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Sometimes in SpecCP, sometimesin-situ*
Zeljko Boskovié
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1. Introduction

Languages differ systematicaly with resped to how they trea wh-phrases in multi ple questions.

In English, ore and orly one wh-phrase undergoes fronting in multi ple questions.
(2) Who dd Johngive what?

In Slavic languages, onthe other hand, all wh-phrases undergo fronting, though they do na all
landin SpedCPin all Slavic languages. (SeeRudin 1988. In Bulgarian, from which the example
in (2) isdrawn, al fronted wh-phrases are locaed in SpedCP).

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

Languages such as Japanese aethe exad oppdasite of Slavic: they all ow all wh-phrases to remain

in-situ in multi ple questions:

(3) Johnwadare-ni nani-o  agetaka?

Johntop who-dat what-accgave Q

Finally, there ae ‘mixed’ languages such as French: French displays both the English and the
Japanese pattern. Thus, bah (4a), where one wh-phrase moves to SpedCP, and (4b), where dl
wh-phrases remain in-situ, are good as true nonecho multi ple questions. The Bulgarian pattern,

onthe other hand, is nat attested in French, asill ustrated by (4c).



4 a Qu atil donréaqui?
what has-he given to whom
‘What did he giveto whom?

b.ll a donréqua a qui?
fe has given what to whom

c. *Qu'aqui at-il donré?

In this paper | will examine wh-constructionsin French. It turns out that the English and the
Japanese pattern are not always both avail able in French. In fad, whereas the English patternis
always avail able, the distribution d the Japanese pattern is rather limited in French, which
suggests that the two languages employ diff erent strategiesin in-situ questions. The goa of this
paper isto examine when exadly the Japanese pattern is all owed in French and to acwurt for the
limited dstribution d the in-situ strategy in thislanguage. The analysis propased below will be
shown to have interesting theoretica consequences. It will provide esidencethat lexicd
insertion can take placein LF. Infad, even elements with strong feaures will be shown to be
cgpable of entering structure in LF under certain well-defined condtions. The analysis will also
provide evidencethat fedure-movement is subjed to locdity condti ons on movement.
Consequences of the propcsed analysis of French for the Principles of Econamy, aswell as pure
syntadic wh-movement languages such as English and pue wh-in-situ languages such as

Japanese, will also be examined.

2. Embedded questionsin French

Asnoted abowve, in simple matrix questions French al ows bath the Engli sh and the Japanese
pattern. Thus, bah (5a) and (5b) are grammaticd. It iswell-known, howvever, that the Japanese
pattern is disall owed in embedded questions. Whereas (6d) is accetable, (6b) isnat and sharply
contrasts with (5b) and Japanese (7).



(B5)a Qui astu vy
whom have-you seen
b.Tuasvu qu?
(6)a. Pierre a demandé qu  tu as wvu
Pierrehasasked @ whomyou have seen
b. *ierre ademandé tu asvu qu
(7) Peter-wa[anata-gadare-0  mitaka] tazuneta

Peter-top you-nom who-accsaw Q asked

The ontrast between (5b) and (6b), which has always resisted a satisfadory acourt (seehere n.
5), follows given certain minimali st assumptions in Chomsky (1995. In particular, the contrast
follows from the way lexicd insertionis performed in the minimali st system and Chomsky’s
(1995 definition d strong fedures. In the minimalist system, which dspenses with D-structure,
lexicd insertion takes placethrough the operation Merge, which is defined in such away that it
aways must expand structure, i.e., make the eisting treebigger. Asaresult, Merge can take
placeonly at the roct of atree it canna take placein embedded pasitions. In norrminimali st
terms, it is subjed to the g/cle. Merger generally takes placein overt syntax. Asnaoted in
Chomsky (1995, thisfoll ows withou stipulation. Thus, if an NP such as Johnisinserted in LF
the derivation crashes becaise LF canna interpret phondogicd feaures of John If, onthe other
hand, Johnisinserted in PF, PF will not know how to interpret the semantic feaures of John.
The only way to derive alegitimate PF and alegitimate LF isfor Johnto be inserted before the
level of SSisreated. PF will then strip off the phondogicd feaures of Johnand the semantic
fedures of Johnwill proceel into LF. Thisline of reasoning al ows lexicd insertionto take
placein PF and LF under certain condtions. To be more predse, it al ows PF insertion o
semanticdly null lexica elements andit allows LF insertion d phondogicdly null elements.
We aeinterested in this seond pashility here. (Chomsky adually suggests that PF insertion
shoud be dtogether banned withou giving empiricd justificaion for thismove. The do of do-
suppat, however, appeasto be aplausible candidate for PF insertion.)

Returning now to (5b), naticethat the complementizer in (5b) is phondogicaly null.



Since wh-movement must take placeovertly at least in some a@nstructions in French | assume
that the +wh feaureis drong in French. Suppase now that we insert the complementizer with
strong +wh-feaure in the LF of (5b). In Chomsky’s (1994 system thiswould nd be passble.
Chomsky (19949 considers drong feauresill egitimate LF objeds. Asaresult, aderivation that
enters LF with a strong feaure necessarily crashes. Thisis, hovever, na the cae under
Chomsky’s (1995 approach to strong feaures, which | will adopt here.? Chomsky (1995
defines grong feaures derivationally. In perticular, he defines drong fedures as fedures that are
not tolerated by the derivation and therefore must be diminated via cheding as onasthey are
inserted into thetree This conception d strong feaures all ows insertion d strong feduresin LF
aslong asthey are thedked dff immediately uponinsertion. Nothing, then, seemsto prevent the
complementizer with a strong +wh-feaure from being inserted in the LF of (5b).> Oncethe
complementizer isinserted, the wh-phrase moves into the cheding domain of the
complementizer, cheding off its grong +wh-feaure. Note dso that sincethe lexicd insertion o
the complementizer takes place &thetop d thetree it isalegitimate instance of Merge. Under
thisanaysis, (5b) then hasthe S-structurein (8a) and LF in (8b). The reasonwhy no owert wh-
movement takes placein (5b) istrivial. The CP projedion, containing the +wh-feaure, is not

present in the overt syntax.

(8) a SS[p Tuasvu qu]
b.LF [ Qui C [ s tu asvu]]

Noticethat in-situ questionsin French are nat restricted to arguments. Thus, (9) isaso awell-
formed nonedio glestion. The anstructionin (9) can be derived in the same way as (5b), with

the LF insertion d the complementizer with a strong +wh-fegure.*

(9) Jeana réparéla voiture omment?
Jean hasfixed the ca  how

Consider now embedded guestions such as (6b). In order to acmurt for the ungrammaticdity of



(6b) we nedl to rule out the derivation in which the interrogative complementizer isinserted into
the anbedded clausein LF. Thederivationisin fad straightforwardly ruled ou becaise it
involves merger that does not expandthe tree i.e., appliesin an embedded pasition. To satisfy
the requirement that merger expand the structure, the complementizer with strong +wh-feaure
must be introduced into the structure in (6b) in overt syntax before the higher structureis built.
The wh-phrase then must move overtly to SpedCP to ched the strong fedure of the interrogative
C as ©onasthe C ismerged into the structure. Overt wh-movement is clealy the only option
with embedded questions. The mntrast between (5b) and (6b) isthus graightforwardly
acourted for.”

Thisacmourt of the ontrast between (5b) and (6b) crucially depends on the interrogative
C being phondogicdly null i n the cnstructions under consideration. Thisiswhat enabled usto
delay the insertion d the complementizer until LF in (5b), which eventually made it possble to
acourt for the antrast between (5b) and (6b). That the fad that the complementizer is
phondogicdly null inthe constructionsin question days a aucial role in the phenomena under
consideration andisnat just a wincidenceis confirmed by certain fads concerning wh-
constructions in Serbo-Croatian (SC).

SC is amulti ple wh-fronting language which, as snown in Rudin 1988,canna placemore
than ore fronted wh-phrase in SpedCP. In Boskovi¢ 1997bl show that SC exhibits an interesting
pattern with resped to the Superiority Condtion. In particular, SC exhibits Superiority effeds
exadly in those mntextsin which French must have wh-movement. (Thishaddsfor all the
contexts in which French has obli gatory wh-movement discussed below.) Where French dces
not have to have syntadic wh-movement, SC does not exhibit Superiority effeds. Thisis
illustrated in (10-11), which show that fronted wh-phrasesin SC are fredy ordered in matrix
guestions but not in embedded questions.®

(100 a Ko sta kupuye?
who what buys

‘Who byswhat?
b. Stako kupije?



(1) a Zavis odtoga[ko Sta kupye]
@pendsonit  whowhat buys
‘It depends onwho bwswhat.’
b.?*Zavisi odtoga[Stako kupye]
c.[Ko kaga voli], tg o] nemui  govori.
whowhom loves, that-one éou him even talks
‘Everyone talks about the person they love.’
d.?*[Kogako vdi], tg o nemu/o nemu tg i govori.
e. Ima[ko &a da kupi]
fas whowhat particle buys
‘Someone has something to buy.’
f. ?Ima[stako dakupi]

To acourt for the parall eli sm between the contexts in which SC exhibits Superiority effeds and
the antexts in which French must have wh-movement | propased in Boskovi¢ 1997bthat SC isa
French-type language with resped to when it must have wh-movement. Given that, asin French,
no wh-movement must take placein SC matrix questions, the Superiority Condtionistrivialy
satisfied in (10). Since, asin French, wh-movement must take placein SC embedded questions,
the Superiority Condtionisoperativein (11). (11b,df) arethen ruled ou by the Superiority
Condtion. Given the analysis, the only diff erence between French and SC is that even wh-
phrases that do nd move overtly to SpedCP in SC still must undergo fronting. Thus, nowh-
phraseisallowed to stay in-situ in (10-11). For example, *ko kupye Sta ‘who bwyyswhat’ is
ungrammaticd. This fronting of wh-phrasesis clealy independent of wh-movement, asindicaed
by the fad that the @nstructionisungrammeaticd even onthe eto questionrealing of Sta. The
same halds for * Jovan kupye sta * John buyswhat’. For the purpases of this paper we may
asume that fronting of SC wh-phrases that does not land in SpecCP takes placein PF, as
suggested in Boskovi¢ 1997b,and thus foll ows wh-movement. Stjepanovi¢ (1995 shows that the

fronting takes placefor focusing reasons. In what foll ows | will i gnore this focus fronting of wh-



phrases and concentrate on wh-movement, i.e., movement to SpedCP, which, as siggested abowe,
takes placein (11) but nat in (10), SC being a French-type language with resped to when it must

have wh-movement. As noted above, this enables usto acourt for the contrast between (10) and
(12) with resped to Superiority.

Note that the interrogative ammplementizer in SC (10-11) isphondogicdly null. Asa
result, the analysis of the contrast between French (5b) and (6b) with resped to the obli gatoriness
of wh-movement can be readily extended to the SC constructionsin question. SC, however, aso
has a phondogicdly redized interrogative complementizer li.” If the LF C-insertion analysisis
ontheright tradk we would exped that, in contrast to (10), matrix li-questions will exhibit
Superiority effeds, which isan indicaion d when wh-movement must take placein SC. Sinceli
isnot phondogicdly null it must be introduced into the structure overtly, in contrast to
phondogicdly null complementizers. Overt movement to SpedCP then must take placein li-
questions to eliminate the strong +wh-feaure. (Since SC does nat differ from French with
resped to when it must have overt wh-movement, | assume that the +wh-feaurein SCis drong.)
The predictionisborne out. Thisisillustrated in (12). Example (12b) clealy contrasts with
(10b) onthe true question reading of the ssandwh-phrase.

(12 a Ko li &a kupye?
who C what bought
‘Who oneath buys what?
b.?*Stali ko kupye?

The @ntrast between (10b) and (12b) indicates that in order for the wh-movement option nd to
be forced in matrix questions in SC, the interrogative cmplementizer must be phondogicdly
null, as expeded uncer the arrent analysis.

It iswell-known that even in some dialeds of French C may be phondogicdly redized in
guestions. More predsely, some French daeds all ow the complementizer que to appea in
questions, asill ustrated in (13):



(13) Qui quetu as vu?
whom C you have seen
‘Who dd you see?

Under the LF C-insertion analysis we predict that in-situ questions will nat be posgble with the
overt complementizer que. Since dueto its phondogica content, the complementizer must be
introduced in the overt syntax, we would exped it to always trigger syntadic wh-movement. As
(14) shows, the predictionis borne out. (14) isunaccetable for al speakers, including thase
who accet (13).

(14) * Quetuasvu qu?

The ntrast between (13) and (14), as well asthe fad that matrix overt C questions differ from
matrix null C questions with resped to the avail ability of the in-situ strategy, provide astrong
confirmation d the LF C-insertion analysis.

Two questions arise & this point: what is the status of (5b) in English and why are both
the in-situ and the wh-movement option all owed with matrix questionsin French? Consider first
the wunterpart of (5b) in English.

(15) (*) Yousaw who

The status of the @nstructionisnat quite dea. (15) doesnot seem to be @& goodas French (5b)
onthetrue question (i.e. nonedo) interpretation. However, there still seansto be a ontrast
between (15) and embedded questions such as (16).

(16) * Johnwonders you saw who

If (15) isgood onthe true question reading, its grammaticdity, aswell asthe contrast between
(15) and (16), can be acourted for in the same way as (5b) and the ntrast between (5b) and



(6b). If, onthe other hand, (16) isbad onthe true question reading we can acourt for it by
asuuming that the interrogative cmplementizer in English constructions such as (15) islexicdly
spedfied asaphondogicd affix, arather natural move given do-suppat and SSAux inversionin
Engli sh matrix questions, which must be &fixed to averba heal at PF.2 Do-suppat and S-Aux
inversion can be asumed to take placein order to provide an appropriate host for the dfixal
complementizer. The derivation onwhich the interrogative cmmplementizer isintroduced in the
LF of (15) isthenruled ou straightforwardly because the requirement that the complementizer
be dfixed to averbal heal in PF canna be satisfied in the derivationin question. (The
derivation crashes because LF canna interpret the phondogicd requirement on the interrogative
C)

Let us now turn to embedded questions. Noticefirst that, for some reason that remains
unclea, the interrogative C in embedded questions in English daes not seem to be aPF affix,
given that neither do-suppat nor S-Aux inversion take placein English embedded questions.
(Compare What did John by and What can John bty with | wonder what John boughand |
wonder what Johncan buy.)® The derivationin which the interrogative complementizer in (16)
isintroduced into the structure in LF, which would delay movement of what to the enbedded CP
projedion urtil LF, then canna beruled ou by appeding to PF requirements onthe
complementizer. However, as discussed above with resped to French (6hb), the derivationin
questionis gill ruled ou becaise it involves merger, i.e. lexicd insertion, that does nat expand
thetree SinceMerge can take placeonly at theroaot of atreg C with strong +wh-feaure (|
asumethat the +wh-feaureis grong in English) must be introduced in the overt syntax before
the higher structureis built. Wh-movement then must take placeovertly in the cnstructionin
guestion to chedk the strong +wh-feaure of C uponinsertion. We thus derive Johnwonders
what Peter bought instead of (16). Noticethat we can till acourt for the fad that (16) isworse
than (15) onthis analysis because the anstructions are ruled out in dff erent ways: Merger in an
embedded pasition and the fail ure to chedk off a strong feaure immediately uponinsertion
shoud then be taken to result in stronger unacceptabilit y than the fail ure of a PF affix to be
affixed to an appropriate host at PF dueto its LF insertion.

Consider now the question d why French all ows (5a) in additionto (5b) in spite of



Procrastinate, which requires that all operationstake place & late & possble. We can acourt
for the existenceof bath (5a) and (5b) in French if French has both a PF affix and a non-affix
interrogative C, the former being used in (5a) and the latter being used in (5b). Thefad that, in
contrast to (5a), inversion dees not and canna take placein (5b) (see(17)), may be relevant
here. (Note that the ungrammaticdity of (17) isfully consistent with the IP analysis of French in-
situ questions.) However, the grammaticdity of (18), where nathing seemsto ‘suppat’ the

interrogative C, casts doult onthisanalysis.

(17) *As-tu vu qu?

(18 Qui tu as wvu?
whom you have seen
‘Who dd you see?

The most promising way of acourting for the grammaticdity of bath the in-situ and the wh-
movement strategy in French matrix questions sensto be to exempt Merge from Procrastinate.
The phondogicdly null C could then be merged either overtly or covertly in French, giving us
either (5a) or (5b). Having Merge fredy apply either overtly or covertly in spite of Procrastinate
isadually arather natural move in Chomsky’s (1995 system. Procrastinate was originally
posited in order to delay movement until LF whenever thisis possble (seeChomsky and Lasnik
1993 535). In Chomsky’s (1995 system, however, this can be atieved withou Procrastinate.
Chomsky observes that a natural consequence of the standard minimali st assumption that
movement is driven by feaure-cheding isthat, al else being equal, the operation Move shoud
apply to feaures and nd to syntadic caegories. Overt movement, which feeds PF, still hasto
apply to whale caegories, given the natural assumption that lexica items with scatered feaures
canna be interpreted/pronourced at PF. Sincethe considerations of PF interpretability are not
relevant to LF, in LF the operation Move gplies only to feaures. Asobserved in Chomsky
(1995 and attributed to Hisa Kitahara and Howard Lasnik, in this g/stem LF movement isin a
sense dways chegper than overt movement sinceit carries lessmaterial: whereas overt

movement aff eds the whole caegories, covert movement affeds only feaures. Since @vert
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movement is more eonamicd than overt movement, it shoud be preferred to overt movement.
Note now that, given feaure-movement, there is nolonger any need for an independent principle
such as Procrastinate to ensure that movement is delayed urtil LF whenever posgble. Sincethis
was the main motivation for positing Procrastinate in the first place it seansthat Procrastinate is
now eliminable. Andif Procrastinate is eliminated, Merge shoud be freeto apply either overtly
or covertly. Introduction d feaure movement into the theory does nat affed Merge, i.e., it does
not appea to make LF Mergein any sense dheger than overt Merge. Thereis only one scenario
under which it adually does: Suppase that a merged element triggers movement. The movement
itself could be dhegoer if the dement in questionis merged in LF rather than in the overt syntax,
sincein the former case we would be deding with feaure movement. Notice however, that we
need global econamy of derivationto make LF Merge dhegoer in the caein question. This
canna be atieved with locd ecnamy of derivation, which is clealy conceptually more
appeding than global econamy of derivation (seeChomsky 1995and Colli ns 1995for much
relevant discusgon), becaise locd econamy of derivation daes not allow look-aheal. If the
insertionitself isnot chegper in pant A than in pant B, by locd econamy of derivationit shoud
be dlowed to apply either in pant A or point B. Merger of the interrogative C in the
constructions under consideration then shoud be @leto apply either covertly or overtly. Asa
result, we acourt for the fad that both (5a) and (5b) are good.In (5a), the interrogative C is
merged into the structure overtly, which triggers overt wh-movement, andin (5b) it is merged
covertly. As discussed abowve, covert applicaions of Merge ae still restricted, sinceonly
phondogicdly null elements can beintroduced into the treein LF. And bdh covert and owert
Merge ae anstrained by the requirement that Merge must expand the structure, i.e., apply only
at thetop o thetree®

To summarize, we have seen that for the no overt wh-movement optionto be availablein
French the interrogative complementizer must be phondogicdly null and located at the top d
thetree The LF insertion d the complementizer analysis provides a natural way of cgpturing
these two condtions: As discussed above, only phondogicdly null elements can be inserted
covertly and lexicd insertion can take placeonly at the top d the tree The behavior of French in

wh-in-situ questions thus foll ows draightforwardly given the way lexicd insertion takes placein
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the minimali st system and given Chomsky’s (1995 conception d strong feaures. The fad that
under the aurrent analysis, the strength o the +wh-feaure in French can be kept constant, i.e.,
thereis no real to assume that the +wh-feaure of French C is ssometimes wegk and sometimes
strong to acourt for the avail ability of more than ore option with resped to wh-movement in
French, shoud be considered aplus for the analysis. Asauming that the +wh-fedure can be ather
strong or we&k in French would amourt to sne&king in ogional movement, which is by its very
nature incompatible with the minimali st system. The optionally strong/we&k +wh-feaure
anaysisis aso empiricdly inferior to the arrent analysis snceit failsto acourn for the fad that
the in-situ strategy is not always allowed in French. Chomsky (1995 assumes that the +wh-
fedureisinterpretable and therefore does nat haveto be cdhedked when it isweek (seethe
discussonin sedion 4. It isnat clea, then, hav the ungrammaticdity of (6b) can be acourted
for if the +wh-fedure can be week in French. The same hads for other contexts in which wh-
movement is obligatory in French discussed below (see kamples (19a), (20a), and (21a)). As
shown below, the datain question recave astraightforward ac@urt under the strong +wh-
feaureH_F C-insertion analysis. To the extent that it is siccessul, the analysis provides evidence
that lexicd insertion, in fad even the insertion o elements with strong feaures, can take placein
LF in certain well -defined configurations.™ Thisin turn provides evidencefor Chomsky’s (1995
approad to strong feaures, which leares room for covert lexicd insertion d elements with
strong feaures. We have dso seen that if we adopt the locd rather than the global view of
eoonamy of derivationwe can acourt for the fad both the in-situ and the wh-movement strategy
are avallable in French roat questions, which provides evidencethat the locd view of econamy
of derivationis superior to the global view onempiricd grounds. Turning to English, we have
seen that, if red, the diff erent behavior of French and English with resped to the avail ability of
the in-situ strategy in matrix questions can be acouned for given the plausible asumption that
the interrogative C isaphondogicd affix in English.

It shoud be painted ou here that Chomsky (1995 explicitly bans covert insertion o
elements with strong feaures, which pays a aucial rolein the arrent analysis. However,
Chomsky’s empiricd reasons for doing this are very weak, and the way of doingit is

conceptualy very problematic. Chomsky appeasto have two empiricd reasons for banning LF
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insertion d elements with strong feaures: acourting for the ungrammeticdity of English (15)
and what he cdl s the general unacceptability of in-situ questions with adjuncts even in French-
type languages. However, we have seen above that the ungrammaticdity of (15), aswell asthe
contrast between (15) and (5b), can be acounted for even if we dlow covert insertion o
elements with strong feaures. Asfor in-situ adjunct questions, they are dealy allowed in
French, asill ustrated in (9). Note dso that Chomsky does nat discussthe fad that the in-situ
strategy is nat always avail able in French even with arguments, asill ustrated by the contrast
between (5b) and (6b), and the mntrast between (13) and (14) (see &so sedion 3). It isdifficult
to seehow the contrastsin question can be acourted for in aprincipled way withou invoking
LF insertion d phondogicdly null elements with strong fedures, which is certainly a posshility
in the theory (i.e., al the medanisms needed in the LF C-insertion analysis are expeded to be

avail able given the basic minimali st assumptionsin Chomsky 1995)*?

3. Long-distance and negated questionsin French

In the previous fdion | have discussed the well-known diff erence between matrix and
embedded nul C questions in French with resped to the avail ability of wh-in-situ. The wh-in-
Situ strategy, however, isnot aways avail able in French matrix null C questions. Thus, my
informants find long-distance questions in which afinite dause boundxry intervenes between a
+wh SpedCP and awh-in-situ fully acceptable only onthe eto-questionreading. Wh-

movement is obligatory in the cntextsin question®

(19 a ?*Jean et Pierre goient que Marie a vu qu?
Jean and Pierre believe that Marie has sen whom
‘“Whom do Jean and Pierre believe that Marie saw?
b. Qui Jean et Pierre aoient-ils que Marie avu?
(20) a. *Jean et Marie sedemandent si Pierre ame qui?
Jean and Marie wondker if Pierre loves whom

‘Whom do Jean and Marie wonckr if Peter loves?

13



b.?Qui Jean et Marie se demandent-ils s Pierre ame?

A question arises now why, in contrast to short-distance questions, the in-situ strategy is not

avail able in French long-distance questions.** The question again receéves a principled answer in
the minimali st system. Furthermore, the answer turns out to have interesting theoreticd
COoNsequences.

Consider (199). (Example (20a) can be acourted for in the sameway.) What we need to
doisrule out the derivation in which the complementizer with a strong +wh-fedaure isinserted at
thetop d thetreein the LF of (19a), with the wh-phrase undergoing movement to ched off the
strong +wh-feaure of the complementizer immediately uponthe insertion. If this derivation
wereto yield alegitimate output, we would na be ale to acourt for the ungrammaticdity of
(19a) onthe true nonredo question reading of the wh-phrase. If the movement of qui, motivated
by chedking the strong +wh-feaure of the cmmplementizer, were overt it would involve
substitution into SpedCP. Note, howvever, that sincethe mmplementizer isinserted in the covert
syntax in the derivation unaer consideration, the movement in question will also haveto be
covert. Recdl now that all LF movement necessarily invalves pure feaure movement. Chomsky
(1995 arguesthat in LF formal feaures move or, to be more predse, adjoin to the heals beaing
matching feaures. LF movement thus necessarily involves head movement, i.e., adjunctionto
X°-elements. Instead of moving to SpedCP, qui will then haveto undergo head movement by
adjoining to the matrix C inthe LF of (19a) in the derivation undar consideration. It iswell-
known, havever, that movement to X° pasitionsis subjed to very strict locdity restrictions. As
far as| know, nogrammaticd instance of head movement of the ‘necessary’ length has ever been
reported. |, therefore, suggest that the derivationin questionisruled ou becaiseit involves
movement to an X° pasition that violates locdity restrictions on head-movement.

Noticethat the movement of qui to the matrix C in (194) violates locdity restrictions on
head-movement even if we alopt Roberts' (1992 (see &so Rivero 199) relaxed version d the
Heal Movement Constraint, which subjeds head-movement to relativized minimality and by
doing this allows movement to an X°-pasition d type a to crossX°-positions of type p but not

typea. Toread the matrix C, an A’-hea pasition, in the derivationin question, qui must skip
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ancther A’-head, ramely, the embedded clause C, which violates even Roberts’ relaxed
relativized minimality version d the Head Movement Constraint. On the other hand, in short-
distance questions such as (5b), LF movement of the wh-phrase to the interrogative
complementizer does not crossany A’-heads, so that relativized minimality is respeded. In ather
words, it represents a grammaticd instance of movement to X°-positions under Roberts
approad to locdity restrictions on such movement. This approac thus enables us to acourt for
the contrast between (5b) and (19a).

It also enables usto acount for the degraded status of (21a) on the true nonecho
guestionrealing. My informants find regative wh-in-situ constructions guch as (21a) degraded
onthe true question reading of the wh-phrase.

(21D a. ?*Jean nre mange pas qua?
Jean negeds neg what
‘What doesn’t Johnea?

b.cf. Que ne mange-t-il pas?

In order to derive alegitimate output for (214) on the true question, noredo reading of the wh-
phrase in-situ, the cmplementizer must be inserted in the LF of (21a) and the wh-phrase must
move to the complementizer to chedk off its drong +wh-feaure immediately uponinsertion d
the cmplementizer. The movement of the wh-phrase, however, violates Roberts' version d the
Heal Movement Constraint. Like the movement of the wh-phrase to the matrix C in (194),
movement of qua to C, an A’-heal, crosses anather A’-head, thistime negation, and is expeded
to yield an urgrammaticd output under this approad to movement to X°-positions. Adopting
this approac to locdity condtions on movement to X°-positi ons thus enables us to acourt not
only for the ungrammaticdity of (19a), bu also the ungrammaticdity of (21a), as well asthe
contrast between (5b) and (193, 21a). Sincethis analysisis crucialy based onChomsky’s feaure-
movement hypothesis, which forces all LF movement to be aljunction to X°-positi ons, to the
extent that it is sicces<ul, the analysis provides evidencefor the feaure movement hypothesis.*®

The analysis aso provides evidencethat feaure-movement is subjed to locdity restrictions on
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movement.* In faa, feaure movement seamsto be subjed to essentialy the same locdity
restrictions as overt movement to X°-pasiti ons, which confirms Chomsky’ s intuiti on that feaure-
movement in some sense invalves head-movement. It remainsto be seen, howvever, how the
relativized minimality version d the Head Movement Constraint can be integrated into
Chomsky’s (1995 system and what its consequences for the system will be. The needed version
of the Head Movement Constraint does not realily fit into a system based onAttrad instead of
Move. However, the same halds for some other locdity constraints on movement, for example
the traditional Condtion onthe Extradion Domain (CED) phenomena of Huang (1982, in fad
amost everything except the Wh-Island Constraint. There thus ill seansto be aneed for a
conception d the Make the Shortest Move Principle which considers movement from the point
of view of the moved element. In contrast to Attrad, such a cnception d the Make the Shortest
Move Principle can readily acommodate the relativized minimality version o the Head
Movement Constraint. As dhown in Takahashi 1994t can also acammodate the traditi onal
CED phenomena and the Coordinate Structure Constraint, which remain mysterious under

Attraa.'’

4. Wh-phrasesthat do not movein LF

Consider now multi ple questions in which a dausal boundary or negation intervenes between a
wh-in-situ and a +wh C whaose Specis overtly fill ed by another wh-phrase. (22a) and (22b) are
better than (194) and (21a) on the true question, noredo reading of the wh-phrasesin-situ.

(22) a. Qui croit gue Mariea vu qu?
who kelievesthat Marie has £en whom
b. Qui ne mange pasqua?

who regeds neg what

The grammaticdity of the cnstructions on the true question reading of the wh-phrasesin-situ

indicaes that the wh-phrases in-situ are not undergoing LF movement to C. If they were, we
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would exped (22a,b) to have the same status as (19a) and (21a), which isnot the cae. Thisis
expeded in the minimali st system. In this g/stem, movement to a +wh SpedCP, or adjunctionto
a twh C, take placeto chedk off the strong +wh-feaure of C. In (22a-b) thisis dore by the wh-
phrases that are located in SpedCP at SS Thereistherefore no reed for the wh-phrases that are
locaed in-situ in the SSof (22a-b) to undergo LF movement to C, in contrast to the wh-phrases
in (194) and (214). (Notethat in Chomsky's 1995system, the +wh-fedure of the wh-phrasesis
considered to be interpretable and we&k and, therefore, does not have to be dhedked.) The Last
Resort Condtion, which bans superfluous geps, then prevents them from undergoing LF
movement to C.*®

It seems plausible, however, that awh-phrase in-situ must be somehow associated with a
+wh C, possbly as away of scope taking, in order to ensure proper interpretation (seeBaker
1970,Chomsky 1973,Reinhart 1995, Willi ams 1986,among many others). In (22a-b), thiscan
be dore through the medanism of unseledive binding, with the interrogative C binding the wh-
phrasesin-situ. Noticethat thiscanna be dorein (19a) and (21a), since the strong +wh-feaure
of the complementizer remains unchedked if the wh-phrases in-situ are asciated with the
interrogative cmplementizer through urseledive binding. To ched the strong +wh-fedure, the
wh-phrases must enter into a dheding relation with the complementizer, which is dore through
LF adjunction to the complementizer, after the cmplementizer isinserted into the structure.

A question that arises now iswhy (23a-b), with an in-situ adjunct, are ungrammaticd.

(23) a. *Qui aréparé lavoiture mmment?
b. Whofixed the ca how?

Under the standard pre-minimali st analysis, (23a-b) are ruled ou by the Empty Category
Principle (ECP). Since d wh-phrases are assumed to be locaed in SpedCP in LF, the wh-
phrasesin-situ in (23a-b) must undergo LF movement to SpecCP. The cnstructions are then
asumed to beruled ou because the traceleft by the LF wh-movement of the wh-adjunctsis not
properly governed. Thisacount is clealy not avail able in the minimali st framework.

Furthermore, it is empiricdly inadequate.
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Rudin (1988 shows convincingly that in Bulgarian constructions such as (24), bah wh-
phrases are located in SpedCP with the aljunct wh-phrase being adjoined to SpecCP, sincethe
subjed wh-phrase moves to SpecCP before the adjunct to satisfy the Superiority Condtion. (The
condtionrequires that given two wh-phrases in-situ, the higher wh-phrase move to SpedCP. In

the Bulgarian case, the highest wh-phrase moves first.)*

(24) [cp [[Koj] kaK] [ € kupil  kniga]]
who hav is bought book
‘Who bowght the book hav?

The SSof (24) isthus the same asthe LF of (23) in the pre-minimalist framework. The
grammaticdity of (24), then, provides evidencethat an element adjoined to SpedCP can license
itstrace contrary to the standard assumption that antecedent government from the SpecCP
adjoined pasitionis nat posshle.?

Furthermore, Haider (1986 and MUill er and Sternefeld (1996 show that in German, a
wh-adverb can remain in-situ owvertly even in constructions in which the Specof the interrogative
C inwhich the adverbisinterpreted isfill ed by ancther wh-phrase. ((259) is from Haider 1986,
and (25b) from Mller and Sternefeld 1996)

(25) a. Wer ist weshalb weggegangen?
whoiswhy away-walked
‘Who left why?
b.Wer is warum gekommen
whoiswhy  come

‘Who came why?

AsHaider paints out, the standard ECP acourt of (23) incorredly rules out (25).
Finally, ndicethat if the ajunctsin (23a-b) were to undergo LF wh-movement, under the

feaure movement theory the movement would be feaure-adjunction to the interrogative C and
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nat movement to SpecCP. It seemsthat this would be aperfedly legitimate instance of fedure
movement. Infad, the movement would na differ in any resped from the movement the adjunct
must undergo in the grammaticd (9) to ched the strong +wh-feaure of the complementizer,
whichisinserted in LF. Clealy, we need anew acoun of the ungrammaticdity of (23a-b).

Recdl that | have esumed abowve that awh-phrase must be asociated with an
interrogative cmmplementizer in order to ensure proper interpretation. The asociation can be
establi shed in two ways: either by moving the wh-phrase to a pasition within the projedion o
the complementizer, or by having the complementizer unseledively bind the wh-phrase in-situ.
Now, Tsa (1994 and Reinhart (1995 argue that wh-adjuncts or, to be more prease, wh-
adverbs, canna be unseledively bound de to the ladk of avariable (i.e. an open pasition).?* As
aresult, Tsai and Reinhart argue, wh-adverbs canna be interpreted in-situ. If thisistrue, the
only way for the wh-adverbs in (23) to be assciated with the interrogative C is for them to
undergo LF movement to the interrogative C.%? As noted abowe, this appeasto be aperfedly
well-formed instance of feaure movement which daes naot violate any locdity condtions on
movement or licensing of traces. Notice, however, that the movement has no morphdogicd
motivation. Neither the complementizer nor the wh-adverb contain any feaures that need to be
chedked prior to the movement. The structures that (23a-b) have prior to the movement of the
adjuncts to the interrogative C are fully legitimate LFs, with al feaures that neal to be dedked
chedked. As aresult, the movement of the adverbs to the interrogative complementizer violates
the Last Resort Condtion. The problem with the movement in questionisthat it isdriven by
what Chomsky (1993 cdl s ‘the search for intelli gibility’ rather than the satisfadion d formal
requirements (feaure-cheding), which is the only legitimate driving force for movement
acording to Chomsky (1993, 1995 | conclude, therefore, that (23a-b) converge & gibberish
withou LF movement of the wh-adverbs, which would ensure proper interpretation bu is banned
by the Last Resort Condition.

Let us now seehow we can acount for German (25a-b), which contrast with French and
English (23a-b). The grammaticdity of the German constructions indicates that the wh-adverbs
are succealing in establi shing arelation with the interrogative C. We could acourt for this by
asuming that German wh-adverbs differ from their French and Engli sh courterparts in that they
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can be unseledively bound ly C. This ansunlikely, given that, asargued in Tsal (1994 and
Reinhart (1995, the posshility of unseledive binding depends on the avail ability of an open
paosition, i.e., avariable, which existsin NPs but not in adverbs (in this resped, see éso
Higginbaham 1983, 1985. It then seems more gpropriate to acaourt for the grammaticdity of
(25a-b) by having the wh-adverbs undergo LF feaure movement to the matrix C. The driving
forcefor the movement has to be independent of the +wh-fedure, i.e., the feaure driving it
canna be the +wh-feaure and shodd na be avall able in English and French. It is tempting to
relate this movement to the avail ability of partial wh-movement in German, which indicates that
German wh-phrases can move to within a CP projedion independently of the +wh-feaure, the
relevant C not being spedfied as +wh. That relating the relevant feaure to the oneinvolved in
partial wh-movement may be ontheright tradk isindicated by the fad that partial wh-movement
is not avail able in English and French.?® It isworth nding in this context that Boskovié (1997H)
and Stjepanovi¢ (1995 show that Serbo-Croatian wh-phrases can also be fronted independently
of the +wh-feaure. (They also show that the movement is nat an instance of scrambling). In fad,
Boskovi¢ (in pressa) argues with resped to Bulgarian, alanguage that all ows multiply fill ed
interrogative SpecCPsin owert syntax, that even movement of wh-phrases to an interrogative
SpedCP does nat have to be driven by +wh-feaure cheding, i.e., it can have fedure-cheding
motivation independent of the +wh-fedure. Interestingly, Ml er and Sternefeld (1996 observe
that, in contrast to short-distance questions, German wh-adverbs canna be left in situ in long-
distance questions. Thisis exadly what is expeded if they are undergoing LF feaure movement
to C. The ungrammaticdity of (26) then can be acourted for in the same way as the
ungrammaticdity of (19a).

(26) a. *Wer hat gesagt dal3 Fritz warum ein Buch gelesen hat
who hes said that Fritzwhy a bookread fas
‘Who hes said that Fritz has read abookwhy?
b. Wen lest du empfohlen  di3 man wie bestrafen soll

whom have you recommended that one how punish  shoud
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Whatever the predse identity of the feaure that is resporsible for the LF movement of wh-
adverbsin Germanis, it canna be obli gatorily present in German wh-phrases or the interrogative
C.»Thisisindicaed by the fad, observed by Miller and Sternefeld (1996, that argument wh-
phrases can be left in-situ in long-distance questions in German, which in turn indicaes that not

al German wh-phrasesin-situ are forced to moveto Cin LF.

(27) Wer hat gesagt dal? Fritz was lesen soll
who hes sid  that Fritz what read shoud

In contrast to wh-adverbs, the wh-phrasein (27) can be unseledively boundand therefore does
nat depend on un@rgoing movement to the interrogative C to be aciated with it.

A gquestionthat arises now iswhat the proper treament of pure wh-in-situ languages
such as Japanese is? Noticefirst that Japanese (28a) shoud na recave the same analysis as
French (5h), i.e., it shoud na be analyzed asinvaving LF insertion d a complementizer with a
strong +wh-fedaure since, in contrast to French, embedded questions with wh-phrasesin-situ are
allowed in Japanese. If Japanese were to be given the same analysis as French, we would
incorredly predict (28b) to be ungrammaticd. Notice dso that the interrogative complementizer
in Japanese (28) islexicdly redized. Asaresult, in contrast to the interrogative cmplementizer
in French (5b), the interrogative complementizer in Japanese (28) clealy canna be introduced

into the structurein LF.

(28) a. Anatargadare-o0 mitaka
you-nom who-acc saw Q
b.Peter-wa [anatagadare-0  mitaka] tazuneta

Peter-top you-nom who-accsaw Q asked

It iswell-known that long-distancein-situ questions are dso goodin Japanese. Thus, bah (29)
and (29b) are good onthe matrix true question nonrecdo reading of the wh-phrase and contrast
with French (19a) and (20a). Negated questions are dso good onthe nonechoreading, againin
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contrast with French (cf. (21a)).

(29) a Johnto Mary-wa[Peter-ga dare-0 mitato] sinziteiru ka
Johnand Mary-top Peter-nom who-accsaw that believe Q
b.(?Johnto Mary-wa[Peter-ga dare-0 mita kadooka] siritagatteiru  ka
Johnand Mary-top Peter-nom who-accsaw whether  want-to-know Q
c. Johnwanani-o  tabenakatta ka

Johntop what-acc @e-neg Q

Thedatain (28-29) indicae that, in contrast to French, Japanese wh-phrases do nd undergo LF
feaure movement. If they did, it would be difficult to acourt for the contrasts between Japanese
and French nded above. However, it iswell-known that Japanese wh-phrases are not completely
insensitive to constraints on movement. Thus, adjunct wh-phrases canna be separated from the
interrogative cmplementizer by an island, asill ustrated in (30). According to Watanabe (1992,
some degradation is foundeven in argument questions such as (29b), thowgh thisclaim is

somewhat controversial.

(30) *Johnto Mary-wa[Peter-ga naze kuruma-o naosita kadooka] siritagatteiru  ka

Johnand Mary-top Peter-nom why car-acc  fixed whether want-to-know Q

Given (30), some kind d movement must be taking placein Japanese questions. As noted
abowve, the movement canna: be wvert, or we would na ableto acwurt for the mntrast between
(29) and (194), (20a), and (214). The movement, then, must be overt. In ather words, the
movement in guestion seamsto behave like XP movement, rather than X°-movement. Wh-
phrases themselves are dealy not undergoing wh-movement in the constructions under
consideration, sincethey are locaed in-situ. Therefore, the only passhility seemsto be that a
null wh-operator is undergoing movement. Thisisexadly what is proposed in Watanabe (1992
and AounandLi (1993, who argue that the diff erence between languages sich as English and

languages such as Japanese with resped to what moves in wh-questionsis aresult of the shape of
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wh-phrases and their quantificaional forcein the languagesin questions. Under both

Watanabe' s and Aounand Li’ s analyses, interrogative SpedCPs are dways overtly filled in
languages such as Japanese. Under Watanabe' s analysis, the wh-operator always moves to
SpedCP, whereas under Aounand Li’sanalysisit is sametimes base-generated there and
sometimes it moves, which isintended to acourt for island effeds. Both analyses imply that the
+wh-feaure in Japanese is 4rong and, therefore, requires presence of an element with a +wh-
feaurein SpedCP overtly. Inthe arrent system, we seam to be led to a Watanabe/Aounand Li
style analysis. There ae still many wrinkles left to iron ou, dang which would go well beyond
the scope of this paper. For some relevant discusson, seeWatanabe (1992 and Aounand Li
(1993.%

5. Conclusion and some theor etical consequences of the proposed analysis

In this paper | have examined when wh-movement must take placein French and dfered a
minimalist acourt of the limited dstribution d the in-situ strategy in French. | have agued
that in French constructions invalving wh-in-situ such as (5b), the interrogative CP projedionis
inserted orly in LF. Thisisanecessary condtionfor the in-situ strategy to be availablein
French. Wh-movement then dces nat take placeovertly in (5b) for atrivial reason: no CP
projedionis present in the SSof (5b). Wherethein-situ ogionis not allowed, either LF
insertion d the interrogative CP projedionis blocked o the insertion leadsto aviolation o
locdity constraints on movement. To be more predse, with embedded questions, LF insertion
of the interrogative complementizer is blocked because it violates the requirement that merger
expand the structure, and with long-distance and regative questions theinsertionlealsto a
violation d locdity constraints on movement. The LF C-insertion analysis has interesting
theoreticd consequences. It provides evidencethat lexicd insertion, in fad even lexicd insertion
of elements with strong fedures, can take placein LF under certain well -defined conditions,
namely, when the insertion takes place &theroaot of the tree aad when the dement undergoing
insertionis phondogicdly null. Thisin turn provides evidencethat Chomsky’s (1995

conception d strong feduresis superior to ealier conceptions, for example Chomsky (1999,
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sinceit alowsLFinsertion d elementswith strong feaures.

The arrent analysis also provides evidencethat feaure movement is subjed to at least
some locdity constraints on movement. Infad, it seemsto be subed to the same cnstraints as
overt movement to X°-positi ons, which confirms Chomsky’s claim that fegure movement
involves X%adjunction. Note that the analysis presented hereis crucially based onthe
assumptionthat all LF movement invalves adjunctionto X°-elements. (LF wh-movement then
involves adjunction to C°, rather than movement to SpecCP.) Asaresult, to the extent that it is
succesdul, the analysis presented here dso provides evidencefor Chomsky’ s feaure movement
hypothesis.

Under the aurrent analysis we would exped to regularly find wh-elementsin-situ in
matrix clauses in languages with a strong +wh-feaure & long as the interrogative
complementizer is phondogicdly null andisnat lexicdly spedfied asaphondogicd affix, a
reflex of which could be S-Aux inversion a a do-suppat type process (A phondogicd affix C
must be PF-adjacent to its host.) However, S-Aux inversionis crosslinguisticaly avery
common pkenomenonin questions. Thisisnaot surprising, given Pesetsky’s (1992 conjedure
that null morphemes are by and large spedfied as phondogicd affixes. Ancther interfering
fador isthat seang afronted wh-phrase does not necessarily indicate that wh-movement is
taking place Thus, asdiscussed in Boskovi¢ 1997band ill ustrated briefly above, Serbo-Croatian
wh-phrases, including wh-phrases with ecdho interpretation, are forced to undergo fronting quite
independently of the wh-feaure. (Stjepanovi¢ (1995 argues that the fronting is motivated by a
focusing requirement on Serbo-Croatian wh-phrases.) Fronting of awh-phrase in Serbo-Croatian
thus does nat necessarily provide evidencethat wh-movement istaking place Infad, as
discussed abowve, in spite of obligatory fronting of wh-phrases, Serbo-Croatian turns out to
behave like French with resped to when it must have wh-movement. Apparently, care shoud be
taken in dagnosing wh-movement. Fronting of wh-phrases canna be taken as a sole diagnastic
of wh-movement. The same paint is made in Cheng 1991 with resped to several languages.

Thereisone potential empirica consequence of the analysis developed abowve that still
remainsto be discussed. We have seen that nothing in the minimali st system prevents a

phondogicdly null complementizer with a strong +wh-feaure from being inserted in LF at the
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top d thetreein short-distanceroot questions. A question that arises now is whether other
phondogicdly null elements can aso beinserted in LF if their insertion takes place athetop o
thetree Thiscould leave uswith the posshility of matrix clauses being bare VPsin certain
circumstances in the overt syntax, with the rest of the structure being built i n the covert syntax.

Consider first the question with resped to Engli sh constructions sich as (31):

(31) Johnwanted ahouse

A questionthat arises iswhether INFL, and with it the IP projedion, can be inserted in the LF of
(31), asaresult of which the cnstruction would be abare VP in the overt syntax.”® It appeas
that thiswould be possbleif the INFL of (31) isphondogicdly null and has no PF requirements,
for example, it isnat spedfied as a PF affix. Halle and Marantz (1993, Bobalji k (1994, and
Lasnik (1995 have, however, recantly revived Chomsky's (1957 analysis of finite dauses by
arguing that English finite INFL isa PF affix. Infad, acording to these aithors, INFL in (31) is
not simply spedfied as aphondogicd affix, it even has phondogicd content. They argue that
ed isadually located uncer INFL and unaergoes affix hoppng to the main verb, ain more
recent terms, undergoes morphdogicd merger (which shoud na be confused with Merge) with
the main verb in PF under adjacency. If thisisindeed the cae, INFL, andwith it the IP
projedion,would haveto be present in the overt syntax in (31).

Consider, however, the French constructionin (32):

(32) Jean vodait une maison.

Jeanwanteda house

Lasnik (1995 argues that, in contrast to English finite INFL, French finite INFL is neither
phondogicdly redized na spedfied asaphondogicd affix. It is smply abunch o feaures
chedked against the feaures of the verb after the verb raisesto it. (In ather words, whilein
English want but not wanted is present in the lexicon, ed being a phondogicd redization o

INFL, in French voulait aswhaleis present in the lexicd entry of the verb in question.) If INFL
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in French (32) isindeed phondogicaly null, a question arises as to whether it could be inserted
into the structure in LF, which in turn opens up the posshility that the cnstruction could be a
bare VP at SS?' It is very difficult to tell empiricaly whether thisis apossbility since, as
discussed above with resped to the phondogicdly null complementizer, the derivationin which
INFL isinserted in the overt syntax is also availablein (32). Allowing LF insertion o INFL
could na then rule out any constructions, though it might rule in some cnstructions that were
ungrammaticd on the IP-in-syntax derivation. (Recdl that this was the cae with all owing the
posshility of the interrogative C being inserted in LF, which did rule in some constructions that
were ungrammaticd onthe CP-in-syntax derivation.) At thispoint | have noempiricd evidence
that could conclusively settle the issue under consideration. What makes our job particularly
difficult hereisthat it is not enowgh that INFL is phondogicdly null and has no PF requirements
of itsown to ensure that INFL can beinserted in LF. We nee to ensure that no element present
in the structure is required to move to INFL, or an element within the IP projedion, owrtly. This
probably makes the ungrammaticdity of negative sentences such as (33) irrelevant here, sinceit
seans plausible that French negationisrequired to move to INFL overtly (seeAcquaviva 1995,
Bell etti 1990,Haegeman 1992 Moritz 1989, Poll ock 1989,among others.)

(33) a *(ne) pas Jean ame Marie.
Bg neg Jean loves Marie

b. {ne) ame pas Jean Marie

If the negative marker ne indeed must end upin INFL overtly, the movement shoud probably be
driven by some inadequacy of negation, since non-negative sentences where negationis nat
present in INFL arefine. (I assume that in negative mnstructions where neismissng, neis
deleted in PF.) This means that the presence of negation requires overt insertion d INFL, which
in turn triggers subjed and V-movement to SpedP and INFL respedively.

Thereisasimilar interfering fador in (34), ancther paotentialy relevant construction.
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(34) *Complétement, Jean ouliera  céte histoire.

Completely  Jean will -forget this dory

(34) containswhat is traditionally referred to asa VP adverb. (See however, Beletti 1990,who
suggests that complétement can be aéther aVP or a TP adverb). If complétement isindeed aVP
adverb, a question arises as to why (34) isbad onthe derivationin which INFL isinserted
covertly. Kayne (1994 argues that the distinction between spedfiers and adjuncts soud be
abalished. Asnated by lan Roberts (persona communication), in Kayne's 1994 system the
adverb in (34) hasto occupy the Specpasition d some functional head, which is phondogicdly
null. Suppacse now that the phondogicdly null head, which is clealy phondogicdly wegk, isa
cliti c and that French cliti csin general must move to INFL, as suggested in Bell etti 1990and
Kayne 1991,among many others, neither of which isan urreasonable assumption. Given these
asumptions, (34) would beruled ou in the same way as (33). The presence of the functional
head that the adverb introduces would require overt insertion d INFL, which in turn would
require overt subjed and V-movement to SpedP and V respedively. (Note that, as fiownin
Bell etti 1990,completement canna undergo topicdi zation, which rules out the option o
analyzing (34) with the subjed in SpedP, V in INFL, and compl&ement undergoing
topicdization))?® The ungrammaticdity of (34) thus canna help us draw a definite conclusion
concerning the passhility of covert INFL insertion. Covert INFL insertion may adually be quite
generally banned for independent reasons. Consider again the derivationin which INFL is
inserted owertly in (32), with the verb moving to adjoin to INFL and the subjed moving to
SpedP. If these movements are driven by strong feaures of INFL, it appeasthat INFL could
still be inserted covertly in (32). However, if these movements are driven by some inadequacy of
the moved elements, which would require them to be locaed in the INFL-adjoined pasition and
SpedP respedively, then the option d inserting INFL and the IP projedionin LF would be
independently ruled ou. The optionwould also beruled ou if the EPPeffed isaresult of some
general requirement that there must be afill ed SpedP in every sentence It isdifficult to find
empiricd evidence @ncerning what drives the movementsin question. Chomsky (1995

asumes withou red empiricd evidencethat the movements are driven by strong feaures of
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INFL, in which case it seansthat there ae no olstadesto LF insertion d INFL in (32).
However, Chomsky (MIT Ledures 1995 suggests that the EPPis aresult of some universal
thematization requirement, which crosslinguisticdly requires overtly fill ed SpedPs. The
requirement could be interpreted in away that would completely rule out the option d inserting
INFL in LF andwith it the option d inserting covertly any projedion lower than INFL, given
that Merge must expand the structure.”

So, where does thisleare us? We sean to have goodempiricd and conceptual evidence
(the theory al owsit) that under certain circumstances C and the CP projedion can be inserted
into the structure @vertly, though the @vert insertion ogion dd nd rule out the overt insertion
option. Asfor INFL andthe IP projedion, the situationis unclea. At thismoment | have no
conclusive anpiricd evidencethat would go ore way or the other, and it is unclea whether the
optionwould be dlowed theoreticdly. In ather words, firm conceptua evidence of the relevant
sort (thisis allowed by the theory) is gill nat here, mainly becauseit is unclea what is
responrsible for movements to pasitions within the IP projedion. What is clea isthat the covert
lexicd insertion ogionistheoreticdly very limited: it can apply only at the roat of the treeto
phondogicdly null elements that furthermore have no PF requirements and do no haveto be
present overtly to provide alanding site for another element that must move overtly. The fad
that we have been able to find ore instance of LF insertion that exadly fits the cndtions dated

abowve provides a onfirmation d the theoretica framework adopted in this paper.
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Notes

1.For helpful comments and suggestions, | thank Howard Lasnik, Roger Martin, and audiences at
various eminars at the University of Conredicut, Formal Approachesto Slavic Linguistics 5
hosted by Indiana University and Wabash Coll ege, Kanda University, Nanzan University, and the
Linguistic Symposium on Romance Linguistics 27 hasted by University of California & Irvine,
where portions of this material were presented. Particular thanks are due to Jun Abe, Masao

Ochi, Mamoru Saito, Y uji Takano, Juan Uriagereka, and Akira Watanabe. Thanks are dso dweto
anumber of people, particularly Michéle Bachdl e, Cédric Boedkx, Viviane Déprez, and
Géraldine Legendre, for their help with judgments. Some material from Boskovi¢ (1997h) has
served as a starting point for sedions 2 and 3,where this material is considerably expanded and
revised.

2.The same halds for Chomsky (1993. Chomsky (1993 considers grong feauresiill egitimate PF
objeds, which deesnat in principle rule out LF insertion o elements with strong fedures.

3.Chomsky (1999 also considers the posshility that the null complementizer in constructions
such as (5b) isinserted in LF, bu ultimately rgjeds it for reasons to be discussed below.

4 Pourqua ‘why’ isadually an exceptionin that it canna be left in-situ. Rizz (1990, however,
shows convincingly that the reason for thisistrivia: Pourqua must be base-generated within the
CP projedion.

5.Aoun (1986 offers an acoun of the ungrammaticdity of (6b) based on hs propasal that
seledional restrictions must be satisfied at SSin French. The constructionis then ruled ou
becaise demander does nat take a wh-complement at SS Thisacount isnot available in the
current theoreticd framework, which dces naot attach any syntadic significanceto SS The fad
that the aurrent analysis does not invoke SSto acourt for the ungrammaticdity of (6b) canin
fad be cmnsidered a plus for the analysis. Under thisanalysis, thereisno reed to chedk whether
seledional restrictions are satisfied in French before LF. Note dso that in order to acourt for the
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contrast between French (6b) and constructions such as Japanese (7), Aoun popaosesthat, in
contrast to French, in Japanese seledional restrictions must be satisfied orly at LF. The

diff erence between French and Japanese concerning when seledional restrictions must be
satisfied isinconsistent with the arrent view of crosslinguistic variation, where languages are
considered to dffer only in their morphdogicd properties. (I return to pue wh-in-situ languages
below.) Aswill become obvious below, Aoun's (1986 analysisis also empiricdly inadequate. It
leaves ®vera fads concerning the avail ability of the in-situ strategy in French discussed below
unacourted for.

6.Note that SC indired questions have the same form as matrix questions. Asaresult, speaal
cae must be taken to rule out the posshility of analyzing a SC indired question as a superficia
direa question, with the superficial matrix clause being analyzed as an adsentential. To rule out
this posshility, no pause shoud be made before the embedded question. (Note that the matrix
clause neals to be given more content, which means avoiding a matrix clause that contains only a
verb, to makeit lesslikely to be analyzed as an adsentential). No danger of analyzing the
embedded question as a superficial matrix question arisesin SC correlative constructions (see
(11c-d)) and existentia constructions such as (11e-f), whaose wh-clause has al the formal
properties of questions (seelzvorski 1996, 1997. Note dso that | ignore theirrelevant echo
guestion reading of wh-phrasesin (11).

7.Li isused inregular yes-no questions. With wh-phrases, it is used in emphatic questions.

8.Pesetsky (1987 aso assumes that the interrogative complementizer in Englishisa
phondogicd affix. For relevant discusson see &so Pesetsky (1992, who conjedures that null
morphemes are by and large spedfied as phondogicd affixes.

9.An dternative that may be worth pusuing is to assume that the interrogative C in embedded
guestions adjoins to the higher verb owertly, thus stisfying its affixal requirement. Thisoptionis
not avail able in matrix questions such as (15) because it would involve overt lowering.

10.This ansto allow for the possbility of having anumber of separate trees in the overt
syntax, which are then assembled together in LF. Thispasshility istaken advantage of in
Hoff man (1995, who argues that thisis exadly what happensin freeword order languages.
However, it seams that the possbility shoud beruled out in PF, sinceit is difficult to seehow
some PF operations, for example, intonational phrasing, can apply properly unlessthe whole
structure is assembled into ore treebefore it enters PF.

111t istruethat the notion d strength was originally posited to drive overt movement. However,
theway it isimplemented in Chomsky (1995 leaves room for having strength drive covert
movement in certain well -defined configurations. | seeno reason why this passhility shoud na
be taken advantage of, espedally when this move is empiricaly well-motivated, which | attempt
to show in this paper. (See a&so the discussonin the foll owing sedion.)
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12Toruleout LFinsertion d phondogicdly null elements with strong feaures Chomsky hasto
adopt an additional assumption, givenin (i):

() a entersthe numeration orly if it has an effed on ouput.

Chomsky argues that strength in an interrogative complementizer has neither LF nor PF effed if
the complementizer isintroduced into the structure @vertly. Asaresult, given (i), strength
canna be present in the numeration, which is defined as an array of lexicd items that is mapped
by the computational system into alinguistic expresson (a PF-LF pair), to start with. The
condtionin (i) is conceptualy very problematic. In order to determine the dfeds of (i) we need
to knowv PF and LF outputs. However, the numeration, which is determined by (i), must be
present in the initial stage of the derivation. This globality raises a very serious conceptual
problem. (i) also has anumber of what appea to be undesirable enpiricd consequences that are
nat explored in Chomsky (1995. Thus, (i) appeas to ban constructions containing INFL with a
strong D feaure and ndl subjeds (pro, PRO, nul operator), sincethe movement of the null
subjed to SpedP, motivated by the strength of INFL, has no effed onthe outputs. That is, it
seans that languages that have null subjeds of any kind canna have astrong D INFL in the
contexts in which these null subjeds appea. This may be too strong.

The basic ideabehind (i) isthat superfluous projedions are not allowed in
representations. A number of ways of implementing thisideahave been propased in the
literature that do nd facethe problemsthat (i) faces and do nt have the dfed of altogether
ruling out covert insertion d elements with strong feaures (seeBoskovi¢ 1997% and references
therein). Boskovi¢ (1997) in fad shows that given a small modificaion d the nation d
numeration and the way lexicd insertion works, the ban onsuperfluous projedionsin
representations can be made to foll ow from the independently needed Last Resort Condtion,
which bans superfluous gepsin derivations. That is, Boskovié¢ (1997) showsthat it is possble
to use the Last Resort Condtionto prevent creaion d representations with superfluous
projedions, which makes any condtionthat isintended to spedficdly rule out such projedions
redundant and therefore diminable.

13.The judgments of my informants for (19a) range from fully unacceptable & atrue nonedo
questionto clealy worse than (5b). Note that (19a) sounds best with stresson the wh-phrase in-
situ, an indicaion d the eto-questionrealing. (The similar situation hdds for (21a), discussed
below, which has asimilar status as (193)).

It isworth naing herethat (19a) is not as bad as (6b) on the true questionreading. This
can be acounted for under the analysis presented below, since (6b) and (19a) violate diff erent
conditions.

Note that the dired objed wh-phrasein (20a) has the matrix scope on the relevant
reading. The @nstructionis clealy worse than Subjacency violations on the matrix true question
reading of the dired objed wh-phrase.

14 Inthis paper | concentrate on finite wh-in-situ complements. Infinitival wh-in-situ
complements are discus=d in Boskovi¢ in pressb.
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151t is worth noting here that Chomsky (MIT Lectures 1995) suggests that when X undergoes
overt XP movement to SpecYP there are actually two movements involved: Move F first adjoins
formal features of X toY for feature checking and then the rest of X undergoes XP movement to
SpecYP (‘pied-piping’) followed by a repair strategy that makes X pronounceable. Under this
analysis, it is not possible to make LF movement more constrained than overt movement by
appealing to Move F, which | attempt to do here based on the data under consideration (for
relevant data, see also section 4). Therefore, if the discussion here is on the right track the two
separate movements analysis cannot be correct: the decision to ‘pied-pipe’ must be made
immediately so that only oreectualmovement takes place (XP moves to SpecYP), as originally
suggested by Chomsky (MIT Lectures 1994) and Chomsky (1995). (Chomsky 1995 is somewhat
ambivalent on this issue. However, he crucially assumes throughout chapter 4 that the checking
configuration is Spec-head for overt syntax and FF(adjoined to head)-head for covert syntax,
which goes against the spirit of the two movements analysis.)

16.Takahashi (1997 also reades the mnclusion that feaure-movement is subjed to locdity
restrictions on movement. He daims that elements from which feaure movement takes place
can bock movement of their own feaures viaHuang's (1982 Condtion onExtradion Domain
(CED), i.e,, if they are subjeds or adjuncts. The data wnsidered here, however, provide
evidence gyainst this claim. Recdl, for example, that French (9) must involve feaure movement
of the wh-phraseto C, after Cisinserted in LF. Sincethe wh-phraseis an adjunct, (9) must
invalve fedure movement out of an adjunct. Its grammaticdity, then, provides evidence that
phrases do nd block movement of their own fedures. The same conclusionisreaded in
Boskovi¢ (1997). (It isworth panting out here that, as noted by Takahashi (1997), Takahashi’s
(1999 minimalist acoount of CED effeds does not rule out feaure movement of or, to be more
predse, ou of adjuncts and subjeds.)

17 Actually, the Attract system fails to account even for the full range of Wh-Island effects,
which are supposed to be its show-case. In this system, the Wh-Island effect is captured by
appealing to feature-checking instead of the A/A’ distinction. Thus, (i) is ruled out because the
matrix C, which needs to check its +wh-feature, fails to attract the closest +wh-feature bearing
element here.

(i) ??Which bookdo you wonder wherdohn put ;tt;

This seems to leave (ii) unaccounted for.

(ii) ??(Peter thinks that) That bqglou wonder wherelohn put ;tt

It is not at all clear why the +wh-feature should be relevant in attraction of topics. A similar
problem arises with respect to a number of other constructions, for example, relativization out of
wh-islands (cf. ?The book that you wonder where John) pmidtough-movement out of wh-

islands (cf. ?Phis car is tough to ask Peter when to repa@homsky’s (1995) system, where

feature-checking is intended to do the job of the A/A’ distinction with respect to relativized
minimality, thus fails to account for the full range of wh-island effects. Several other types of
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relativized minimality effects with A’-movement also appear to remain unaccounted for in this
system (for example, Rizzi's 1990 Pseudo-Opacity effects and Inner Island effects.) It is my
belief that a fully successful way of capturing the effects of the A/A’ distinction on relativized
minimality type phenomena would also cover the cases discussed in the text.

18 Note that sincethe relevant wh-phrases do nd undergo LF wh-movement, we can now
dispense with the stipulation that Subjacency does nat apply in LF, aposition which | adop here.

19.The constructionis bad if the order of the wh-phrases is reversed, which, as argued in Rudin
(1988 and Boskovi¢ (19979), isa Superiority effed. Note that, as argued extensively in Rudin
(1988 and Boskovi¢ (in pressb), adjunctionto SpedCP in Bulgarian proceeds to theright, so
that the wh-phrase that comesfirst in the linea order isthe one that moves first to SpecCP. For
an acoun of the full range of Superiority effedsin Bulgarian based onthe Econamy approach
to Superiority, seeBoskovi¢ (1997, in pressa).

(i) *[cp [[KaK] koj] [¢ € kupil  knigal]
hw who is bought book

20.The ssumptionwas rather strange, given that c-command seansto hdd between the aljoined
element anditstrace ad given that at the sametime it was apparently assumed that antecedent
government is posshble from the SpedP adjoined pasition. Thiswas necessary to acourt for
expletive there constructions, where the aciate of the expletive was assumed to undergo
adjunctionto the expletivein LF (seeChomsky 19917).

21.They show that the standard argument-adjunct asymmetry is adually anounadverb
asymmetry (for relevant discusson, see &so Huang 1982), resulting from the presence of an open
pasitionin NPs, bu not adverbs. The mntrast between *Who left how and Who left what way is
instructive here.

22 Tsai and Reinhart aso argue that wh-adverbs must be located within the interrogative CP
projedionin arder to be properly interpreted.

23 Admittedly, the acourt of the diff erent behavior of German and Engli sh/French wh-adverbs
with resped to the possbility of remaining in situ in questions adopted hereis not very deep.
However, neither are the dternative acourts of thisfad | am aware of. Thus, Miller and
Sternefeld (1996 (see &so the references therein) acourt for the fad under consideration by
stipulating that German differs from English in that in German, bu not in Engli sh, antecedent-
government is possble from the SpedCP adjoined pasition. Haider (1986, onthe other hand,
suggests that the traceleft by LF wh-movement of adverbsis lexicaly governed in German, bu
not in English.

24 Thisisin line with the aumption that the same kind d feaure, with apotential differencein
strength (the situationis not clea here given that, as argued in Boskovi¢ 199%, strength is nat
the only thing that can force overt wh-movement), isinvolved in partial wh-movement, which is
not an odigatory operation.
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25A potential problem hereis that the movement of the wh-operator could be feaure movement
in spite of taking placeovertly. Sincethe wh-operator is phondogicdly null, there seamsto be
no reel for caegory pied-piping to ensure proper PF interpretation. Thisisun uncasirable
result, sincewe dealy want the movement in questionto at least have the option d being XP
movement, in order to avoid strict locdity restrictions on X° movement. There ae two ways out
of the potential problem. One posshbility isthat the wh-operator is adually not phondogicdly
null. The operator moves to SpedCP, after which it undergoes PF deletion, perhaps as areflex of
the traditional Doully Fill ed Comp Filter (seeChomsky and Lasnik 1977). To be aleto undergo
PF deletion, the operator would have to enter PF as awhale, rather than *broken’ into feaures.
Thisisadualy exadly what Takahashi (1997 propacses happensin English constructions sich
asthereasonthat Johnsaid that Mary left, which, acording to Takahashi, who essentialy

foll ows Chomsky and Lasnik (1977), invoves movement of a phondogicdly overt element to
SpedCP, followed by PF deletion o the dement. (Note that the movement in question clealy
has properties of XP movement.)

An dlternative analysisis avail able that seens more principled to me. Chomsky argues
that when ore formal feaure undergoes movement, all formal fedures are dfeded by the
movement. Movement minimally affedsal formal feaures (FF). Returning now to the wh-
operator, it isnot clea that the operator contains anything but formal feaures. In fad, +wh may
be the only feaure the operator has. FF (wh-operator) would then be the whole wh-operator,
(i.e., FFwould na be apart of thelexicd item in question, bu the whale lexicd item.) Given
the contextual definition o X™ and X™" that Chomsky adopts (for evidencefor this approach to
the X™/X™" distinction, seeBogkovi¢ 1997%), FR(wh-operator) would also be amaximal
projedion (it isalexicd item that does not projed any more) as well asaminimal projedion (it
isalexicd item that isnot aprojedionat al.) Chomsky suggests that such elements are aleto
undergo bah XP and X°-movement. Thiswould enable FF(wh-operator) to uncergo X P-
movement, which is alessconstrained option. (It isnat clea whether the final landing site of the
movement could still be the C-adjoined pasition, and nd only SpedCP.) In fad, as Masao Ochi
(personal communicaion) points out, the null operator could undergo XP movement even if it
wereto movein LF (by definition, X™ would be undergoing movement) so that, for our
purpaoses, it isadualy nat necessary for the null operator movement to be overt.

26 Asfor C andthe CP projedion,it isnot quite dea whether they would ever be present in
(31). For argumentsthat thereisno C or CP projedionin that-lessdedarative dauses, see
Boskovi¢ (1992, 1996, 1993.

27 Whether (32) would be abare aVP if the IP projedion could beinserted in LFisnat clea,
sinceit depends on whether there ae ay projedions between VP and IP. A number of propaosals
concerning the existence of such ‘intermediate’ projedions have been made in the literature. If
there ae such projedions, andif any of them is gedfied as aphondogicd affix, it would have
to be present overtly. Notethat what | cdled the IP projedion could be split i nto a number of
functional heads, some of which could be PF affixes and, if so, would have to be present overtly.
Recdl aso that Pesetsky (1992 argues that phondogicdly null heads are by and large aoss
linguisticdly PF affixes, which would make any phondogicdly null head abovethe VP in (32)
likely to be an affix.
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28 Thereis ancther patentialy interfering fador in (34). Asnoted by Belletti (1990, even
sentential adverbsin French canna occur in front of asubjed, though this s1oud be abase-
generated option for them even when the subjed islocaed in SpedP (cf. English (ib)).

(i) a ?*Probablement Jean vendra ce livres.
jpobably Jean will -sell these books
b. Probably, Johnwill sell these books.

It isposgble that Adv-subj-V sequences are for somereasonruled ou in French,i.e, itis
possble that whatever rulesout (ia) rulesout (34). Thisis plausible if the ungrammeticdity of
(i) isnat dueto structural reasons. (See however, Bell etti 1990for an attempt at a structural
explanation d the ungrammaticdity of (ia).) Notice however, that some adverbs can appea
before the subjed in French, asill ustrated by Sowent Pierr e se trompe ‘ Often Pierre makes
mistakes'. (The adverb must have strong stressthough.)

29.Chomsky (MIT Ledures 1995 leares open what drives movement of V to INFL, which
seansto completely fall outside his g/stem.
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