On multiple wh-fronting’
Zeljko Baskovié
It is gandardly asumed that there ae 4 language types with resped to passhiliti es for wh-
movementin multiple questions. Engli sh-type, where only one wh-phrase moves, Chinese-type,
wherethey al stay in situ,' and French-type, where both of these options are available, are

illustrated in (1)-(3).

(1) What did John give to who?
(2) John gei-le  shei shenme?
John give perf. who what
‘What did John give to who?’
(3)a. Qu' a-t-il donné a qui?
what has he given to who
b.Il a donné quoi a qui?

he has given what to who

French is often assumed to be asimple mixture of the first two types. This view is mistaken. If it
werecorred both the Engli sh and the Chinese strategy would always be possblein French, i.e. the
setof posshiliti esfor questionsin French would be aunion d the set of possbiliti esfor questions
in English and Chines@hisisnat true. As shown in Boskovi¢ (1998, 2000, the in-situ strategy
hasa very limited dstribution in French, which indicates that its wh-in-situ is of different nature
from Chinesewh-in-situ. Based onthis, | assumethat French isaseparatetype, na asimplemixture
of English and Chinese. The relevant French data ae givenin (4). Wh-in-situ is all owed in short
distancenul C matrix questions(3b), but not in embedded, long-distance and overt C questions (4).
(SeeBoskovi¢ 1998, 2000for explanationfor thelimited distribution d wh-in-situ in French. The
judgmentsare given for the true question reading. Note that overt C questions are passbleonly in

some dialects.)

(4) a. *Pierre a demandétu as embrassé qui.

Peter has asked you have kissed who



b. cf. Pierre a demandé qui tu as embrasse.
c. *Jean et Marie croient que Pierre a embrassé qui?
John and Mary believe that Peter has kissed who
d. cf. Qui Jean et Marie croient-ils que Pierre a embrassé?
e.*Quetu as vu qui?
C you have seen who

f. Qui que tu as vu?

Thefourth type, multi ple wh-fronting (MWF) languages, where dl wh-phrases move, isill ustrated
by (5) from Bulgarian, where acording to Rudin (1988 all wh-phrases move to SpecCP overtly.

(5) Nakogo kakvo dade Ivan?
towho what gavelvan

‘What did Ivan give to who?’

This paper dedswith MWF. In sedion 11 argue that the MWF-type shoud be diminated from the
abovetypology, languages considered to belongto this type being scatered aaossthe first three
types.Insedion 21 show that there ae severa classesof nonMWF questionsin MWF languages,
asurprisingfad given the discussonin sedion 1,which will | ead meto pasit anew type of in situ

wh-phrasesd attested in Engli sh, French, and Chinese-typelanguages. Sedion 3isthe cmnclusion.

1 When MWF languages have wh-movement

1.1 Superiority effects in MWF languages

Oneargument that MWF languages are scattered aaossthe Engli sh, French, and Chinese-type with
respectto when they have wh-movement concerns Superiority effeds, refleded in the order of
fronted wh-phrases.? There ae threetypes of MWF languages with resped to Superiority. Serbo-
Croatian(SC) exhibits Superiority effedsin some antexts. Bulgarian exhibitsthem inall contexts,
while Rusgan never exhibitsthem. Consider first SC. SC exhibits Superiority effedsin embedded,

long-distance, and overt C questions, but not in short-distance null C matrix quéstions:

(6) a. Ko koga voli?



who whom loves
‘Who loves whom?’
b. Koga ko voli?
(7) a. [Ko koga voli], taj o] njemu i govori.
who whom loves that-one about him  even talks
‘Everyone talks about the person they love.’
b. ?*[Koga ko voli], taj 0 njemu/o njemu taj i govori.
(8) a. ?Ko koga kas da je istukao?
who whom say that is beaten
‘Who do you say beat whom?’
b. *Koga ko k&es da je istukao?
(9) a.(?)imakosta da ti proda.

has who what part. you sells

‘There is someone who can sell you something.’
b. *Imasta ko da ti proda.

(10) a. Ko Ilikoga voli?
who C whom loves

‘Who on earth loves whom?’

b. *Koga li ko voli?

Noticethat SC exhibits Superiority effeds exadly where French must have wh-movement. Where

French does not have to have wh-movement, SC does not exhibit Superiority effects.

Bulgarian exhibits Superiority effedsin all contexts, including (6)-(10) (see &so (41b/(43b)).

(11) a. Koj kogo oka?
who whom loves
b.*Kogo koj obia?
c. Koj kogoto oba,tojza negoi  govori.
who whom loves he about him even talks

d. *Kogoto koj oliia, toj za nego/za nego toj i govori.
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e. Koj kogo kazéae e nabil?
who whom say  that is beaten
f. *Kogo koj kazvace e nabil?
g. (?)ima koj kakvoda ti prodade.
has who what part. you sells
h. *Ima kakvo koj da ti prodade.
I. Koj li kogo obia?
who C whom loves

j- *Kogo li koj obta?

Finally, as shown by Stepanov (1998, Rusgan hasfreeorder of fronted wh-phrasesin all contexts.
Thisisill ustrated in (12) for the contextsin (6)-(9). (Noticethat Russan dces nat all ow wh-phrases

in theli-construction and does not allow multiple questions in the wh-existential construction.)

(12) a. Kto kogo ljubit?
Who whom loves

b. Kogo kto ljubit?

c. Kto kogo uznaet, tot togo i poljubit.
who whom knows that-one.nom that-one.acc and loves
‘Everyone will love the person they will know.’

d. Kogo kto uznaet, togo tot i poljubit.

e. Kto kogoty xeas, ctoby pobil?
who whom you want that-subj. beat
‘Who do you want to beat whom?’

f. Kogo kto ty xees, ctoby pobil?

Thereisaparall elism in the behavior of English, French, and Chinesewith resped to wh-movement
andthe MWF languages with resped to Superiority: SC exhibits Superiority effeds where French
must have wh-movement, Bulgarian where English must have wh-movement (al contexts), and

Russiarwhere Chinese must have wh-movement (namely, never).* Thiscan be acourted for if SC,



Bulgarian,and Rusdan behave like French, English, and Chinese with resped to when they must
havewh-movement, which | taketo be movement motivated by chedingthe strong+wh-feaure of
C: SCmust haveit inlong-distance, embedded, and owert C questions, but not in short-distancenul

C matrix questions; Bulgarian must have it incalitexts, and Russan dces not have to haveit at
all (see &so Stepanov 1998and Strahov 2000for Russan.) Wh-movement in MWF languages is
thenwell -behaved with resped to Superiority: SC, Bulgarian,andRussan exhibit Superiority effeds
whenevethey havewh-movement. Theonly diff erencebetween SC/Bulgarian/Rusdan and French/
English/Chinesesthat even wh-phrasesthat do nd undergowh-movement in theformer groupstill

mustbefronted for independent reasons. That thismovement isnaot driven bythestrong+wh-feaure
of Cisconfirmed bythefad that all wh-phrases must movein theselanguages, althoughmovement
of one wh-phrase shoud suffice to ched the strong +wh-feaure of C. (I refer to this obli gatory

movement of wh-phrases that is independent of the strong +wh-feature of C as non-wh-fronting.)

(13) a.Ko sta kupuje? (SC)
who what buys
'Who buys what?'
b. ?*Ko kupujesta?
(14) a. *Koj e kupil kakvo? (Bulgarian)
who is bought what
‘Who bought what?’
b. Koj kakvo e kupil?
(15) a. *Kto kupil ¢to? (Russian)
who bought what
b. Ktocto kupil?

Evenedowh-phrases must movein theselanguages. (13b), (14a), (15a), and (16) are unacceptable
evenas edo questions (see aso Wadowicz 1974andKiss1987for Polish and Hungarian), which

confirms that wh-phrases in MWF languages front independently of the strong +wh featdre of C.

(16) a. ?*Ivan kupujesta? (SC)



Ivan buys  what
b. ?*lvan e kupil kakvo? (Bulgarian)
Ivan is bought what
c. ?*lvan kupil ¢to? (Russian)

Ivan bought what

Stjepanow (1998, 1999parguesthedrivingforceof SC nonwh-frontingisfocus, SC wh-phrases
being inherently focused. Shefoll owstheline of work originatingwith Horvath (1986, wherewh-
fronting in anumber of languages is analyzed as focus movement. This work makes a crrelation
between movement of wh-phrasesandmovement of contrastively focused nonwh-phrases,® whereby
a number of languages that overtly move nonwh-phrases with this type of focus are analyzed as
having focus fronting of wh-phraseswill refer to contrastively focused nonwh-phrases smply
asfocused, thisbeingthe only type of focusfor such phrases| am concerned with.)The analysishas
beenconvincingly applied to, e.g., Aghem, Basque, Hungarian, and Quedua (see e.g., Horvath
1986,Rochemont 1986,and Kiss1995) Stjepanovi¢ shows that SC fits into this line of reseach.
We have arealy seen that SC fronts all wh-phrases. It also fronts focused nonwh-phrases, given

in capitals’

(17) a. JOVANA savjetuje.
Jovan.acc advises
‘(S)he advises Jovan.’
b. ?*Savjetuje JOVANA.

Stjepanow providesconvincingevidencethat focused nonwh-phrasesandwh-phrasesundergothe
samekind d movement in SC based onadverb pacanent. The focus movement analysisisapplied
to Bulgarian in Boskovi¢ (1998b, 1999 Izvorski (1993, and Lambova (in pres9, Rusdan in
Stepanoy{1998, and Romanian, also aMWF language, in Gobel (1998.21 will also adopt it here.
Notice, however, that my conclusions concerning when MWF languages have wh-movement are
unaffectedythepredseidentity of thedrivingforceof nonwh-fronting.However, | provide below

threeadditional arguments for the focus movement analysis concerning D-linked and echo wh-



phrasegsedion 2.J andthedistribution d parentheticdsin questions (foatnate 15). Before doing
that,inthenext sedion| present evidence @ncerningtheinterpretation d multi ple questionswhich
confirmsthe cnclusion readed above based on Superiority with resped to when various MWF
languagesnust have wh-movement. (Ancther argument concerning Superiority isgivenin sedion
2.2)

1.2 Interpretation of multiple questions

It iswell-known that apair-list answer is obligatory for constructionslike (18). (The observationis
dueto Wadowicz 1974.See éso Comorovski 199644, who explains away an exception to the
observationconcerning reversible predicates.) Thus, (18) canna be felicitously asked in the
following situation: Johnisinastore and sees smebody buyngan article of clothing, bu doesnot
seewhoit isand daesnot see xadly what the personisbuying. He goesto the sales clerk and asks
(18).

(18) Who bought what?

Interestingly,single-pair answers are nat crosdingusticaly infelicitous with questions like (18).
Thus,Japanese (19) can have d@ther asinge-pair or apair-list answer, asobserved byMamoru Saito

(p.c.). The example can be used in the situation described above, in contrast to (18).

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

‘Who bought what?’

Chineseand Hindi pattern with Japanese. German, onthe other hand, patterns with English. An
obviousdiff erence between Engli sh/German and Japanese/Chinese/Hindi is that the former have
overt wh-movement, whereas the latter are wh-in-situ languagesterrogative SpedCPs must
befilled overtly by awh-phrase in English and German, bu not in Japanese, Chinese, and Hindi.
(Iignarethepasshility of null operator movement, focusing onwh-phrases.) It ispossblethat overt
movemento SpedCPforcespair-li st answers. French, which canemploy either thein-situ or thewh-

movemenstrategy, confirms the mnjedure. Single-pair answers are possble in French, bu only



with in-situ questions. Thus, thein-situ questionin (20a) can have asingle-pair answer, whichisnot
possble with (20b). (I discussonly nonsubjed questions in French, where it is clea when wh-

movement occurs.)

(20)a. Il a donné quoi a qui?
he has given what to who
‘What did he give to who?’

b. Qu'a-t-il donné a qui?

Thecontrast between (204) and (20b) strondy indicaesthat the avail ability of single-pair answers
depends on the possibility of not moving any wh-phrase to SpecCP dvertly.

Turningto Slavic, as expeded, Bulgarian, alanguage in which interrogative SpedCPs are
obligatorily filled by a wh-phrase overtly, patterns with English in that (21) requires a pair-list

answer.

(21) 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. Thus, SC (22) can have ether a pair-list or a single-pair answer. This indicaes that SC

questions are well-formed even when no wh-phrase moves to interrogative SpecCP%vertly.

(22) Ko jesta kupio?
who is what bought

‘Who bought what?’
Stepano\1998 notesthat Rusgan questionslike (23) also al ow single-pair answers, as expeded.

(23) Kto ¢to  kupil?
who what bought
‘Who bought what?’



Polishand Romanian confirm the analysis. Like SC and Rusgan, Polish daes not show Superiority
effect in short-distance null C questions (seeRudin 1988, which means that it does not have to
haveovert wh-movement in such questions. On the other hand, Romanian shows Superiority effeds
(seeRudin 1988, which means that it has obligatory overt wh-movement, like Bulgarian and

English.

(24) a. Kto co  kupp (Polish)
who what bought
‘Who bought what?’
b. Co kto kup?
(25) a. Cinece a cufmpat? (Romanian)
who what has bought
‘Who bought what?’

b. *Ce cine a cunapat?

Significantly,Citko and Grohmann (2000 observethat asingle pair answer is possblewith Polish
(24a),but not with Romanian (25a), a strongconfirmation d the aurrent analysis (seeBoskovié in

press and Citko and Grohman 2000 for discussion of the interpretation of (24b).)

2 In situ wh-phrasesin MWF languages

In this :dion| show that there ae some exceptionsto the obli gatorinessof fronting o wh-phrases
in MWF languages, a surprising fad in light of the &owve discusson. The exceptions can be
classifiedinto threegroups: semantic, phondogicd, and syntadic. | start by examining semantic

exceptions.

2.1 Semantic exceptions to the obligatoriness of wh-fronting in MWF languages

Onesemantic exceptioninvolves D-linked wh-phrases, which canremaininsitu, as siownin (26).**

(26) a. Ko je kupio koju knjigu? (SC)
who is bought which book



‘Who bought which book?’

b. Koj e kupil koja kniga? (Bulgarian)
who is bought which book

c. (?)Kakoj student piwal kakuju knigu? (Russian)

which student read which book

Theexceptional behavior of D-linked wh-phrasesis explainable under the focus analysis. With D-
linkedwh-phrasestherange of feli citousanswersislimited byaset of objedsfamiliar to the spesker
andthe heaer asaresult of it being referred to in the discourse or salient in the context. Therange
of referenceof D-linked wh-phrasesisthusdiscourse given. Dueto their "discourse giveness', such
wh-phrasesre nat inherently focused henceshoud na be subjed to focus movement.*? Note that
some speakers prefer leaving D-linked wh-phrasesu.Wadowicz (1974 notes this for Polish
andPesetsky (1987, 1989for Romanian and Rusdan.Some spe&kers, however, can ogtionally front
them.Thus, SC (27) isonly dlightly degraded.(Some Poli sh, Russan, and Romanian spe&ersall ow

(27).)°

(27) ?Ko je koju knjigu kupio?
who is which book bought

It isplausiblethat the D-li nked wh-phrasein (27) undergoes srambli ngrather than focusmovement.
If thelatter werethe caewewould exped the movement to be obli gatory, whichisnot the casewith
scrambling scrambling being ogional.** This means that at least marginally, wh-phrases can be
scrambledn SC (seeSinicyn 1982for Russan). Noticethat thereiscrosdingustic variationin this
respectThus, Japanese dl ows wh-scrambling, while German dces not (seeMiller and Sternefeld
1996).Thescramblinganaysisthusmay makeit possbletoacoun for thevariationregarding (27).

An interesting confirmation o thisanalysisis provided by Bulgarian, where most spe&kers

allow optional fronting of D-linked wh-phrases under consideration (cf. (26b)).

(28) Koj koja kniga e kupil?
who which book is bought
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Rudin(1988 arguesthat in Bulgarian constructionslike (29), all wh-phrasesarelocated in SpedCP,
whichin ou terms means that the focus li censor for Bulgarian wh-phrasesis interrogative C. One

argumentor Rudin’sclaim concernsthefad that thewh-phrasescanna besplit by aparentheticd .*®

(29) Koj kakvo e kupil?
who what is bought
(30) ?*Koj, spored tebe, kakvo e kupil?
who according you what is bought
‘Who, according to you, bought what?’

Significantly,it iseasier to split wh-phraseswith aparentheticd if the sscoondwh-phraseisD-li nked.

(31) ?Koj, spored  tebe, koja kniga e kupil?
who according you which book is bought

‘Who, according to you, bought which book?’

(30)-(31) provide evidencethat kakvoin (29) and koja kniga in (28) are nat locaed in the same
position,which follows if, in contrast to kakvo in (29), koja knigain (28) does not undergo focus
movementyemaining below CP. | conclude, therefore, that D-linked wh-phrases do nd undergo
non-wh-fronting, which is explained under the focus movement analysis of non-wh-fronting.

Notice now that if, as is often assumed, English dces covertly what Slavic languages do
overtly with resped to wh-phrases, only nonD-linked wh-phrases would have to undergo LF
movementn English, asargued in Pesetsky (1987 (see &so Boskovi¢ and Franks2000. However,
they would undergo focus movement, not wh-movement.

A questionariseswhether a D-linked wh-phrase can stay in situinasingle question. Thisis
notcompletely clea in SC. (32) isdegraded onthetrue questionrealing, bu not fully unacceptable.

(32) ??0n je kupio koju knjigu?
he is bought which book
‘He bought which book?’
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| suggest that the degraded status of (32) onthetrue questionreadingisaresult of thefail ureto type
the clauses a question in the sense of Cheng (1997, who argues that ead clause must be typed,
i.e.,identified as dedarative or interrogative, in overt syntax.'® Interrogative identificationis dore
eitherthrougha question particle or by fronting a wh-phrase. Since SC does not have aquestion
particlein the relevant constructions, one wh-phrase must front for typing pupaoses. | assume the
typingis caried ou by fronting and pronourcing a wh-phrase within the highest phorologicdly
realized projedion in owert syntax.'” In D-linking questions this can be dore through either
scramblingor wh-movement. (Given that SC patterns with French with resped to when it has overt
wh-movementywh-movement shoud be an oggioneven in short-distancematrix questionslike (6a)
since in French wh-movement takes placeoptiondly in such questions. Recdl that overt wh-
movementanna have taken placein the grammaticd derivation d (6b) because of Superiority.)
| assume that when wh-phrasesin guestions like (6) (or Russan (12)) are not D-linked the typing
canbe caried ou within the focus-licensing projedion, which can be the highest projedion gven
that, as argued in Bkovi¢ (1997c, 2000), CP does not have to be insertedluntih (6). | argue
that +whC in questions like (6a) can be inserted either overtly or covertly. If inserted covertly, no
overtwh-movement takes place If inserted owertly, wh-movement takes placeovertly.(I show that
in structures where the wh-movement optionis forced LF C-insertionis blocked.)'® One agument
for the analysisnat noted in the works cited above concernstopic constituents(TC)(seeStjepanovi¢
1999a,for another argument based onduicing). With TCs, SC shows Superiority effedsevenin

short distance null C questions.

(33) a. Tomtoveku, ko jeta poklonio?
that man.dat who is what bestowed
‘To that man, who bestowed what?’

b. ??Tondoveku,sta je ko poklonio?

Rudin(1993 discusses TCsin Bulgarian and argues that TCsare adjoined to CP.** TCscan then be
presentin the structure only when CP is present overtly. Overt insertion d a +wh C induwces a
Superiorityeffed, which meansthat it forceswh-movement. It foll owsthen that in (6a), which daes

notshow Superiority eff edshencedoesnot invave overt wh-movement, CPisnot inserted owertly.
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Noticethat Russan dces nat exhibit Superiority effeds even in TC constructions. Thisis
expectedgiven that Russan is a Chinese-type language with resped to when it must have wh-

movementRusdan never haswh-movement regardlessof whether Cisinserted owertly or covertly.

(34) a. A etomueloveku kto kogo predstavil?
and that man.dat who whom introduced
‘And to that man, who introduced whom?’

b. A etomueloveku kogo kto predstavil?

Notice aso that, in contrast to (22), SC (33a) can only have apair-list answer. This is expeaed.
Recallthat TCsrequire overt C-insertion, which in turn triggers overt wh-movement. In contrast to
(22), (334) then must involve overt movement to SpedCP, hence the obligatorinessof a pair-list
answer.On the other hand, Stepanov (1998 notes that Rusgan (34a) can still have asingle-pair
answerasexpeded gventhat Russan questionsdo nd havetoinvalve overt movement to SpedCP.

Returningto the typing requirement, naticethat although (35a) is bad onthe true question
reading, it isgood onthe edo reading. (The judgment haldsfor the request for repetition reading.)

(35 a Onatvrdi da STA/?*&amrzi?
she daimsthat what hates
‘She daimsthat she hates WHAT? /*What does e daim that she hates?
b.2*Onatvrdi damrzi STA/&a?

Thisisexpeded. The arrent analysis attributes the badnessof (35a) onthe true questionreading to
the failure to type the matrix clause & interrogative. Since eto questions are not subjed to the
typing requirement (note that English ecdho questions do nd have to invalve overt movement), the
problem doesnat ariseonthe ehorealing. Thewh-phrasestill hasto front for the reason dscussed
abowe (focus), which daes nat apply in Engli sh andwhich isindependent of the typing requirement
inthe sensethat wh-phrasesare subjed to it in MWF languages even when thetypingisnaot anissue.

Noticethat echo questionslike (36) and (35h) aresignificantly better (infad acceptable) on
the reading on which they express surprise than on the reading on whielkthayrepetition d
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whatthe edo questioner has not head. (The judgment is given for the latter reading. The surprise
readinggenerally induces even stronger stressonthe edowh-phrase than the request for repetition

reading For discusson d different types of echo questions, seePope 1976and Wadhowicz 1974)

(36) ?*Ona je poljubila KOGA?
she is kissed who
‘She kissed WHO?’

This can bestraightforwardly acourted for under the focus movement analysis sncethe value of
theechowh-phraseisfully known to the speder, aswell asthe heaer, onthe surprisereading, bu
not on the request for repetition reading. (Recall that focus represents new information.)
To sum up, in contrast to nonD-linked wh-phrases, D-linked wh-phrases and certain echo
wh-phrases can remain in situ in MWF languages, which can be acouned for under the focus
movement analysis, afad that shoud be interpreted as evidencefor the analysis. (Recdl that the
paosshility of focused material splitti ng fronted nonD-linked wh-phrasesin Bulgarian al so provides
evidence for the focus movement analysis.) We have seen that there ae three distinct ways of
fronting wh-phrasesin MWF languages. wh-movement, purefocus movement, andscrambling. The

secondway isthe only one that is always fully acceptable for all speakers of MWF languages.®

2.2 Phonological exceptions to the obligatoriness of wh-fronting in MWF languages

| turn nov to phondogicd exceptions to the obligatoriness of fronting wh-phrases in MWF

languages. One sueRkceptionis exemplified by SC (37), which cortrasts with (13b) and (16a).%*

(37)Sta  uslovljavasta?

what conditions what

Whatisat stake hereisthe ac¢ua phondogicd form of the wh-phrases. The seamndwh-phrase does
not front if it is homophonos with the first fronted wh-phrase.?* Apparently, SC does not all ow
sequencesf homophonos wh-words. To avoid formation of such a sequence awh-phrase can

remainin situ. Noticethat in (38) the ssamndwh-phrase must front. Because of the alverb, fronting
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of the secondta does not create a sequence of homophonous wh-words.

(38) a.Sta neprestangta  uslovljava?
what constantly what conditions
‘What constantly conditions what?’

b. ?8ta neprestano uslovljagsa?

Leavingawh-phrasein situ thus can be dore only as alast resort when necessary to avoid forming

a sequence of homophonous wh-words. The same holds for Bulgarian, Russian, and Romanian.

(39) a. Kakvo obuslavlja kakvo? (Bulgarian)

what conditions what

b. *Kakvo kakvo obuslavlja?

c.Cto obuslovilo ¢to? (Russian)
what conditioned what

d. Cto ¢to obuslovilo?

e.Ce precede ce? (Romanian)
what precedes what

f. *Ce ce precede?

We seam to be deding here with a low level PF effed, since the information concerning the
pronunciationof wh-phrases soud na be acessble to the syntax. It appeas that we need a PF
constraintgainst conseautive homophonoswh-phrasesin the languagesin guestion. Billi ngsand

Rudin (1996) in fact propose such a constraint for Bulgarian to account for{40a):

(40) a. *Koj nakogo kogo e pokazal?
who to whom whom is pointed-out
‘Who point out whom to whom?’

b. Cf. Koj kogo na kogo e pokazal?

Noticethat we cannd be deding here with a Superiority effed. Boskovi¢ (19970 showsthat only
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thehighest wh-phraseis snsitiveto Superiority in Bulgarian, i.e. the highest wh-phrase movesfirst,
the order of movement of other wh-phrases being in principle free Thisis siown by (41)-(44).

(Recall that the order of wh-phrases corresponds to the order of movement to SpecCP.)

(41) a. Kogo kak e tselunal Ivan?
whom how is kissed Ivan
‘How did Ivan kiss whom?’
b. ?*Kak kogo e tselunal Ivan?
(42) a. Koj kogo kak e tselunal?
who whom how is kissed
‘Who kissed whom how?’
b. Koj kak kogo e tselunal?
(43) a. Kogo kakvo e pital Ivan?
whom what is asked Ivan
‘Whom did Ivan ask what?’
b. ?*Kakvo kogo e pital lvan?
(44) a. Koj kogo kakvo e pital?
who whom what is asked
‘Who asked whom what?’

b. Koj kakvo kogo e pital?

Note now the parall eli sm between the wh-phrasesin SC (6) and noninitia fronted wh-phrasesin
Bulgarianwith resped to the ladk of Superiority effeds. The parall elism is expeded undx the
currentanalysis, where movement of thefirst wh-phrasein Bulgarian dff ersfrom the movement of
the second and thkird wh-phrase, which arein turn the same & the movement of all wh-phrases
in SC (6). In ather words, since the seacond and third movement in Bulgarian (41)-(44) and bah
movementsn SC (6) are the same (bath can be pure focus movement) it isnat surprising that they
behaventhe sameway with resped to Superiority, differinginthisresped from thefirst movement
in (41)-(44). The data show that only the wh-phrase dheding the strong+wh-feaure of C (which

meanony onewh-phrase) is subjed to Superiority, wh-phrases undergoing pue focus movement
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beinginsensitivetoit. Boskovi¢ (1999 gives an econamy-based explanation d thisfad applicable
to bath SC and Bulgarian that is based oncertain dff erencesin formal properties of focus and wh-
movement?

Interestingly, likeBulgarian, SC exhibits sledivesuperiority effedswhereit must havewh-
movementasin, e.g.,embedded wh-clauses. Asin Bulgarian questions, in such contextsthe highest

wh-phraseprior to movement isfirst in the linear order, the order of other wh-phrases being free®

(45) a. ?Ima kome kako da pomogne.
has whom how part. helps
‘S(he) has someone to help somehow.’
b. *Ima kako kome da pomogne.
c. ?Ima ko kako kome da pomogne.
has who how whom part. helps

‘There is someone who can somehow help somebody.’

Thesdads confirm the aurrent analysis of when SC and Bulgarian must have overt wh-movement.

Returningto (40), given the above discusson, (40) canna be acounted for by Superiority.
Noticealso that (40a) improves when the third wh-phrase remains in situ, which is not unexpeded
if the unacceptabilityf (404) isindead dueto a PFconstraint against homophonows squences of
wh-phrasesThethird wh-phrase caana remain in situ in (40b), which confirmsthat leavingawh-

phrasensituisalast resort devicefor savingaquestionfrom violatingthe PFconstraint in question.

(46) a. Koj na kogo e pokazal kogo?
who to whom is shown whom
‘Who showed whom to whom?’

b. ??Koj kogo e pokazal na kogo?

Wearededing herewith arather intricaeinterplay of phondogy (the PFconstraint in question) and
syntax(the obli gatorinessof fronting wh-phrases). A principled way of cgpturingit is provided by

arecent approach to the pronurciation d nontrivial chains, based onthe cpytheory of movement.
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It isgenerally assumed that onthe LF side, we have some dhoicein deddingwhere deletionshoud
takeplacein nontrivia chains. Thus, Chomsky (1995 arguesthat onthe reading onwhich himself
in (47) refersto Joe,the tail of the dhain creaed by wh-movement of which picture of himself is
deletedso that himselfremainsin SpecCP, whereit isc-commanded byJoebu not Jim.Ontheother
hand,onthe reading onwhich himselfrefers to Jim, himselfis deleted in the head of the dhain and

remains in the structure in the tail of the chain, where it is c-commanded by and boed'to

(47) Joe wonders.} [which picture of himself],} Jim bought [which picture of himself]]]

In LF wethushave a toicein deddingwhere deletionshoud take placein nontrivia chains. Itis
oftenassumed that no choiceisavail able in PF, the head always being the sole survivor, asin (48).
(48) a. The student was arrestad-student

b. FFhe-studentvas arrested the student.

c. *The student was arrested the student.

d. *Thestudentwas arrestethe student.

However,a number of authors have recently argued that in PFwe dso have a ©ioice oncerning
which member of anontrivial chain survives deletion (seeBobalji k 1995,Brody 1995 Groat and
O’Neil 1996,Runrer 1998, Hiramatsu 1997 ,Pesetsky 1997,1998Richards 1997, Roberts 1997,
Franks1998,Nunes 1999,and Boskovi¢ 2001). Of particular interest to usisthe proposal madein
Franks(1998, who arguesthat, just asin LF thereis apreferencefor deletionin the head pasition
of nonttrivia chains (at least with operator-variable dhains), in PFdeletionin thetail of nontrivia
chains (that is, deletion of lower copies) is just a preference. More precikaiyeranember of a
chainispronourcedinsteal of thehead of the dhainiff pronurciationinthehead pasitionwouldlead
to a PF violationprovided that the violation can be avoided by gronourcing the lower member of
the chairf® (By the head of a chain | mean the highest merob@sequence of copies creaed by
movemenbf thesame dement. | disregard thefad that in some caestwo dff erent chains, an A and
an A’-chain, are created by movement of the same elementWsqiy seems; to t know it)
Letus sewhat the propcsal entail sfor (37). Theungrammaticdity of (13b) and(16a) shows

thatthereisasyntadic requirement, namely focus, that forcesall wh-phrasesin SC to movein overt
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syntax. This swoud aso hdd for the second sta in (37), which then also must undergo focus

movement. As a result, (37) has the following SS. (I am ignoring the lower copy of t&f)rst

(49) [.» Sta sta [uslovijava sta]]

what what conditions what

| assuumethat thereisaPFconstraint against conseautive homophonows wh-wordsin SC. Given the
constraintand the proposal that a lower member of a nontrivial chain can be pronourced if
necessaryo avoid aPFviolation,we ae dlowed to pronourcethe lower copy d the seoondstain
PF2

(50) [ Stasta [uslovljavasta]]

Wethusderive (37) andacourt for the contrast between (37) and (13b)/(16a) withou violatingthe
syntacticrequirement that forces all wh-phrasesto move overtly in SC (the secondsta in (37) does
undergoes$ocus movement), withou look-aheal from the syntax to thephondogy,andwithou any
PF movement. The analysis also provides evidence for the copy theory of movement.
Considemow Bulgarian (46). (46a-b) have the SSin (51). (The order of the ojedsin the
basepasitionandthe predsepasition d thesubjed prior to wh-movement areirrelevant. Recdl that
the order of wh-phrases refleds the order of movement to SpedCP. Koj movesfirst, the order of

movemenbf the objedsisfree Pokazalundergoes $ort V-movement and e maybe movingto C.)

(51) a. Koj na kogpkogq, e koj pokazal na kogdogq,?
b. Koj kogq na kogq e koj pokazal na kogckogq?

Considemwhich copies of the wh-chains will be pronourced in (51a). Sincewe ae dedingwith a
PFoperation, it seams natural to scan the structure linealy left-to-right. We then first examine the
koj chain Sincenathing geeswrongif the dhainispronourced in the head pasition, we pronource
theinitial koj. Next,consider the nakogochain.Again, noPFviolation accursif we pronourceits
head.(Nothing rules out the koj nakogo sequence Note that | assume that the dedsion whether to
pronouncehe heal or thetail of the chainismadewithou look-ahead. It canna be dfeded bylater

decisionconcerning pronurciation d other chains.)At this paint, then, we have the sequence koj
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na kogo sentence initialy. Now we @nsider the kogo chain: If we pronource kogoin the head
positionwe violate the PF constraint against homophonows squences of wh-words. In arder not to
do that we pronounce thail of the dhain, deriving (46a). Consider now (51b). It iseasy to verify
thatif we scan the structure left to right when determining which copies to pronource no PF
violation occurs if we pronounce the headslbfhree thains. We then must pronourcetheinitial
wh-phrasesyhich gvesus (40b). Notethat (46b) isunderivable. The datain (40) and (46) arethus
accounted for.

Romanian, a Bulgarian-type MWF language (see Rudin 1988, provides ancther
phonologicakxceptionto the obli gatorinessof frontingwh-phrases. (52) isan example of MWFin

Romanian.

(52) Cineunde ce a adus?
who where what has brought

‘Who brought what where?’

Like SC, Bulgarian,andRusdan, Romanian oHdi gatoril y frontsall wh-phrases, includingwh-phrases
in echo questions. Thus, acording to Comorovski (1996, (53) is bad even as an echo question*

(53) *lona adus ce?

lon has brought what

Interestingly Comorovski notesthat exceptionall y, echowh-phraseshaveto stay insituin questions

that require a question as an answer. ((54b) would be unacceptable as a true, non-echo question.)

(54) a. Q: Cinea uitat adeschid parguta?
who has forgotten to open  the-parachute
b. Echo Q: Cinea uitat adeschidce (anume)?

who has forgotten to open what exactly

Comorovskishowsthat we ae dedingwith aPFeffed. She showsthat it isimpossbleto assgna

propermelodic contour to (54b) if the etiowh-phraseisfronted. True questionsin Romanian have
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a melodic pe&k on the wh-phrase, which is immediately followed by a falling contour. The
intonationcanna start falli ngimmediately after the true questionwh-phrase if it wereimmediately
followed by an edho wh-phrase, edho wh-phrases being pronourced with a sharp rise in pitch.
Comorovski(p. 63 shows that a proper melodic contour can be asdgned if the edhio wh-phraseis
pronounced in situ.

How can we instantiate this formally(53) shows that, as in SC, in Romanian echo wh-
phrasesnust front in the syntax. The same then hddsfor the ehowh-phrasein (54). Ignaingthe
copyleft by fronting the first wh-phrase, (54b) hasthe SSin (554). Asdiscussd abowe, if the head
of the chain creaed bythefronting d the edhiowh-phraseispronourced the wnstructioncanna be
assigneda proper melodic contour, resulting in a PF violation. However, the violation can be
avoidedf thetail of the dhainispronourced (55b). The @nstruction can then be assgned aproper

intonation pattern.

(55) a. true-wh echo-wh.....verb echo-wh

b. true-wh eche-wh....... verb echo-wh
We also explain why the seamndwh-phrase hasto be fronted onthe nonechorealing. Sinceonthis
readingthe second wh-phrase is not pronownced with a sharply raised ptch the PF problem that
arisesonthe eto questionrealing o the seamndwh-phrasedoesnat ariseonthenon-edchorealing.
PFthen does nat license lower pronurtiation d the seamndwh-phrase onthe nonedorealing, as
it does on the echo reading. Lower pronunciation is then disallowed.

Chomsky’s (1995 Move F Hypathesis provides an alternative analysis. SC (37) and
Romanian54b) can be analyzed asinvalving owert fedure movement of the seaondwh-phrase (it
would take place in the same cycle asrtimarement of the first wh-phrase), leaving phondogicd
featuresof the secondwh-phrase behind. The secondwh-phrase then has to be pronourced in the

tail of the chairt*

(56) [ Sta FF§ta) [uslovljavasta]]

what what conditions what

Theanalysisisinconsistent with Chomsky’ s(1995 system, where separating FFfrom phondogicd
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featuress assumed to lead to a PF crash. Pesetsky (2000, however, argues against this position.
Accordingto Pesetsky, there is nathing inherent to PFthat would prevent feaure movement prior
to spell -out.* To makethe Move F analysiswork in the constructionsin questionwe haveto assume
thatfull phrasal movement is preferabl e to feaure movement, at least prior to spell -out. Thiscan be
assumedo hdd generaly or only in the @nstructions in question. Taking the latter tadk would
essentiallymean assuming that eady movement is arbitrarily spedfied as either affeding a not
affectingphondogicd feaures, asin Bobalji k (1995, Groat andO’ Nell (1995, andPesetsky (1997,
1998).We further need to assume that this halds only upto convergence The spedficaion can be
overriddenf necessary for PFconvergence, asin the caes under consideration. Alternatively, we
canasaume that phrasal movement is generally preferred to feaure movement at least in overt
syntax.Wewould then befoll owing Chomsky’s(1995. However, we caana use Chomsky’ sexad
reasoninginceit does not al ow for the up-to-the-PFconvergence exception to the obli gatoriness
of full phrasal movement: it always forces full phrasal movement prior to spell-out. We need a
systeminwhich phrasal movement isonly apreference A propasal by Norvin Richards, discussed
in Pesetsky (2000, acdhieves this. Following Richards, Pesetsky observes that taking the ideaof

Attract Closest seriously would make phrasal movement more eonamicd than fegure movement
becauséhe phrase is aways the dosest element with the relevant fedure to the target (see dso
Fukui1997. Suppcsewe ae dlowed tolookinsidethe dosest candidate for attradionif necessary
for PFconvergence (I am departing here from Chomsky’s 1995 vew of Attrad Closest.) Thisis
exactlywhat would happen in the cases under consideration, where full phrasal focus movement of

theseandwh-phraseresultsinaPFcrash. Feaure movement then takesplaceinstead of full phrasal

movement.

Consider (40) and (46) under this analysis. Recdl that the order of wh-phrases refleds the
orderof movement to SpedCP. The highest wh-phrase ko] moves first, the order of movement of
kogoand nakogobeing free. In all constructiok®j moves first via phrasahovement. Either na
kogoor kogomoves mnd. In (57a) na kogomoves second and (57b) kogodoes. Since 4 this
point nathing gaes wrongas a result of these movements, the movements can be, hence must be,
phrasalThefirst two wh-phrases are then pronourced in theraised pasitions.®(l usetraces herefor

ease of exposition)

22



(57) a.Koj na kogo e t pokazal tkogo?
who to whom is shown whom

b. Kojkogq e t pokazal na kogq2

Finally, thethird wh-phrase moves. In (57b) nothing gaeswrongif it undergoes phrasal movement,
whichisthen the only option. Sincethe movement caries phondogicd feaures, thiswh-phraseis
alsopronourced in theraised pasition, gving us (40b). However, if the third wh-phrase undergoes
phrasamovement in (57a) the constraint against conseautive homophonowswh-phrasesisviol ated.
Toavoidthis, thethird wh-phrase undergoes feaure movement. Thiswh-phraseisthen pronourced
in its base-generated pasition, gving us (464). Neither derivationcan yield (46b), adesirableresult.
Let us ®eif we cantease gart the Move F andthe pronource a opyanalysis (PCA). Notefirst
thatthe PCA may be conceptualy more gpeding. The Move F analysis invalves some globality
(we sometimesdoMove F instead of phrasal movement in the syntax for PFreasons), which isnot
the case with the PCA.Let us, however, see if the analyses can be teased apart empirically.
Under the most natural interpretation o the PCA wewould exped successve g/clic movement
to have aPFreflex in the cnstructions under consideration. Unlesswe speaficdly stipulate that
onlythehead or thevery tail of a chain can bepronourced (seeFranks 1998for adiff erent propasal)
it seams that the second sta in the SC what what construction and the echo wh-phrase in the
Romaniarconstructionwould na haveto bepronourced intheir base paositions. Thisisnot the cae
necessarily under the Move F analysis. In fad, unless additional assumptions are aloped (for
relevantdiscusson seeCheng 2000 who propases that Move F can be launched in the midd e of
successiveyclic phrasal movement), uncer this analysiswe would exped the relevant wh-phrases
to occur in the position they occupy prtorwh-movement. The test in question canna be runfor
the SC whatwhat construction due to an interfering fador. As Boskovié¢ (1997a) shows, SC has
more than ore position for focus licensing d wh-phrases, as a result of which it is difficult to
determinagn more compli cated constructions whether we ae dedingwith pronurciation d a opy
of thesecondwhat, or the head of the focus movement chain of the ssaondwhat. The same problem
arisesvith Romanian echowh-constructions snce Romanian seemsto have morethan ore position

wheremovingedowh-phrases can belicensed. The problem, however, doesnat arisein Bulgarian
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andRomanian whatwhat constructionsince, as Rudin (1988 shows (see &so (29)-(30)), in these
languages only interrogative C can license nonwh-fronting o nonedo wh-phrases.®
Unfortunately, the data are not clear. (Only

onecopy d the ssmndwhatis pronourced. Note that (58a) and (59a) differ from (58b) and (59b),

where the indicated pronunciation is the only possibility. % indicates variation in judgfients.)

(58) a. Kakvo (*kakvo) misli (*kakvo) Ivan (%okakveg (kakvo) obuslavlja (kakvo)?

what what thinks lvan that conditions

‘What does Ivan think conditions what?’

b. Koj kakvo misli Ivage obuslavlja?

who what thinks Ivan that conditions

‘Who does lvan think conditions what?’
(59) a. Ce (*ce) crede (*ce) lon (*ce) @oce) a (*ce) determinat (ce)?

what what thinks lon that has determined

‘What does lon think determined what?’

b. Cinece crede lohca determinat?

who what thinks lon that has determined

‘Who does lvan think determined what?’
Themost plausible candidate for an intermediate landing site seans to be the embedded SpecCP.
The pre-verbal copyin (58a) can be locaed in the Case-cheding pasition d what, given that, as
shownin Boskovi¢ (19970, acasative wh-phrases passthroughtheir Case-cheding pasition on
their way to SpecCP. So, the only unambiguous intermediate copy of wh-fronting itself is the one
immediatelyprecading ce/ca. The judgments of my informants differ concerning the passhility of
pronouncinghe secondwhatin thispasition, most of themregjedingit. However, severa interfering
factorsprevent usfrom drawing astrongconclusionfrom this. First, somethinglike adoubly fill ed
Compfilter can be an interfering fador here. Notice dso that at least in some caes, Bulgarian and
Romaniarere nat sensitive to the wh-island constraint, which can be interpreted as indicating that
Bulgarianand Romanian wh-phrases do not have to stop in SpedCP, ancther interfering factor.®’

Furthemore, Richards (1997 claims that movement of the seand wh-phrase is nat sensitive to
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SubjacencyAccording to him, the first wh-phrase satisfies Subjacency with resped to the matrix
Cinthe onstructionsin question. Given his Principle of Minimal Compliance, thegist of whichis
thatevery requirement nealsto besatisfied orly once the sscondwh-phrasedoesnot haveto satisfy
Subjacencylts movement can then proceead in orefell swoop.Infad, if we assumethat successve
cyclic movement takes placeto satisfy Subjacency the secondwh-phrasein the dove @nstructions
cannot undergo successive cyclic movement; it has to move in one fell swoop.

| turn now to an argument for the aurrent analysisthat can also help ustease gart the PCA
and the Move F analysis. Under the aurrent analysis, the wh-phrase in situ in the @nstructionsin
guestionundergoes movement in overt syntax, either full phrasal movement, as in the PCA, or
featuremovement, asin the Move F analysis.Asaresult, we would exped the wh-phraseto be ale
tolicenseother e ementsfrom the putativerai sed pasition.Onerel evant phenomenonisparasitic gap
(PG)licensing. Since Bulgarian and SC do nd alow PGs | focus on Romanian.**Consider(60)-
(61)%

(60) a. Cinea citit CE arh g claseze?
who has read what  without subj.part. files
‘Who read what without filing?

b.Ce precede cearaf @ influeeze?

what precedes what without subj.part. influences
‘What precedes what without influencing?’

(61) cf. *Cine a  citit cartea arh S claseze?

who has read the-book without subj.part. files

‘Who read the book without filing?’

The fad that awh-in-situ can license aPG provides grongevidencefor the aurrent approad, on
which the wh-in-situ undergoes movement in overt syntax in spite of being ponourced in situ.

Notice that (60a-b) contrast in the relevant respect with their English counterparts.

(62) a. *\Who read WHAT without filing?

b. *What precedes what without influencing?
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Thisisnat surprising uncer the aurrent analysis, since (60) and (62) receive different analysesin
spiteof the superficial similarity. Thisis particularly clea under the PCA, where the wh-in-situin
(60) undergoes phrasal movement in owvert syntax that does nat differ syntadicdly in any relevant
respectrom wh-movement of whatin (63). It isthen na surprisingthat (60) patternswith (63) and
not (62).

(63) What did John file without reading?

Underthe Move F analysis of (60), we haveto assumethat formal feaures aufficefor PG licensing.
(Only theformal feaures of the wh-in-situ move, semantic and phondogicd feaures gay behind.)
Furthermoreto acoun for the contrast between (60) and (62) we need to assumethat thein situ wh-
phrasén English (62) doesnat movein LF.If it wereto movein LF, in Chomsky’s (1995 system
it would uncergofeaure movement (see however, Pesetsky 2000, likethein situwh-phrasein (60)
under the Move F analysis tifese constructions. True, feaure movementsin (60) and (62) could
betaking dacein dff erent comporents, overt syntax andLF. (Thiswould na bethe caein systems
which dispense with LF.) However, this shoud be irrelevant aslongas we do nd assume that PG
licensingisan SSphenomenon,which would beinconsistent with the Minimali st Program. If either
of the two assumptions necessary to make the Move F analysisof (60) work canna be maintained
we have here an argument for the superiority of the PCA over the Move F analysis.
ThePG datashow that we ae deding herewith anew type of in situwh-phrasesnat attested
in Engli sh-type, French-type, and"true" wh-in-situlanguages. We have dready seenthat, in contrast
to in situ wh-phrases in MWF languages, in situ wh-phrases in Engli sh multi ple questions canna

license PGs. The same holds for in situ wh-phrases in French and Malay wh-in-situ qgffestions.

(64)a. *ll a Iu quoi sans classer? (French)
he has read what without to-file
‘What has he read without filing?’
b. cf. Qu'a-t-il lu sans classer?
c. *Kamu aturkan buku yang mana tanpa baca? (Malay)

you filed bookthat which without reading
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‘Which book did you file without reading?’
d. cf. Buku yang mana kamu aturkan tanpa baca?

book that which you filed without reading

This means that whatever analysis of (60) is adoped it shoud na be gplied to (64). So, if thein
situ wh-phrases in (60) undergo feaure movement, the in situ wh-phrases in (64) cannd be
undergoingeaure movement.”> And if the in situ wh-phrases in (60) undergo phrasal movement
with pronurciation d alower copy, the same shoud na hold for the in situ wh-phrases in (64).*?
Eitherway, we aededing herewith adistinct type of in situ wh-phrases, different from in situ wh-
phrasesn nonMWF languages li ke English, Malay, and French. Asaresult, determining the most
adequatanalysisof (60) hasimportant ramificaionsfor analyzingin situ wh-phrasesin nonMWF

languages.

2.3 A syntactic exception to the obligatoriness of wh-fronting in MWF languages

Comorovski(1996nates that edho wh-phrases in Romanian can exceptionall y stay in situ within
non-RelativizedMinimality islands (i.e. nonwh-islands). (65) contrasts with (53) on the eto
guestiorreading. Noticethat overt wh-movement out of theislandis not all owed regardlessof the

reading®

(65) lon a auzit zvonul acPetrua cungpat CE?

lon has heard the rumor that Peter has bought  what
(66) *Ce a auzit lon zvonuhdPetru a cumgrat?
Assuminghat islandhoods g/ntadicin naturewe aededing herewith asyntadic exceptiontothe
obligatorinessof MWF in Romanian. The exception is realily aceounted for under the Move F
analysispnwhich Romanianwh-phrasesundergoMoveF if phrasal movement isnot possble. Ochi
(1998)and Agbayani (1998) argue that phrasal movement but not feaure movement is sibjed to
non-Relativized Minimality-type islands. According to them, feature movement is subject only to
RelativizedMinimality islands throughAttrad Closest. If they areright, full phrasal movement of
theechowh-phrasein (65) isnot possble. Thewh-phrase canthen undergofeauremovement.* The

MoveF analysisenablesusto acourt for (65) whil e still havingthe wh-phrase undergo movement
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to C, which isdesirable given the ungammaticdity of (53).Given that (65) is unaccetable onthe

true question reading a question arises why the Move F derivationis unavail able on thisrealing. |

speculatethat Cheng's (1997 clausa typing is the aulprit. A whole wh-phrase, including its

phonologicaffeaures, must be present in SpedCP in owert syntax in Romanian to type a tause &

a question. This rules out the possibility of wh-in-situ on the true question reading in Romanian.
TheV-2 effed raisesapotential problem for the Move F analysis. Normally, in bah subjed

andnonsubjed questionsverbal el ementsoccur inthesecmnd paition on bohthe ethoandthenon

echoreading d thefronted wh-phrase. Asaresult, they precalethesubjed in nonsubjed questions.

(67) Ce a spusadalina?
what has said Madalina
‘What did Madalina say?’

Underthe Move F analysis, (65) isanonsubjed question with the verbal elements foll owing the
subject.Thisisnot aproblem if the V-2 effed isphondogicd in nature, as suggested in Boskovi¢
(2001),Chomsky (1995, and Rice and Svenonus (1998, among dhers, for various languages.
Alternatively, we can assume that the subject in (65) is located in a pre-SpecCP topic position.
Turningto the PCA, under this analysis (65) invaves phrasal movement of the edo wh-
phrasen overt syntax. The head of the chain creaed by the movement is deleted and the wopyis
pronounced(Deletion d the head hasto be sanctioned by PFreasons, which are discussed below.)

(68)€e... [\p...ce]
Underthisanaysis (66) and (65) have the same syntadic derivation. Asaresult, acourting for the

contrastbetween them becomes difficult. The only way to preservethe PCA seemsto beto assume
islandhoodsat least to some extent aPFproperty. Some older approadchesto islandhood d@sume
this,e.g., Perimutter (1972, revived in adlightly different form in Pesetsky (1997,1998. (For PF
approacheso islandhood,see &so Lasnik 2000and Merchant 199.) For Perlmutter, syntadic
movementsnot constrained byislands. What is constrained byislandsisthe obligatory deletion d
thecopyleft by movement. The deletionfail swhen anislandintervenes between thehead of a dhain

andits copy. Interpreting thisasaPFviolationleads us to pronource a opyinsteal o the head of
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thechain under Franks' approacdhto pronurtiation d chains. The PCA seemsto bebased onarather
unorthodoxview of locdity restrictions. Thisisadually na true. The analysisisbased onthe more
orless sandard view of the saving effed of resumptives with resped to locdity of movement (but
seeBoedkx 2007), whichimpliesthat at least to some extent, locdity isaPFphenomenon.Itiswell -
known (see Shlonsky 1992and Pesetsky 1997,1998mong dhers)that in a number of languages,
e.g.Hebrew, Arabic, Irish,and English,alocdity violationcan besaved by phontogicdly redizing
acopy within the island as a resumptive pronoun.Using aresumptive in these languagesis alast
resortstrategy employed orly when movement would atherwise violate locdity restrictions on

movement.

(69) a. *There is one worker who the company fired the employee that had treated badly.
b. There is one worker who the company fired the employee that treated him badly.

c. *This is the guy who | like him. (Pesetsky 1998:364)

Apparently, phondogicdly redizing a cpy within an island can rescue a onstruction from a
locality violation* This, | propaose, iswhat happensin (65). Movement out of theislandtakesplace
The construction is saved from alocdity violation by phontogicdly redizing a copy within the
island.(Notethat the typingrequirement isirrelevant sincewe aencot dedingwith atrue question))
Theonly differenceisthat in (69b) the wpyisredized asaresumptive pronounandin (65) the full
copyispronourced. Pesetsky (1997,1998 propaosesthat in (69b) thetail of the chainispronourced
as apronoun de to a constraint that requires copies that are not heads of chainsto be & close to
unpronouned as possible. Pronurciation d ®-features,i.e. pronaminal pronurciation, is the
minimal pronurciation. The resumptive pronounstrategy canna be enployed in (65) becaise quite
generally,echo wh-phrases canna be associated with resumptive pronours.*’ Since a resumptive
pronounis nat an option, afull copyispronourced. Why can’'t we phondogicdly redizebaoth the
headandthetail of the wh-chainin (65)? Nunes (1999 argues that pronourcing bdh the head and
thetail of a dhain would violate Kayne's (19949 Linea Correspondence Axiom (LCA) so that the
chaincould na belineaized. Nunes considersthe head andthetail of a dhain to be non-distinct for
the purposes of the LCA. As aresult, redizing bah phonadogicaly would result in a conflicting

ordering.Suppcsewededdeto delete neither the head nar thetail of the chain creaed by movement
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of cein (65). Giventhe LCA, thewh-phrasewill haveto bah precede (because of cein SpedCP) and
follow (becaise of cein the base-generated pasition) other words in the sentence Lineaizaion
therefordail s. What abou the resumptive pronounexamples? Why arethey nat violatingthe LCA?
It seams plausible that the wh-phrase and the resumptive pronounare not non-distinct for the
purpose®f the LCA sincethey do nd recevethe same phondogicd redizaion. The LCA isthen
not violated in (69b).

Letmefinaly pant out that Franks and Pesetsky’ sapproadh to PFredizaion o chainsare
verysimilar. Forcinga mpythat isnot thehead of a dhainto be ascloseto ungonourced asposshble
entailsthat if thereisnoreasonto pronourceit, it will naot be pronourced. For Franks, andthe same
seemdo hdd for Pesetsky, the relevant reasons are phondogicd, which makes sense given that
copypronurtiationisaPFphenomenon.In principle, theheal of a dhain can alwaysbe pronourced.
Whenevercopies (by copies | mean everything bu the head of a chain) are dl deleted the head of
thechain must be pronourcted to avoid violating Recoverability of Deletion. When a mpy must be
fully realized phonologically for independent reasons, the head must be deleted to avoid violating
theLCA. With partial phondogicd redizaion d a wpy, aswith resumptive pronours, the head of
thechain canna be deleted. Itsdeletionwould violate Recoverabilit y of Deletion- awh-phrase and
a pronaun obvously canna be @nsidered nondistinct for the purposes of Rewverability of
Deletion.

To sum up,phondogicd and syntadic exceptions to the obligatorinessof wh-frontingin
MWF languages can be accounted for by adopting giteé&CA or the Move F analysis. (Under
thePCA there aeno puely syntadic exceptions.) At thispoint, we caana compl etely conclusively
chooseore of the two analyses. The PG data, however, dofavor the PCA.*® Determining which
analysessmore adequate hasimportant consequencesfor analyzingin situwh-phrasesin nonMWF
languages.

3 Conclusion

| showed that MWF languages do nd display uniform behavior with resped to wh-movement, thus
eliminatingthistype of language from the aosdinguistic typology concerning the behavior of wh-
phrasesvith resped to wh-movement in multi plequestions. Thisleavesuswith 3types, represented

by English, French, and Chinese. MWF langueges are scatered aaossthese 3 types: Bulgarian is
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a MWF counterpart of English, SC of French, and Russan o Chinese. The behavior of MWF
languagesvith resped to wh-movement is camouflaged bythe focus requirement, which forcesall
wh-phrases$o move overtly independently of wh-movement. We have seen that there ae 3 classes
of exceptionsto the obli gatorinessof wh-frontingin MWF languages. semantic, phondogicd, and
syntactic. The semantic exceptions are explained away by the focus nature of the alditional
movemenbf wh-phrasesin MWF languages. | have considered two explanationsfor phondogicd
andsyntadic exceptions: one based onthe Move F Hypothesis and ore based onthe posshility of
pronunciationof lower copies of nontrivial chains sanctioned by PF considerations. The latter
provides evidencefor the awpy theory of movement. The exceptions to the obli gatorinessof wh-
fronting have led meto pasit anew type of in situ wh-phrases, distinct from in situ wh-phrasesin
non-MWF languages.
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1.Malaymay be abetter example of awh-in-situ language sinceli ke Japanese (see Wdanabe 1992,
Chineséhas bean argued to invalve overt null operator movement to SpecCPin questions (seeCole
andHermon 1999. Cole and Hermon show that the null operator analysisdoesnot work for Malay.
2.SeeRudin (1988, Boskovic¢ (1997b, 1998b, 1999Richards (1997, 1998 and Pesetsky (2000.
One argument that the fixed order of wh-phrases in Bulgarian (iab) is a result of Superiority
concernghefad that (ib) improves with D-linked andechowh-phrases. (Koj in (id) isan echowh-
phrase.)lhe same happens with Superiority violationsin English (ii). All the ebove aithors argue
thatthewh-phrasethat isfirst inthelinea order in Bulgarian isthe onethat movesfirst. The seand
wh-phrasesither right-adjoins to the first wh-phrase, located in SpecCP, asin Rudin (1988, o
movesto alower SpedCP (thefirst wh-phrase being locaed in the higher SpecCP), asin Richards
(1997,1998 and Pesetsky (2000. For ancther approadito Bulgarian MWF, seeGrewendarf (2007)
and Kim (1997).
(i) a. Koj kakvo e kupil?
who what is bought
‘Who bought what?’
b. *Kakvo koj e kupil?
c. ?Koja kniga koj c¢ovek e kupil?
which book which man is bought
‘Which man bought which book?’
d. ?Kakvo KOJ e kupil?
(i) a. *What did who buy?
b. Which book did which man buy?
¢. What did WHO buy?
3.lignaethe etorealing.| do nd giveindired questions due to an interfering fador. Sincethey
formally do nd differ from root questionsthey can be eaily analyzed asroot questionswith theroat
clausetreaed as an adsentential. The problem does naot arise with correlatives (7) and existentials

(8), which also contain embedded questions (seelzvorski 1996, 1998 In Boskovi¢ (1997) | show
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that when the interfering factor is controlled for, indirect questions also show Superiority effects.
4.Theras omevariationwith resped to the relevant data. Ljilj anaProgovac(p.c.) informs methat

in her judgment, SC patterns with Bulgarian. LéaNash (p.c.) informs me that for her, Russan
patternswith SC. (This halds for bath Superiority and the data cncerning the interpretation o
multiple questions discussed below, which provides strong evidence for the current analysis.)
5.1 am considering ony the reading onwhich the eto question asks for repetition d what the
questionehas not head (seesedion 2.1for ancther echo questionreading). SC Sta lvankupijeis
thus ambiguous between the edo and the nonecho realing. Notice that one of my Bulgarian
informantsaccepts (14a) and (16b). However, even for this gedker, edho wh-phrases in situ are
better on the surprise echo question reading thaheoequest for repetition reading, in line with

the discussion in section 2.1 below (see this section for discussion of different echo readings).
6.Contrastivefocus, aso referred to as identificational or narrow focus, expresses exhaustive
identification and isccompanied byemphatic stress It isimportant to distingush it from simple
new information focus, also referred to as wide or presentational focus.

7.Notall Slavic spe&kers obligatorily front focused nonwh-phrases. All my informants have this
option.However, afew of them can a solearefocused nonwh-phrasesin situ. Most Slavic spesers
haveat least astrong peferencefor frontingthem, see e.g.,King 1993105,who claimsthat thisis
astrongtendency in Russan. (Stepanov 1998461 claims such phrases must movein Russan.) We
candeade to ignare the optional fronting pettern, sinceit is clealy dispreferred, perhaps for all
speakers. If we don't, there are two ways to acctamt. (I refer to it as Variety 1.) We can pasit

a minor difference in the lexicd spedficaion d wh-phrases and focused nonwh-phrases by
assuminghat wh-phrases have astrongfocusfeaurewhil efocused nonwh-phrasescan have ather
astrong a awedk focusfeaurein Variety | (seeKidwai 1999for asimilar propasal for Hindi/Urdu
andMaayalam). There is a more principled aternative. There is an interesting simil arity in the
behaviorof different types of wh-phrases in Malay and dfferent types of focdized elements in
Variety |. Maay argumental wh-phrases can either move or stay in situ. Cole and Hermon (1995
showthat Malay argumental wh-in-situ does nat involve null operator movement, as argued for
Japanesby Watanabe (1992. They show that no wh-movement of any kind takes placein Malay

argumentaivh-in-situ. On the other hand, adjunct wh-phrases must move overtly. The gist of their
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analysisis that athoughin principle wh-movement is optional in Malay, adjuncts must move
becausehey are uninterpretable in situ. The analysis can be gplied to focusin Variety |. Suppcse
focusmovement isin principle optional in Variety |. (The optiondlity can be aresult of different
lexicalchaices, asin Cole andHermon' sanalysis.) Suppasefurthermorethat in MWF languageswh-
phrasesre interpretable only in the focus paosition. As a result, wh-phrases must undergo focus
movementeven in Variety |, where focus movement is in principle optional, since they would
otherwise be uninterpretable.

8.Focus movement is insensitive to Superiority. Boskovi¢ (1998b,1999 who povides an
explanatiorof thisfad, showsthat thisholdsfor Bulgarian aswell as SC and Russan (seesedion
2.2).Slavidanguages am to dffer arbitrarily regarding which elements|li censefocus. Thisisnot
surprisingsinceit iswell-known that thereisconsiderable aosdingustic variationregardingwhere
focusis licensed under movement (see e.g., Kiss 1995, espedaly p. 23. Focusing on Slavic,
Boskovi¢ (1997a)argues that in Bulgarian, the focus licensor isinterrogative C, in SC Agr andin
somecases interrogative C. lzvorski (1993 and Lambova (in press argue for a separate focus-
licensinghead below C for Bulgarian. Stjepanovi¢ (1999b) gives an analysis of SC with Agrsl
Predasfocuslicensors. Stepanov (1998 arguesthat the focus licensor in RussanisAgrsand King
(1993)X.

9.For explanation of this, s&®oskovi¢ (in presg. Under the analysis given in thiswork, which is
basednHagstrom’ s(1998 semanticsof questions, languagesthat have obli gatory overt movement
of awh-phrase to SpedCP canna license single-pair answers, whil e languages that do nd have it
may, but do nd have to, alow such answers. In ather words, na filli ng SpecCP by a wh-phrase
overtly is necessary but not sufficient for licensing single-pair answers.
10.Unfortunatelyno definite conclusioncan bedrawn from examination d contextswhere SC must
haveovert wh-movement. Therelevant test either canna berun dwetointerferingfadorsconcerning
the interpretation d relevant constructions (this holds for correlative, existential, and li-
constructionsr it failsto gve a ¢ea result due to the murkinessof judgments (long-distance
multiple questions, which are not very productiveto start with). (Theli courterpart of (18), Kolije
sta kupio, cannotbe used in the situation depicted with resped to (18). However, | hesitateto draw

astrongconclusionfrom this sncetheli-constructionsnot a"neutral”" questionsemanticdly.) See
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howeverthediscusson d TCinsedion 2.1 which providesadditional evidencefor the daim made
in this section.

11.Thiswas noted in Wadhowicz (1974 and Pesetsky (1987, 198% who gve Polish and Russan
examples(Pesetsky also mentions Czed and Romanian.) In (13)-(15) | have used wh-phrases that
aremore difficult to D-link. Pesetsky and Wadhowicz observe that noninherently D-linked wh-
phrasescan stay in situ when used in a context forcing a D-linked interpretation(those that in
principlecan be D-linked,seePesetsky 1987127 or an exception),which hddsfor all thelanguages
consideredThroughou the paper | assume non-D-li nked contexts for non-inherently D-li nked wh-
phrases.

12.Seealso Reinhart (1997.158), who says that "D-linked constituents are not particularly good
foci." Pollock et al (1998 give datafrom Bellunese which seem to indicaethat in thislanguage, D-
linkedand nonrD-linked wh-phrases appea in dff erent positions. Thiscan be acourted for if non
D-linked wh-phrases are focdized in this language and if D-linked wh-phrases canna occur in a
focus position.

13Jeisasemnd paitioncliti c. SC second pgaition cliti cizationis amurky phenomenonthat may
involve PFword reordering (seeBoskovi¢ 2001and Franks and King 2000, hencel ignareit here.
14What isimportant for usisthat the movement in questionis not focus movement, whichisclea
given the contrast in (30)-(31) | use the word scrambling merely to distinguish the movement in
guestion from focus and wh-movement andindicate the gopeaanceof optionality. Whether we ae
deding with true optionality (i.e. whether there is truly optional scrambling) remainsto be seen.
15.ForRudin, this as an argument that the wh-phrases are a onstituent. This is true under the
adjunction to SpecCP analysis, but not under the multiple specifiers analysisthisdaalyss,
(30)can beruled ou dueto afedure dash:a[-wh,-focus] element islocaed in a[+wh,+focus] CP.
Notethat (30) improvesmarkedly if the parentheticd iscontrastively focused (seeBoskovi¢ 1998),
which is nat surprising unar the focus movement anaysis. In fad, this is an argument for the
analysis.

16.Chendeaves open haw the typingis caried ou with French wh-in-situ. | have nothing rew to
addconcerning French. For relevant discusson,seeBoedkx (1999 and Chengand Rooryck (2000).
17.1am departing from Cheng in the tedhnicd asped of the typing analysis, maintainingits irit.
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18.InBoskovi¢ (1998, 2000 | apply the LF C-insertion analysisto French. LF C-insertionresults
in wh-in-situ, i.e. lack of overt wh-movement, in French. Asin SC, overt C-insertiontriggers overt
wh-movement(Thisiswhere French dffers from Chinese. In Chinese no wh-movement neels to
takeplaceovertly even when C isinserted overtly. Moreformally, the +wh-feaure of Ciswed in
Chinesandstrongin French. French all owswh-in-situ becaise C can bein certain contextsinserted
in LF, which is a possibility under Chomsky’s 1995, chapter 4 definition of strength.)
19.Theyprecalewh-phrasesin SpedCP. Notethat (33) can containawh-phraseinthehighest phrase
sothat clausal typingisnot aproblem. TCsare, however, oftentreaed asextrasentential andignared
for clause-interna requirements. Thus, Cavarand Wil der (1999 and Schiitze (1994, who adjoin
TCsto CP, tred TCs as extrasententia (i.e. as not belongng to the same dause & elements
dominatedoy CP) for the purpose of cliti c placement. It isthen pasgblethat the presenceof aTC,
whichisnot dominated by CP hence ca be said na to make the CP phondogicdly redized, dces
notforce dausal typing within CP in (33). Wh-movement still must take placein (33) for reasons
notedabove. Note that even if we assume that TCs are located in the Specof ahead taking CP as
complementasin Tomi¢ (1996, wh-movement will still be forced in (33). Under this analysis it
is also natural to ignore the projection hosting T@<lausal typing puposes.Since acordingto
Tomic¢ the projedion hasts only elements dencting dd information, wh-phrases can never moveto
it, i.e. they aways remain below it. Under this analysis, we can assume that clausal typing takes
placeupto CP, i.e. that CP closesitsdomain. | assumethat for one of the @bovereasons, TCsdo nd
affect clausal typing.

20.Thefocus requirement can in fad be mnsidered the defining charaderistic of MWF languages.
21.The exception was pointed out to me by Wayles Browne (p.c.).

221t can be marginaly fronted if very heavily stressed. With neutral stress *sta sta uslovljava is
bad.

23.0neof my Bulgarianinformants does not havethe anstraint. All othersinall four languagesdo.
Similar constraints are foundin ather languages, e.g. Italian (Napdli’s 1976constraint on cliti cs),
Turkish(Kornfilt’ s1986constraint onconseauti ve sequences of compoundand passessvemarkers),
Japanesésome instances of the Case-marker drop), and Ancient Greek (the ban on hanophonos

sequencesf articles, seeGolston 1995. SC hasthiskind d effed in ather constructions as well.
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As shownin (i), the acasative feminine diti c je isreplacal by ju whenadjacent to the auxili ary je
is’.
() a. Oni su jel*ju zaborauvili.
they are her forgotten
‘They forgot her.’
b. On ju/*je je zaboravio.
he her s forgotten
HowardLasnik (p.c.) notesthat the possessve of boysmust be boys’[boyz] and nd boys’s[boyziz]
thoughtherelevant phoretic sequenceisposgble, asinthefamily nametheBoys’s This sowsthat
we are deding with a morphdogicd rather than a phoretic dfed. (Note that the antihomophony
effect is not universal. In fact, there are exceptions to it even in the languages cited above.)
24.Asargued in Boskovié¢ (19978, theobjed wh-phrase chedksthe strong+wh-fedureof Cin(41)
ratherthan the adjunct because it movesto its Case-cheding pasition prior to wh-movement, thus
ending up higher than the adjunct prior to wh-movement. Notice also that (i) shows that (41)-(44)
do not exhibit the same phenomenorieaglish (ii), where aldition d alower wh-phrase rescues
a Superiority violation (see Pesetsky 2000 for a recent discussion of this effect.)
(i) a. *Kogo koj kak e tselunal?
b. *Kogo koj kakvo e pital?
(i) a. *What did who buy?
b. (?)What did who buy where?
25.Theexplanationistooinvoved to reped here. Richards (1997 gives anontunified analysis of
Superiorityin Bulgarian and SC which acourtsfor the Bulgarian paradigm. However, it is sown
in Boskovi¢ (199&) that the analysisof SC doesnot work. (It doesnat acourt for thefull paradigm
andis based on incorred assumptions about the syntax of SC.)Also, it canna be extended to
Russianyhich haswegk crosover eff edswith clauseinterna wh-fronting,aproblem for Richards
analysis.
26.WhethelSC has the same structure a Bulgarian when it must have wh-movement is unclea.
Boskovi¢ (1997a) analyzes SC constructions of thistype diff erently from Bulgarian. However, this

may be wrong. The main argument against treaing any SC question ona par with Bulgarian
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concerns wh-islands. However, it is shown irglBwic¢ (1998c, in preparation) that the wh-island
testisirrelevant. It isworth nding here that wh-phrasesare more difficult to split by aparentheticd
in SC constructions that must involve overt wh-movement, which is a charaderistic of Bulgarian
questiongsee(30)). (I ignaretheli andthe correlative mnstruction, sincetherelevant parentheticd
placenent isruled ou inthese anstructionsfor independent reasons. Notice dsothat, likeBulgarian
MWEF constructions, SC (ic,e,g) improve if the parenthetical is contrastively focused.)
() a. Ko, po tebi, koga caR
who according you whom beats
‘Who, according to you, is beating whom?’
b. ?Ko koga, po tebi,da?
c. *Ko, po tebi, koga vjeruju dacetr
who according you whom believe that beat
‘Who, according to you, they believe is beating whom?
d. ?Ko koga, po tebi, vjeruju daé&?
e. ??Tomcovjeku, ko, po tebsta poklanja?
that man.dat who according you what bestows
‘To that man, who, according to you, bestows what?’
f. Tomc¢ovjeku, kosta, po tebi, poklanja?
g. *Ima ko, po tedita da mu proda.
has who according you what part. him sells
‘There is someone who, according to you, can sell him something.’
h. ?Ima kdta, po tebi, da mu proda.
(ic-h) indicaethat the SC constructionsin questionshoud betreaed onapar with Bulgarian MWF-.
27.Chomsky’snalysisis dightly more complicated. He dso arguesthereisapreferencefor deletion
in the head of operator-variable dhains, motivated by *Johnwondered which picture of Tom he,
liked.
28.Pesetsky’61997,1998 system, which anteceades Franks', isvery similar to it (see &so Bobalji k
1995, Hiramatsu 1997 and Boskovi¢ 2001). However, Pesetsky does nat explicitly makethe daim

thatonly PF considerationgan license lower pronunciation, a position | wish to maintain.
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29.Although SC is a free word order language, when the subjed and the objed cahna be
disambiguatedhrough case infledion there is a strong tendency to interpret the first NP as the
subject and the second NP as the object. The same tendency exists in (49).
30.Someof my informants do nd share Comorovski’sjudgment. | am focusing here onthe diaed
in which (53) is unacceptable as an echo question.
31.The Move F analysis seems restateable in terms of Chomsky’s (1999) Agree.
32.Notethat phondogicd feaures remain together after the movement. And if PF needs formal
features, their copy is present in the same position with phonological features even after Move F.
33.lasumelater movements canna aff ed thelocdly made dedsionto do phiasal movement here.
34.Similarglobality is quite generally present in Chomsky’s (1995 view of Move F, where we
always do phrasal movement in overt syntax for PF reasons, as walhasky’s (1995,chapter
3) view of strength as an illegitimate PF object.
35.Thisdoesnaot hald for echowh-phrases. Thisdoesnat provide evidencethat nonwh-fronting o
non-ech@andedowh-phrasesin theselanguagesarediff erent phenomena. It ispassblethat though
there is more than ore potential li censor for nonwh-fronting in these languages, interrogative C
must be the licensor whenever present. In Baskovi¢ (2007) | suggest that, in contrast to SC, in
Bulgarian interrogative C is always inserted overtly. The reason for thisisthat, in contrast to SC,
interrogative C in Bulgarian igxicaly spedfied as aPFverba affix. The requirement canna be
satisfiedif the C isnat inserted owertly. Evidencefor the diff erence between Bulgarian and SC is
providedby thefad that in Bulgarian but not in SC, the C must be V-adjacent. (Romanian patterns
with Bulgarian.)
(i) a.*Kakvo toj dade na Petko? (Bulgarian)

what he gave to Petko

‘What did he give to Petko?’

b. Kakvo dade toj na Petko?
c.Sta on dade Ivanu? (SC)

what he gave lvan.dat

Sincein true questions interrogative C must be inserted owertly, nonedo wh-phrases must move

to interrogative CPin Romanian and Bulgarian. In pure edo questionsit appeasthat interrogative
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C does not have to be inserted at all. Hence, echo wh-phrases can be licensed in other positions.
36.Amongmy informantswho havethewhatwhatconstraint, bah Bulgarianinformantscanredize
the seacond what before the verb and ore can redize it before ¢e.Only one of my Romanian
informantsall ows the indicated intermediate pronurciation. However, thereis an interfering fador
with redizing ce before the main verb in (59a). Only certain cliti c-like alverbs can intervene
betweenthe auxili ary and the participle, which suggests that the auxiliary is a verbal clitic (see
Dobrovie-Sorin 1994:10-11).
37.Forsome authors (seeRudin 1988 ,Koizumi 1999,and Richards 1997, Bulgarian wh-phrases
move through SpecCP even in wh-island configurations, which would eliminate the interfering
factor.The analysisrelates the resistance of Bulgarian to the wh-island constraint to the possbility
of MWF. See, however, Boskovi¢ (1998, in preparation) for criticism of this analysis. (For one
thing, | show that in all relevant respeds Bulgarian behaves like Swedish, anonrMWF language.)
38.Russiarall ows them but interfering fadors prevent us from running the PG test. (According to
Arthur Stepanov (p.c.), PGsarenat natural in Russan MWF constructions.) Bulgarian and SC have
thecounterpartsof (60b), bu | beli evethat in theselanguages such constructions shoud be analyzed
as invaving Across-the-Board movement (ATB). (Other PG constructions from English are
unacceptablen these languages. For what it is worth, (i) gives the relevant examples from
Bulgarian.)
() a. ?(?)Kakvo opredelja kakvo bez dacakea?
what determines what without part. anticipates
‘What determines what without anticipating?’
b. *Koj opredelja kakvo bez da cakva?
who determines what without part. anticipates
39.(60)invdve the PF exceptions to the obligatorinessof MWF. (Capitals indicae an echo wh-
phrase.All my informants accept (60a). The judgments are divided for (60b), with the majority
acceptingt. Note that there ae potentially interfering fadorsin the PG test. PFinformation may
alsobeinvadved in PG licensing (seeFranks 1993. This may help us acount for the judgment of
speakers who do not accept (60b), given that upabrthe PCA and the Move F analysisthe PG

licensoris not phondogicdly redized in the raised pasition. (Note that there ae analyses, e.q.,
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Nunes 2001, on which weould na necessarily exped PGsto be licensed in the anstructionsin
questionuncer the aurrent analysis. A Nunes-style analysis might be gpropriate for the speskers
who do nd accet (60b) as well as the ATB construction from footnate 38. (Nunes extends his
analysis of PGs to ATB.)
40.Thisis © evenif thein situwh-phraseisnot D-linked, contraPesetsky (1987). Notethat the PCA
is consistent with Pesetsky’s claim that non-D-linked in situ wh-phrases move in LF in English.
41.Thetermin situwh-phraserefersto any wh-phrasethat isnot pronourced inan operator paosition.
The termswvh-in-situ questionandwh-in-situ languageare used in the sansense. Noticethat |
avoid using as ill ustration wh-in-situ languages that allow null objeds, such as Chinese and
Japanese. It is difficult to tease apart PGs and null objects in these languages.
42.TheMoveF analysisof (60) isthusinconsistent withmy (1998, 2000 analysisof Frenchwh-in-
situ constructions, which | argue invalve feaure movement based on their locdity restrictions.
(Incidentally,at least some of these locdity restrictions do nd hold in the Romanian constructions
in question. Compare, e.g., (59a) with my observation that French disall ows longdistancein-situ
guestions.)Thus, to the extent that it is successul, my (1998, 2000 analysis favors the PCA
treatmentbf (60) over the Move F treament. Neallessto say, if the latter turns out to be corred, it
wouldinvalidatethe Move F analysis of French wh-in-situ. Notice dso that in Boskovi¢ (2000 (see
also Cheng and Rooryck 2000, | provide evidence that French wh-in-situ and wh-in-situ in
traditionalwh-in-situ languages li ke Chinese and Japanese shoud nad be analyzed in the sameway.
43.ThePCA isthusinconsistent with analyzingwh-in-situin FrenchandMalay asinvolving phrasal
movemenbf thein situ wh-phrasethat takes placeprior to spell -out, with subsequent pronurciation
of alower copy. (For analyses alongthese lines for wh-in-situ languages where the PG test canna
berun (seefoatnote 41), see Groat and O’ Neil 1996131 and Bobalji k 1995360. Pesetsky 2000
suggests this analysis for Chinese, and a Move F analysis for Japanese.)
441 again focus onthe dialed in which echo wh-phrases must move, where (i) contrasts with (65).
(i) *loncrede & Petru a cundpat CE?

lon believes that Peter has bought  what
Recall also that, as discussed above, there is moretlegrosshility for the landing site of echo

wh-phraseskE.g., the edhio wh-phrasein (i) can either stay within the enbedded clause or move to
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the matrix clause, as illustrated in (iijoif in (iia) can be a topic located outside of CP.)
(ii) a. lon CE crede&Petru a cumpat?

b. lon credeacCE a cumprat Petru?
| asume that the same options are in principle avail able for the edo wh-phrase in (65). As will
becomelea duringthe discusson kelow, only the derivation onwhich the ecvo wh-phrase moves
syntacticallyinto the matrix clause can yield (65), where the edio wh-phraseis pronourced in situ.
45.Withwh-islands, full phrasal movement isall owed. Asexpeded, feaure movement isdegraded.
() a.CE se intredb loncine a cunapat?

what refl wondered Ilon who has bought
‘What did lon wonder who bought?’

b. ?(?)lon se intrealoine a cum@rat CE?
46For PCA treatments of resumptives, see Fox (1994 and Pesetsky (1997,1998 We can
implementthe PF effed on locdity by assuming that PF redi zation removes the star assgned to
copiesdueto locdity violations (seeChomsky and Lasnik 1993. Note that resumptivesin English
cannotoccur inintermediate positions, as sown by *theworker whoyourecently heard the rumor
him that they had treated bady. This may be aresult of more general constraints on pronoun
placementn English - resumptives can occur only in pasitions in which pronoursin general can
occur in the language.
47.Resumptivgronours ound kest with relative dauses. Spe&kers who doaccept them in true
guestims ean to accet them only with heavily D-linked wh-phrases (seeBoed<x 200]). Thus,
English*Who did the company fire the employee that treated him sglgiged unacceptable.
48.Recdl that the Move F analysisisrestateableinterms of Chomsky’s(1999 Agree The PG data
seem patrticularly problematic for the Agree version of this analysis.
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