructions involve LF wh-
movement(l show that even argument wh-in-situ constructions in French are sensitive to locdity
restrictionsonmovement (see &so nae 26).) If thisLF movement affedsthewho ewh-phrase, (5a)
and(5b) will have the same structure in LF, which will makeit very difficult to acourt for thefad
thatthey recave diff erent interpretations. In Chomsky’s (1995 Move F system, onthe other hand,
(5a)and (5b) will havedifferent LFs. The operationMove will affed only theformal fedures of the
higherwh-phrasein (5a). In contrast to (5b), its ssmanticfeaureswill remainintheir base-generated
positionin (5a). The fad that (5a) and (5b) receve different interpretations may thus provide an

argument for Move F.

7.Theelement that intervenes between the fronted wh-phrases, je, is a seand pgaition clitic. SC
secondpasitioncliti cizationisavery murky phenomenonthat invalvesboth phondogy and syntax
(seeBoskovi¢ in pressd andreferencestherein). Throughou the paper | will i gnare second paition

clitics. | discuss their relevance for determining the position of wh-phrases in work in progress.

8.Thereare afew exceptions to the obligatoriness of fronting of SC wh-phrases that need na

concern us here. For relevant discussion, s&kd¥a: (1997b, 1998).
9.Note that | will continue to use the term Superiority Condition for ease of exposition.

10.In Bogkovi¢ (1997b¢, 1999 | show that in some @nstructions SC does exhibit Superiority
effectswith multi ple wh-fronting. However, | also show that the mnstructionsin questionadually

involve "real" wh-movement, i.e. movement to SpecCP. | will ignore such constructions here.

11.A somewhat similar proposal is made in Izvorski (1993. Noticethat, asin SC, contrastively
focusedphrasesundergo overt frontingin Bulgarian. Furthermore, asin SC, in Bulgarianwh-phrases

arefronted even onthe edo-questionreading. Thus, (i) isungammaticd even asan echo-question.
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() *lvan e popravil kakvo?
Ilvan is fixed  what

‘lIvan fixed what?’

In Boskovi¢ (1997) | argue that Bulgarian differs minimally from SC in that in Bulgarian, the
interrogative ds the focus licensor for wh-phrases, whereas in SC, either the interrogative C or |
(Agr in the split INFL framework) can focus-license wh-phrases. (Both ogtions are not always
availablein SC. SeeBoskovi¢ 1997 for detail s of the analysis. One of my Bulgarian informants
does not front contrastively focused non-wh-phrases. This tstalby unexpeded, gven that, in
contrastto Serbo-Croatian, the focus licenser in Bulgarian is a +wh-element, namely +whC. It is
possiblethat for the speaker in guestion, +whC fail sto attrad -wh focused elements dueto afeaure

conflict. Notice that Serbo-Croatian has a focus licenser unspecified for the wh-feature.))

12.Recalkhat movement to SpedCP ohligatorily triggers SpecHead agreement with C, so that the

wh-phrase that moves first to SpecCP necessarily checks the strong +wh feature of C.

13.InBoskovi¢ (1997) | arguethat kogo is higher than kak prior to wh-movement becauseit moves
to SpecAgroP before undergoing wh-movement.

Noticeasothat theungammaticdity of (ia-b) indicatesthat we caana be deding herewith
thesametype of phenomenonasin Engli sh constructionslike (iia-b), naed in Kayne (1984, where

addition of a lower wh-phrase for some reason saves the derivation from a Superiority violation.

() a. *Kogo koj kak e tselunal?
whom who how is kissed

b. *Kogo koj kakvo e pital?
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whom who what is asked
(i) a. *What did who buy?
b. (?)What did who buy where?
14.1 have in mind here Morphological Merger and Prosodic Inversion.

15.Anothersyntactic analysis is presented in Richards (1997), based on Richards's Principle of
Minimal Compliance However, it is shown in Boskovi¢ (1998 that, though \ery interesting, the
analysis cannd be maintained sinceit does not cover the full range of relevant data. The analysis
accountgor therelevant datain Bulgarian, bu canna be extended to acourt for the entirerelevant

paradigm in SC.

16.SamEpstein (persona communicaion) suggests that the ungammaticdity of (i) can be
interpretedssindicaingthat adjuncts sich aswhy andhow have astrong+wh-feaure andtherefore
cannotremain in situ. See however, Boskovi¢ (in pressa) for an alternative analysis of (i) which
doesna posit any strong feaures in why/how. The analysis aso acours for the fad that
constructionsuchas(i) are accetablein German (seeHaider 1986andMll er and Sternefeld 1996,

among others.)

(i) *I wonder who left why/how.

17.Notethat, as observed by Pesetsky (MIT ledures 1997) with resped to Bulgarian, (21b), where
two wh-phrasesremain in situ, isadually somewhat worse than (21c-d), where only ore of the wh-
phrasesemainsin situ. Thisisexpeded, gventhat in (21b) two strongfeaures remain urchedked
and in (21c-d) only one strong feature remains unchecked.

Noticea so that thefocuslicensing head in Serbo-Croatian must be &letofocuschedk more

thanone wh-phrase, a posshility available in Chomsky’s (1995 system, which al ows multiple
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checking of the same feature by one element (see the discussion below.)

18.Itisimportant to bea in mind that, as aresult, the acount hads even if something aher than
focusservesasthedrivingforceof nonwh-fronting(i.e. if therelevant strongfeaure of wh-phrases
is something aher than focus). For example, as pointed ou by Steven Franks (persona
communication)the analysisto be given in thetext can be gplied to Bulgarian even if, instead of
astrongfocusfedure, Bulgarianwh-phraseshave astrong+wh-feaure, i.e., if boththeinterrogative

C and wh-phrases have a strong +wh-feature in Bulgarian.
19.Linear order indicates asymmetrical c-command in (22)-(23).

20.Hornstein’§1995 analysisof Superiority, based onChierchia’ s(1991) we& crossover acourt
of thepair-list interpretation,faces adiff erent problem. Hornstein propcses two ways of acaourting
for the contrastsin Bulgarian (11a-d); one based ontheimposshility of wh-traces within +wh CPs
to be interpreted functionally and ore based on semantic inertness of elements to which aher
elementshave aljoined. It appeas to me that the first analysis rules out all Bulgarian multiple
questionswith three or more preposed wh-phrases, while the seond anaysis alows even

ungrammatical constructions such as (ia-b) in note 14.

21.Notethat | assumethat oncetheinterrogative Cisinserted, it isnot possbleto zero dovn on ore
particularstrongfeaure (for example, the strongfocus feaure of kogo) and ignare other relevant
strongfedures. All strongfeaures (of both the target and the moving elements) must be cmnsidered
in determining what to do next. This will become deaer under the dternative acournt sketched

below.

22.Thisapproad to multi ple feaure-cheding bythe same dement is very similar to Chomsky’s
(1995) unforced violations of procrastinate analysis.

Noticethat given that thereisno retural placefor countingin the natural language it would
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notbesurprisingif only Attrad all F, Attrad 1F, and passbly Attrad 2F optionsare utili zed. Notice
alsothat cheding a feaure of X throughlexicd insertion might also be cnsidered to invalve
attractionwith X attradingan element from thenumeration.(Chomsky (MIT Ledures 1997 infad

considers this an instance of Attract.)

23.Corsider how this anaysis applies to Bulgarian. In Bulgarian the interrogative C has two
attractingfeaures: an Attrad 1F +wh-feaure and an Attrad al F +focusfedure. It isclea that the
mostecnamicd way of overcomingtheformal inadequadesof C would requiremovingthehighest
wh-phrase first. After that it would not matter in which order the wh-phrases will move to C.
Notice also that again, nahing hinges on focus being the exad driving force of nonwh-
fronting in SC and Bulgarian. However, we now do crucially need to have two dfferent feaures

involved in Bulgarian, which was not necessary under the Move/Attract analysis (see note 19).)

24.Under the Attract all focused elements analysis, it appears thmetshvi® assume that phrases
that are drealy located in a focus position are immune from attradion (i.e. canna be caised to
move) by another focus head; otherwise, the possbility of having focused elements in diff erent
clausesf the same sentencewill beruled ou. (The matrix focus attrador would attrad all focused
phrases.pA similar assumptionisadually needed in Chomsky’s (1995 system even for Attrad 1F
casesptherwise, the ungrammaticdity of constructions such as (i) would remain urac@urted for.
(()) comesout as yntadicdly well-formed in Chomsky’s g/stem if we do nd ban a +wh C from
attracting (i.e. causing to move) a +wh-phrase located in a +wh-fedure dedking paition

(interrogative SpecCP).)

() *What, do you wonder, tJlohn bought {when)?
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Notice aso that athougha head with an Attrad all feaure X property obligatorily undergoes
multiple chedingif there is more than ore X present in the structure, it does not have to undergo
checkingat al i f noX ispresent inthe structure. The Attrad all X property isthentrivially satisfied.
Thisseemsdesirable. Notice for example, that althoughall contrastively focused elementsand wh-
phrasesnust undergofocus-movement inthelanguagesunder consideration,constructionsinwhich
focus-maement does nat take placebecaise no candidate for focus-movement (a @ntrastively

focused phrase or a wh-phrase) is present in the structure are well-formed.

25.TheAttrad al F/Attrad 1F distinctionmight also berelevant inLF. It iswell-known that at least
in certain contexts, French all ows both the wh-in-situ (Tuasvu qui? ‘Y ou saw who?) and the wh-
movemen{Qui as-tuvu? ‘Who did yousee?) strategy in guestions. In Boskovi¢ (in pressc) | argue
thatFrench wh-in-situ constructions invave LF wh-movement, evidencefor which is provided by
severdocdity restrictionsthey exhibit. Thus, (i) showsthat long-distancewh-in-situ constructions
areunaccetablein French. (SeeBoskovi¢ in pressc for an explanationwhy,in contrast to overt wh-
movementcovert wh-movement is clause-bounaded based onMove F. Noticethat | assumethat, as
argued by Watanabe 1992, Aoun and Li 1993,and Cole and Hermon 1995,languages such as
Japanese and Chinese have overt wh-movement. The movement, however, dces naot affed wh-

phrases themselves.)

(i) ?*Jean et Pierre croient que Marie a vu qui?
Jean and Pierre believe that Marie has seen whom

‘Whom do Jean and Pierre believe that Marie saw?’

In Boskovi¢ (in pressc) | interpret the grammaticdity of (ii) asindicaingthat only one wh-phrase
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needso moveto theinterrogative SpedCPin French, whichin current terms meansthat French +wh
C hasan Attrad 1F property. In (ii) the Attraa 1+wh property of the C is stisfied by attradingthe
matrixwh-phrase, so that, in contrast to (i), thereisno reed for the enbedded clause wh-phraseto

moveto CintheLF of (ii). The dause-boundednessof LF wh-movement therefore hasnoeffed on

(ii).

(i) Qui croit que Mariea vu qui?

who believes that Marie has seen whom

It iswell-known that some languages, in particular, Iragi Arabic and Hindi, do nd all ow any wh-
phrasego remain in situ within an embedded finite dause. (I ignare here @nstructions involving
dummy scope markers, which are in many respects smilar to German partial wh-movement
constructions.The murterparts of bath (i) and (ii) are unacceptablein these languages. Infad, no
matterhow many wh-phrases are located in the same dause @& a +wh C, aslongas one wh-phrase
is separated from the +wh C by a finite clause boundanyanma get an acceptable construction
in theselanguages. Giventhat, asdemonstrated in Boskovi¢ (in pressc), LFwh-movement isclause-
boundedthiscan beinterpreted asindicaingthat in Iragi Arabic andHind wh-in-situ constructions
CAttradsall +wh-phrasesin LF, whereasin Frenchwh-in-situ constructionsC attradsonly onewh-

phrase in LF.

26.1 also conjedured that in languages in which the ajunction daes nat take placeovertly the
adjunctiontakes placein covert syntax. Empiricd evidenceis, however, difficult to find in such

cases.

27.All the Dutch datadiscussed bel ow aredueto Zwart (1994 and Zwart (personal communication).
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Following Zwart (1994), for ease of exposition, the SSorder of verbal e ements will be indicaed
throughnumbering rext to the examples, thenumberscorrespondngto theorder inwhich theverbal
elementgre generated. For discussonandfurther references concerningV-clusteringin Dutch, see
Broekhuis,Den Besten, Hoekstra, and Rutten (1995, Den Besten and Edmondson (1983, Den
Dikken and Hoekstra (1997, Evers (1975, Haggeman (19923, 1994, 1995 Haegeman and Van
Riemsdijk (1986, Hoeksema (1988, Hoekstra (1994, Kaan (1992, Rutten (1991, and Zwart

(1993, 1994, 1995), among many others.

28.FollowingBoskovi¢ (19979, whoin turn esentialy follows Zwart (1993, 1994 | assume that
uit, the predicate of the small clause het boek uit ‘the book ou’ which functions as the complement
of gelezen, must moveovertly toaSpecVP. (IgnaingV-2 clauses, uitislicensed by keingin aSpec
head relation with a lexical verb at SS. Se&kBwi¢ 1997d for details of the analysis.)

29.TheX property in this case would probably have to berelated to nonfiniteness Note dso that
underthe Attraad al X acount we neel to somehow ensure that only clause-mate nonfinite

elements can be attracted by the modal.

30.0ptionalmulti ple X P-movement, such as movement of negative mnstituents in West Flemish
(seeHaegeman 1992b, 1998), isalso paentialy relevant here. Focusing onWest Flemish, even if
we disregard the potentialy interferingfad that moved and unmoved negative @nstituentsin West
Flemishtypicdly receve different interpretations it would be dangerousto try to draw any definite
conclusiongoncerningmulti plefeaure atradion based onWest Flemish neg-movement dueto the
availability of scrambling in West Flemish. As aresult of the avail ability of scrambling, it is not
clearwhether in the relevant examples in West Flemish we ae deding with ogional multiple
attractionof the neg feaure or smply optional applicaion d scrambling.(Simpson 199%arguesfor

thesemnd pashility.) Infad, qute generaly, for thisreasonit is difficult to reliably runthe test
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performedhereon verb clusteringwith resped to X P movement in languagesthat have scrambling.

31.Notice that Serbo-Croatian is a heavy scrambling language. (In fad, Serbo-Croatian is more
permissivavith resped to scramblingeven than traditi onal scramblinglanguages such as hpanese.)

Notice also that the finite auxiliary in (31)-(34) is a seond paition clitic. The
ungrammeticdity of (33b) and (34b) then may be due to a violation d the second pdasition
requirement(For discusson of the seoond paition requirement on cliticsin SC, seeBoskovi¢ in
pressd and references therein. See d&so Boskovi¢ 1995, 1997dor additional evidence that the
participlesin (31)-(34) are aljoined to the auxili ary.) Noticethat pronamina second pgaitioncliti cs
canintervenebetween the participlesandthe auxili ary. Such cliti cs, however, also appea to undergo
adjunctiortothe auxili ary inthe cnstructionsin question.Notice dsothat Stjepanovi¢ (in pressa,b)
showghat theinternal order withinthe diti ¢ duster (which may contain question particle, auxili ary,
andpronaminal cliti cs) is at least to some extent determined in PE. Thismakesit difficult to draw

any definite conclusions about syntax based on the order of clitics with respect to each other.

32.Thepredseidentity of thefeaureisnot important to us here. +Participleisused simply for ease

of exposition. For some relevant discussion, se&®ac¢ (1997d) and Boeckx (1998).

33.Noticethat VP1 can dso befronted. Asargued in Boskovi¢ (1995, 19979 (i) involvesauxili ary

excorporation t& (note thajesmo is translated as emphatlo), followed by VP1 preposing.

() [ypr ti+(fekalg [ve2 t Marijinu prijateljicu]] mi je+smo
waited Maria’s friend we ARE

‘Wait for Maria’s friend, we DID.’

34.The onclusion is, of course, somewhat tentative becaise we caana with absolute cetainty

assumehat no condtionthat is unrelated to multi ple movement to the same paositionisviolated in
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the construction under consideration.

35.A relevant example would be a construction in which one NP would teeClse-feaure of
more than one "traditional” Case-assigner.

36.Thisisdesirable. Althoughthe situation described in the previous note doesnot seam to exist we
dofind examples of atarget Case fedure, a-interpretable dement, undergoing multiple dheding,

asin the multi ple nominative constructionin Japanese. For another such case, seeBoedkx (1998.
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