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Huang(1982 arguesthat L F movement islessconstrained than overt movement. In
particular,he agues that subjacency constrains overt movement but not LF movement.
Evidencefor his claim is provided by the contrasts in (1) under his assumption that wh-
phrases that are located in situ at SS undergo LF wh-movement.

(2) a. ??What does John wonder whether Peter bought?
b. Who wonders whether Peter bought what?
c. ?*What did you see the woman that bought?
d. Who saw the woman that bought what?

Tsai (1999 and Reinhart (1995 propase an dternative analysis of (1a-d) that does not
requirestipulating a difference between LF and owert movement with resped to locdity
restrictionsonmovement. Essentially foll owingwork by Higginbaham (1983, 198% where
N isgenerated with an index-argument that must be bound they argue that wh-NPshave an
open paosition and therefore can introduce variables in situ. As a result, they can be
unseledively bound byC.> Under their analysis what in (1b) and (1d) does not have to
undergoL F movement. Subjacency is then trivialy satisfied. They furthermore ague that
wh-adverbs do ndiave an open pasition and therefore canna introduce variables in situ.®

'Forstimulatingcommentsand dscusson, | am grateful to Noam Chomsky, Viviane Déprez, Daniel
Finer,Richard Larson, Roger Martin, Juan Uriagereka and espedally Howard Lasnik and the participants of
my 1997 syntax seminar a the University of Connedicut. Thanks are dso due to a number of people,
espedally Michéle Bachalle, Cédric Boedkx, Viviane Déprez and Géraldine Legendre, for their help with
French judgments.

’In Reinhart’ sanalysiswh-NPs areinterpreted in situ via choicefunctions. (The function variableis
bound by the question operator.)

*UnderReinhart’s analysis, the lad of the N variable with wh-adverbs ultimately leads to their
inability to be interpreted in situ via choice functions.
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As aresult, wh-adverbs canna be unseledively bound, fencestill need to undergo LF wh-
movementThisis sippcsed to acourt for the ungammaticdity of constructions such as
(2a-c), which are under traditional assumptions ruled out via the' ECP.

(2) a.*Who wonders whether Peter left why?
b. *Who saw the woman that left why?
c. *Who left why?

In this papet will show that there ae constructionsin which wh-NPs in situ must
undergaL F wh-movement in spite of the possbility of unseledive binding. | will use such
construditons to investigate locdity restrictions on LF wh-movement. While | will argue,
alongwith Huang and contra Tsai and Reinhart, that there is a difference between LF and
overtmovement with resped to locdity restrictions onmovement, the onclusionl readis
very different from Huang's. In particular, | will arguethat LF movement ismorelocd than
overt movement. | will show that this date of affairs can be acourted for by adopting
Chomsky’s (1995) Move F Hypothesis.

1. French Wh-in-Situ Constructions
| will start by examining French wh-in-situ, in particular, the paradigm in (3-5).

(©)) aTu a vu qu?
you have seen whom
‘Who dd you see?
b. Qui as-tu vu?

(4 a Piere a demandé qui tu as wvu.
Pierre hasasked = whomyou have seen
b. *Pierre ademandétu asvu qu.

5) aQui quetu as wvu?
whom C you have seen
‘Who dd you see?
b. *Que tu as vu qui?

In Boskovi¢ (199€) | show that the @ove paradigm can be acwmurted for rather
straightforwardlyin the Minimalist system. | will briefly summarize here the necessary
mechanisms from Chomsky (1995).

Chomskyarguesthat Merge, which includeslexicd insertion, must expandthetreg
i.e.,it canna takeplacein embedded pasitions. Merger generall y takesplacein overt syntax.
Thisfollowswithou stipulation. Thus, if an NP such as Johnisinsertedin LF thederivation

“While (2a,b) aremoreor less $raightforward, acourtingfor theungrammaticdity of (2c) isadualy
rather tricky. For relevant discussion, segl®wi¢ (1996c).

®Note that overt C questions like (5a) are not acceptable in all dialects of French.
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crashedecaise LF canna interpret the phondogica feauresof John. If, onthe other hand,
Johnisinserted in PF, PFwill not know how to interpret the semantic feaures of John. The
only way to derive alegitimate PFand alegitimate LF isfor John to beinserted before the
level of SSis readed. PF will then strip doff the phondogicd feaures of John and the
semanticfegures of John will proceal into LF. This line of reasoning alows lexicd
insertionto take placein PFand LF under certain condtions. To be more predse, it allows
PFinsertion d semanticdly nul elementsandLFinsertion d phondogicdly nul elements.
We are interested in this second possibility here.

Thelast medhanism relevant to the acourt of the paradigm in (3) is the notion o
strength. Chomsky (1995 off ersaderivational definition d strength, where strongfeaures
are defined as elements that canna be tolerated by the derivation and therefore must be
eliminatedthroughchedking from the structure immediately uponinsertion. In Chomsky’s
words:"A strongfeaure.. triggersarulethat eliminatesit: [strength] isassociated withapair
of operations, one that introducesniio the derivation..a secondthat (quickly) eliminates
it." (p. 233° Under this view, insertion d an element with a strong feaure F must be
immediately followed by an operation that checks F.

In this g/stem, it isposgbleto insert even an element with astrongfeaurein LF as
longasthe dement isphondogicdly nul, theinsertiontakesplace athetop o thetreg and
thestrongfedureis cheded immediately uponinsertion. In Boskovi¢ (199€) | argue that
thisisexadly what happensin French wh-in-situ constructions. | arguethat C with astrong
+wh-featureis inserted in the LF of (3a). Wh-movement then dces nat take placein (3a)
overtly for atrivial reason: itstrigger is not present overtly. The LF insertion d the strong
+wh C triggers L F wh-movement, which chedsthe strong+wh-feaure of C. In (4b) theLF
C-insertionderivationfail sbecauseit involves merger in an embedded pasition,andin (5b)
becauséhe mmplementizerisnot phondogicdly nul. In(3b), (4a), and (5a) thestrong+wh
Cisinserted owertly, which triggers overt wh-movement given that strongfeaures must be
checked immediately upon insertibn.

Notice now that, in contrast to English (1b,d), unseledive bindingisnat an ogtion
for thewh-phrasein situin French (3a), because it would leave the strong+wh-feaure of C
unchecled. In (1b,d), the strong +wh-fedure of C, which is dandardly assumed to be the

®Chomsky formulates strength somewnhat differentiyp. 234" Suppase that the derivation D has
formedX containing o with astrongfeaure F. Then D iscancdedif aisina cdegory nat headed bya." | will
notadopt thisformulation heresince, asnatedin Lasnik (1997 andcreditedto MaireNooran, theformulation
has an undesirable consequence in that it does not force checking of strong features of elements that are not
embedded (i.e. that are located at the top of the tree). To do that it is necessary to asstremgtthatust
be removed for convergence, even if not embedded (see Chomsky 1995, p. 382, n. 16).

"Noticethat we caainat assume that the interrogative C in French is always inserted overtly but that
its +wh-feature can be either strong or weak. If we were to do that we would not be able to ever enforce the
+wh-movemenbption, which would leave the ungrammaticdity of (4b) and (5b) (see dso (6-8) below)
unaccountedior. There ae anumber of interesting questionsthat the LF C-insertionanalysisraises (e.g.,why
areboth LF and owert C-insertion cerivations in principle available in French, why is the LF C-insertion
derivationblocked in Engdlish, etc.) that | canna gointo here due to spacelimitations. They are discussd in
detail in Bgkovi¢ (1996¢).
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trigger for wh-movement, is chedked in owert syntax, which is not the cae in (3a). As a
result,LF C-insertion d the complementizer must be foll owed bywh-movement of the wh-
phrasen situ. French wh-in-situ constructions thus provide us with atod for investigating
locality restrictions on LF wh-movement.

1.1. Questioning out of Finite and Negative Clausesin French

In Boskovi¢ (199&) | show that French in situ questions have avery limited
distribution.For example, long-distancein situ questions are unaccetable in French even
whenthe interrogative complementizer isnull andlocaed at thetop d thetree According
tomy informants, (6a) isgood oty ontheirrelevant edho questionreading. Recdl now that
Frenchin situ questions such as (3a) or (6a) involve LF insertion d a strong +wh-
complementizefoll owed bywh-movement motivated by cheding the strong+wh-feaure
of the cmmplementizer. Given this, the mntrast between (3a) and (6a) shoud beinterpreted
asindicaingthat French LF wh-movement is clause-bounded. Significantly, thisisnat true
of overt wh-movement in French. As (6b) shows, overt wh-movement in French is nat
clause-bounded.

(6) a *Jeanet Pierre qoient 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?

A similar contrast between owert and LF wh-movement is found with long-distance
guestioning out of interrogative dauses. (7b), invalving overt wh-movement, is smewhat
degraded; it hasthe status of asubjacency violation.(7a), however, iseven worse onthetrue
guestion reading, onwhich qui is interpreted in the matrix SpedCP. This derivation must
involve LF wh-movement, given the @ove discusson?

() a *Jeanet Marie sedemandent s Pierre ame qui?
Jean and Marie wonder if Pierre loveswhom

‘Whom do Jean and Marie wondkr if Peter loves?
b. ?Qui Jean et Marie se demandent-ils s Pierre ame?

The contrastsin (6-7) lead meto conclude that LF wh-movement isadually morelocd than
overt wh-movement. Thisisconfirmed by the contrast in (8), also naedin Boskovi¢ (199&).
(8a-b) show that wh-movement can take place aoossnegation in overt syntax, but not in
covert syntax. Wethushave another context with resped to which LFwh-movement ismore
locd than overt wh-movement.

®Noticealso that (i) isaccetable only as an embedded question. The dired objed wh-phrase canna
take matrix scope in (i) on the true question, non-echo reading.

® Jean et Marie se demandentqui a vu qui?
Jean and Marie wonder who has seen whom
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(8 a ?*Jean ne mangepas qua?
Jean negeds neg what
‘What doesn’t Johned?
b. Que ne mange-t-il pas?

Noticeal so that there isindependent evidencethat LF wh-movement isresporsible for the
ungrammaticalityof negative andlong-distancein situ questionsin French.? Consider (9).'°

(9) a. Qui croit que Mariea vu qui?
who believes that Marie has seen whom
b. Qui ne mange pas quoi?
who neg eats neg what

(9a-b)are accetable onthe true question, pair-list reading. They crucialy differ from (6a)
and(8a), which are degraded onthe true questionreading, in that they contain ancther wh-
phrasethat is located owertly in the interrogative SpedCP. This wh-phrase can ched the
strong+wh-fedure of C, so that thereisno reed for thewh-phrasein situtomoveinLF. The
wh-phrasan situ can then be unseledively bound.In (6a) and (8a), onthe other hand, the
wh-phrasdn situ is the only element that can ched the strong +wh-feaure of C and, is
thereforeforced to undergo LF wh-movement. Unseledive binding by C is not an option
in these @nstructions, sinceit would learethe strong+wh-fedure of C uncheded. (Thewh-
phrasenvould never enter the dhedking damain of the C.) The contrasts under consideration
indicate that movement to SpedCP is driven by an inadequacy of the interrogative C, as
suggestedby Chomsky (1995. When thisinadequacy istaken care of, asin (9a,b), the wh-
phrase in situ does not have to move in LF. When the inadequacy of C is not taken care of
((6a)and (8a)), the wh-phrase must move in LF. Given that the wh-phrase in situ needs to
undergoL F wh-movement in (6a, 8a) but nat in (9a,b) it seans plausible to attribute the
ungrammaticalityof (6a) and (8a) to locdity restrictions on movement. (8a) indicates that
negationhas a blocking effed on LF wh-movement.'! (6a) appeas to indicae that C also

°In what follows | take (6a) to be the representative of the latter class of questions.

Notethat in therelevant resped French crucially differsfrom Iragi Arabic, which never all owswh-
phrasesn situ within finite dauses (the ourterparts of both (6a) and (9a) arebad in Iragi Arabic; see Waba
1991).As aresult, Ouhalla’'s (1996 analysis of Iragi Arabic that treds Iragi Arabic wh-phrases as wh-
anaphorssubjed to Condtion A (thisisthereassonwhy wh-phrasesin Iragi Arabic must all be doseto their
antecedenttwh C), cannot be extended to French. Notice dso that Ouhalla s analysis of Iragi Arabic was
promptedby a similarity in the morphdogicd make-up d Iragi Arabic wh-phrases and reflexive anaphars,
which is not found in French.

Notealso that Frenchisvery diff erent in the relevant resped from typicd wh-in-situ languages gich
as Japanese, where bath (6a) and (9a) are accetable. The Japanese murterparts of unaccetable French
construction$n (4-5) and(8) are dso grammaticd, which strondy indicaesthat Frenchwh-in-situisdiff erent
from Japanese wh-in-situ. The LF insertion o astrong+wh C analysisis clealy inappropriate for Japanese.
In Boskovié (1996), following Watanabe (1992 and AounandLi (1993h, | arguethat wh-in-situ languages
like Japanese adually involve overt null operator movement to SpedCP, which makes such langueges
uninformative in investigations of locality restrictions on LF wh-movement.

Beck (1996 reades the same conclusion with resped to German. However, her test gives an
oppaite result when applied to English and French. Bed's claim is based on the unacceptability of
constructionsuch as (9b) in German. It does not carry over to Engli sh and French, where such constructions
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has a blocking effect on Livh-movement. Another patential troubde maker here wuld be
thefinitenessof the enbedded clause. Certain fads concerninginfinitival complementation
in French, havever, strondy indicate that finitenessis irrelevant and that C indeal has a
blocking effect on LF wh-movement.

1.2. Infinitival in Situ Questions

It is well-known that French differs from English in that it allows PRO even in
propositional infinitivals. 1 will nat be interested in this diff erence between English and
Frenchhere (for arecent minimali st acourt of the diff erence seeBoskovi¢ 1996, 1997).
Whatl will beinterestedinisHuot’s (1981) observationthat the infinitival complement of
propasitional verbs sichascroire’believe’ canna bedislocaed. Inthisresped croirediffers
from, for exampleyouloir ‘want’, whose infinitival complement can be dislocated.

(10) a. Pierre croit  avoir convaincu ses amis.
Pierre believes to have convinced his friends
b. (*)Avoir convaincu ses amis, Pierre le croit.
‘To have convinced his friends, Pierre believes it'
(11) a.ll a toujoursvoulu revenir mourir en France.
he has always wanted to returnto die in France
b. Revenir mourir en France, il I'a toujours voulu.
‘To return to die in France, he has always wanted it'

In Boskovi¢ (1996, 1997 | showed that the paradigm in (10-11) can be acourted for if the
infinitival complement of croireisaCP, andthat of vouloir an IP. The ungrammaticdity of
(10b), and the mntrast between (10a) and (10b), is reminiscent of the following English
constructions:

(12) . Everyone believes (that) John likes Mary.

. *John likes Mary is believed by everyone.

. cf. That John likes Mary is believed by everyone.
. *John likes Mary Peter never believed.

. cf. That John likes Mary Peter never believed.

OO0 TD

Stowell(1981) observesthat it isnot passhbleto passvizeor topicdi ze mmplements headed
byanull CinEnglish.He aguesthat doingthisresultsin violation d licensingrequirements
on the null complementizer (in particular, the ECet the null C isindeed to bame for
theungammaticdity of (12b,d isconfirmed bythefad that the cnstructionsbecomegood
if we use the lexicd complementizer that (cf. (12c,€)). Returning naov to (10b), we can
accounfor Huat’ s observation concerning the dislocatabilit y of theinfinitival complement
of croireif the infinitival is a CP. The ungrammaticality fOb) then reducesto (12b,d.

areacceptable. The German data Bedk examines also lead her to concludethat all i n situ wh-phrases movein
LF (at least in German), a position | am arguing against here based onthe French data under consideration.
Wh-movementisdriven byaformal inadequacy of theinterrogative C. Oncethisinadequacy istaken care of,
thereisno reed for LF wh-movement. (At least nat with wh-NPs. Seebelow for discusson d wh-adverbs.)
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The grammaticdity of (11b) shoud then be interpreted as indicaing that the infinitival
complementf vouloir isan IP, whichiswhat | concluded in Boskovi¢ (1996, 1997. The
conclusionseadedthere, however, need to bedlightly modified. Whereasall my informants
agreeonthe accetability of (11b), the status of (10b) islessclea: some of my informants
accept and some rejed, (10b). This suggests that there is a variation with resped to the
categorialstatus of the infinitival complement embedded uncer croire (and propasitional
verbsin general). For some spedkers, the infinitival isa CP. For other spe&ers, it isan IP
(for an interesting dscusdon d this variation and its consequences, see Boedx in
preparation).

Returningnow to wh-in-situ, all the speeers| consulted all ow long-distancewh-in-
situ questions with the infinitival embedded under vouloir, which unformly has IP status.
As for the infinitival embedded underoire, the speakers for whom the infinitival isa CP
(i.e. the speakers who rged (10b) do nd accept (134) on the true, nonedo guestion
reading.The spe&kersfor whom theinfinitival isan [P (i.e. the spe&kerswhoaccet (10b)),
accept(13a) onthetrue questionreading. This date of affairs grondy indicaesthat C has
a blocking effect on LF wh-movement, finiteness being irrelevant.

(13) a.(*)Tu crois avoir vu qui?
you believe to have seen whom
b. Tu veux faire quoi aujourd’hui?
you want to do what today

To summarize the discusson so far, | have shown that when we exclude the
possibilityof unseledive binding o wh-NPs, we can seethat, contrary to what is gandardly
assumed,.F movement is more loca than overt movement. In particular, C and Neg block
LF wh-movement even in the contexts in which they do nat block overt wh-movement. V
and INFL, on the other hand, do nt¢ block LF wh-movement, as indicaed by the
grammaticality of (3a).

2. German Wh-Adverbsin Situ

This conclusion is confirmed by certain fads from German. It is well-known that
constructiongnvaolving wh-adverbs in situ are unaccetable in English (14). They are,
however, not universally unacceptable. Thus, it is well-known that such constructions are
acceptablen German, as ill ustrated in (15a-b). | will not be interested here in what is
responsiblefor this difference between German and English. For an acount of this
difference the reader isreferred to Boskovié¢ (199&). | will put aside here English (14) and
concentrate on German questions containing wh-adverbs in situ.

(14) *Who left why?

(15) a. Wer hat es wie repariert? (Haider 1996)
who has it how fixed
‘Who fixed it how?’
b. Wer is warum gekommen? (MUller and Sternefeld 1996)
who iswhy come
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‘Who came why?’

Notice first that, given that, as argued by Tsai (1994 and Reinhart (1995, wh-adverbs
cannotbe unseledively bound de to the lad of an open pasition, wh-adverbs in situ will
haveto undergo LF wh-movement even in the constructionsinwhich awh-phraseis present
in the interrogative SpedCP. Given the French data discussed above, we would then exped
that,in contrast to short-distancequestions such as(15), wh-adverbswill nat be adleto occur
in long-distance in situ questions. The prediction is borné*out.

(16) a *Wer hat gesagt dai3 Fritz warum ein Buch gelesen hat?
who hes sid  that Fritzwhy a book read tes
‘Who hes said that Fritz has read abookwhy?
b. *Wen hast du empfohlen 3 manwie bestrafen soll ?
whom have you recommended that one how punsh  shoud
‘Who have you recommended that one should punish how?’
(MUller and Sternefeld 1996)

The contrast between (15) and (16) confirms that C has a blocking effed on LF wh-
movementSignificantly, as srown in (17), in contrast to LF, adverbs can undergo long
distance wh-movement in overt syntax. The cntrast between (17) and (16) confirms the
conclusionreaded above with resped to French wh-in-situ constructions that LF wh-
movement is more local than overt wh-moventént.

(17) a. Warum hat Hans gesagt dal3 Fritz t ein Buch gelesen hat?
b. Wie hast du empfohlen dal3 man t Hans bestrafen soll?

The data examined so far indicate that there is a diff erence between LF and owert
movemenwith resped to locdity, the former being more locd than the latter. A question
that arises now is whether this difference needs shjbdated or whether it foll ows from
independentlynotivated medanisms of the grammar. In the next sedion | will show that
thedifference ca be deduced gventhe Move F Hypothesis. Before doingthat, | will make
a brief digresson to discussthe syntax of the either construction a, more predasely, the
locality restrictionsoneither-movementproposed byLarson(1985. | will show that either-

Miiller and Sternefeld observe that, in contrast to wh-adverbs, wh-NPs can remainin situ in long-
distance questions.

0] Wer hat gesagt dal? Fritz was |esen soll ?
who hes sid  that Fritz what read shoud

Thisisexpeded given that, asargued by Tsai and Reinhart, wh-NPscan be unseledively boundandtherefore
do nd need to movein LF.

¥ ignareherenegative questions containingwh-adverbs sncethey arenot informativeintherelevant
respect due ttwo interfering fadors: (i) even constructions invalving owert movement of wh-adverbs from
apasition below negation are bad dweto Inner Islands eff eds (seeRoss1983and Rizzi 1990). (ii) As shown
in Bed (1996, constructions containing wh-phrases in situ within the scope of negation are quite generaly
unacceptable in German, regardless of whether we are dealing with wh-NPs or wh-adverbs.
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movement exhibits the sarh@edity restrictions as LF wh-movement, which will provide
us with a due where to look for an explanation for the locdity effeds with LF wh-
movementln what foll ows, for ease of expasition | will use relativized minimality andthe
A/A’ distinction. Following Rivero (1991) and Roberts (1992, | assume that relativized
minimality appliesto head aswell as phrasal movement, the status of heads with resped to
the A/A’ distinction being determined in the same way as the status of the wrrespondng
specifierdi.e., an A’- Specimpliesan A’-heal, and an A-Specimpliesan A-hea). It ismy
beliefthat any fully successul way of derivingthe dfeds of relativized minimality andthe
A/A’ distinctionfrom independently motivated principles of the grammar will extendto the
cases discussed beldfv.

3. Either-M ovement
Consider the following constructions:

(18) a. John likes either football or chess.

“Chomsky (1995 propases one way of doing this based on feaure-chedking and the operation
Attract. The analysisis, however, empiricdly problematic sinceit does nat cover thefull range of relativized
minimality effeds. Infad, the analysisfail sto acaourt evenfor thefull range of Wh-Island effeds, which are
supposed to be ishow-case. Under this analysis, the Wh-Island effed is captured by appedingto fedure-
checkingnstead of the A/A’ distinction. Thus, (i) isruled ou becaise the matrix C, which nealsto ched its
+wh-feature, fails to attract the closest +wh-feature bearing elemesre].

() ??Which bookdo you wonder wheygohn put ;tt?
This seems to leave (ii) unaccounted for.
(ii) ??(Peter thinks that) That boglou wonder wherglohn put ;tt.

Itisnot at al clea why an intervening +wh-feaure shoud be relevant in the dtradion d topics. A similar
problemarises with resped to a number of other constructions, for example, relativizaion ou of wh-islands
(cf. ??The book that you wonder where John put and ??The book, which you wonder where John put) and
tough-movemengandenough-movemenbu of wh-islands (cf. ?7Thiscar istoughto ask Peter whento repair
and??This car is old enough for usto wonder whether we should buy). Noticethat positing somekind o an
operatorfegure that would be invaved in the dtradion here would nd work, given Lasnik and Stowell’s
(1991)argumentsthat, in contrast to questions, appasiti verel atives, tough-movementand enough-movement
do nat invalve true operators (or variables for that matter). Under the operator feaure dtradion analysiswe
might also incorredly predict that QNPs, which shoud bea the +op fedure, will have ablocking effed on
wh-movemen(cf. What did everyone buy). Chomsky’ (1995 system, whichisbased onAttradt andinwhich
feature-checkingsintended to dothejob d the A/A’ distinction with resped to relativized minimality, thus
failstoacourt for thefull range of wh-islandeff eds. Severa other typesof relativized minimality effedswith
A’-movementalso remain uracounedfor inthis g/stem, for example, Rizz’ s(1990 Pseudo-Opadty effeds
and Inner Island effects.

As dhown in Takahashi (1994), in contrast to Attrad, which considers movement from the paint of
view of thetarget, a @mnception d the Shortest Move Principle (SMP) that considers movement from the point
of view of the moved element can realily acommodate the full range of relativized minimality eff ects.
Takahashi shows that it can also acommodate the full range of Huang's (1982 CED phenomena and the
Coordinate Structure Constraint, which remain mysterious under Attrad. There thus may still be anee for
the conception of the SMP that considers movement from the point of view of the moved element.
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b. Either John likes football or chess.

Larson (1985 argues that (18a) and (18b) have the same structure & some paint. In
particular,he agues that (18b) is generated with the same structure a (18a) after which
either undergoes overt movement (for scopal reasons) to an A’-position.

(19) Either John likes,tfootball or chess.

| will adopt here Larson’ sanalysiswith aslight modificaion. Whereas Larson assumes that
themovement in question can be ather XP or head movement, | assume that the movement
in question is uniformly head movement. Following Larson, | assume that we ae deding
herewith A’-movement." Sincetheonly headseither-movementrossesin (19) are A-heads
(V and INFL), relativized minimality is then okeyed in (19). This analysis enables us to
straightforwardlycgpture anumber of fads concerning the distribution o either. Consider
the following constructions. (Most of the relevant restrictions on the distribution o either
are noted in Larson 1985.)

(20) a. Peter believes that John likes either football or chess.
b. *Either Peter believes that John likefobtball or chess.
(21) a. John wanted to play either football or chess.
b. Either John wanted to playfootball or chess.
(22) a. John wanted for Mary to play either football or chess.
b. ?*Either John wanted for Mary to playfootball or chess.
(23) . John does not like either football or chess.

a
b. ?*Either John does not like football or chess.

(20b)isruled viarelativized minimality: either undergoe#\’- head movement aaossancther
A’-head,namely C. The problem doesnat arisein (21b) given that, asargued extensively in
Boskovi¢ (1996b, 199Y, English control infinitivals are IPs. The only heads either crosses
in (21b) areghe A-heads V and INFL, just asin (19). (22b), onthe other hand, isruled ou
for the same reason as (20b), either again crosses C, an A’-head.*® Finally, (23b) can also be
ruledou viarelativized minimality: either undergoe#\’- head movement aaossan A’- hea,
this time negation. The relativized minimality head movement anaysis thus
straightforwardly captures the locality effectsebtiner-movement.

3 will not be interested here in the question of exactly whither lands.

*Throughou the paper | ignare superficial examples of ECM with want-class verbs (clauses
containinga lexicd infinitival subjed withou the complementizer for) since, due to the unclea status of
constructionshat would providetherelevant tests, it isnot quite dea whether such constructionsinvavetrue
ECM (in which case the relevant infiniti vals could be IPs) or Case-marking byanull complementizer within
theinfinitival, which would then haveto be aCP. For relevant discusgon,seeBacd (1977), Boskovi¢ (1996b,
1997), Larsoneta (1997, Lasnik and Saito (1997), Martin (1996, Ormazda (1995, Pesetsky (1992, and
Postal (1974), among others.
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Returningnow to French wh-in-situ constructions, naicethat LF wh-movement in
Frenchexhibits the same locdlity restrictions as either-movementLike either-movement,
LF wh-movement in French is blocked by C and regation, bu nat by V and INFL. This
strongly indicates that a uniform acourt for the movements in question is in arder.
Chomsky’s (1995) Move Hypothesis makes such an account possible.

Chomsky (1995 observes that a natural consequence of the standard minimali st
asuumption that movement is driven by fedure cheding is that, al else being equal, the
operation Move shoud apply to feadures and nd to syntadic caegories. Overt movement,
which feeds PF, till has to apply to whole cadegories, given the natural assumption that
lexicd items with scatered feaures canna be interpreted/pronourced at PF. Since the
considerations of PF interpretability arenat relevant to LF, in LF the operationMove shoud
apply only to feaures. Chomsky instantiates this feaure movement as adjunction to X°-
elementsHe agues that in LF formal feaures move to heals beaing matching feaures.
Under a naturainterpretation d thisanaysis, al LF movement necessarily involves heal
movementGiven this, LF wh-movement involves movement to C, and nd to SpecCP. In
otherwords, it ismovement to an A’-hea pasition, just like either-movementlt isthen no
surprisethat it is subjed to the same locdity restrictions as either-movementThe analysis
of locdity restrictionsoneither-movementjiven abovestraightforwardly extendsto L F wh-
movement: being movement to an A’-heal pasition (C), it is blocked by A’-heads C and
Neg, but not by A-heads V and INEL.

4. Quantifier Raising

Theanalysis can be extended in an interestingway to ather putative instances of LF
movement.For example, it enables us to finally explain the mysterious (almost) clause
boundednessf quantifier raising (QR). The dause boundednessof QR has always been an
embarrassmetfior QR analyses, sinceit required pasiting dfferent locdity restrictions for
QR and what was believed to be LF wh-movement. In the aurrent system, however, QR
displays the same locality constraints as LF wh-movement. Consider (24-25):

"t is worth noting here that Chomsk\IT Ledures 1995 suggests that when X undergoes overt
phrasamovement to SpecY Pthere ae adually two movementsinvolved: Move Ffirst adjoinsformal fegures
of X toY for feaure chedking andthen therest of X undergoes phrasal movement to SpecY P (‘ pied-piping’)
followed by arepair strategy that makes X pronourceale. Under this analysis, it isnot possble to make LF
movementnore cnstrained than overt movement by appedingto Move F, which | attempt to do here based
on the data under consideration. Therefore, if the discusson rere is on the right track the two separate
movementganalysiscanna be wrred: thededsionto ‘ pied-pipe’ must be madeimmediately so that only one
actual movement takes place (XP moves to SpecY P), as originally suggested by Chomsky (MIT Ledures
1994)and Chomsky (1995. (Chomsky 1995is omewhat ambivaent on this isaie. However, he aucidly
assumeshroughou chapter 4 that the chedking configurationis Spec-head for overt syntax and FHadjoined
to head)-head for covert syntax, which goes against the spirit of the two movements analysis.)

It isalsoworth naing herethat Chomsky (MIT Ledures 1997) devel opsasystem that dispenseswith
the covert/overt syntax distinction, traditional LF movement being reanalyzed in this s/stem as pure feaure
movementi.e., MoveF withou caegory movement. Asnoted byNoam Chomsky (personal communicetion),
the instances of LF movement discussed above are amenable to the same reanalysis.
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(24) a. Someone believes that John hates everyone.
b. Someone believes John to hate everyone.

(25) a. Someone wants for John to hate everyone.
b. Someone wants to hate everyone.

Although QR is traditionally considered to be dause-bounded it has often been noted that
certaininfinitival clauses allow quantifiers to scope out of them more eaily than finite
clauses. Thus, it appeasthat it is easier for the enbedded clause quantifier to take wide
scopewith resped to the matrix quantifier in (24b) than in (24a). (253) and (25b) also
contrastin the relevant resped, the wide scope reading d the eanbedded clause quantifier
being much more salient in (25b) than in (254)." These fads can be straightforwardly
explainedgiven that, as argued in Boskovi¢ (1996b, 199y, English ECM and control
infinitivals arelPs. (24-25) then simply indicaethat C, bu not V andINFL, have ablocking
effectonQR. QR then behavesin the sameway asL F wh-movement in therelevant resped.
The analysis of locdity restrictions on LF wh-movement propcsed above can be realily
extendedo acaoun for the dmost clauseboundednessof QR, giventhestandard assumption
that QR is A’-movement. (Being an LF operation, it would also have to involve Move F.)

Anothersimil arity between QR andL F wh-movement isthat negation hesablocking
effecton bah. AounandLi (1993) notethat, in contrast to (26a), thedired objea quantifier
canrot take wide scope in (26b). Assuming that in order to take wide scope in (26b), the
directobjed must QR past negation, the unavail abilit y of therealingin questionreducesto
theungammaticdity of French (8a). The analysisof (8a) proposed above straightforwardly
extends to (26b).

(26) a. Someone likes everyone.
b. Someone does not like everyone.

Themost interesting parall eli sm between Q-scope and wh-in-situ concerns French
croire-class infinitivals. Recall that thereawariation with resped to the cdegorial status
of such infinitivals. For some spedkers such infinitivals are IPs, and for other spegersthey
areCPs. (Therelevant test isthe passhility of dislocaion d theinfinitivalsin question, see
sectionl.2). Significantly, amongmy informants, thelower quantifierin (27) can havewide
scope in the IP dialect, but not in the CP dialect.

(27) Quelqu’un croit avoir aidé chaque enfant.
someone Dbelieves to have helped each  child

Recallnow that the same split obtains with resped to long-distancein situ questions with
this type of infinitivals. Such gquestions are accetable in the IP dialed, bu naot in the CP

BAlthoughtherelevant contrasts seem pretty clea thewide scopereadingisnot straightforward (the
mostsalient reading) even in (24b) and (25b). Aspointed ou by Willi am Snyder (personal communicdion),
onenedalsto be caeful about theintonation d the relevant sentences. In particular, thewide scopereading o
the enbedded quantifier is more salient when bah the matrix and the enbedded quantifier are stressed.
(Notice, however, that even under this intonational pattern, the relevant contrasts can be observed.)
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dialect (see sedion 1.2). Notice finaly that none of my informants allows a quantifier
containeawvithinafinite cmplement of croireto scopeover amatrix quantifier. Thisfurther
confirmsthe parall elism between QR and LF wh-movement since, as discussed in section
1.1.,long-distancein situ questions are not possble with the finite complement of croire.*®

(28) Quelgu’un croit gue Jeana aidé chaque enfant.
someone Dbelieves that Jean has helped each  child

Tosummarize wehaveseaninthis edionthat the dmost clauseboundednessof QR
andthe blocking effed of negation onQR receive aprincipled acourt under the arrent
analysisWhat isparticularly important isthat QR isnow brought inlinewith ather instances
of LF A’-movement, in particular, LF wh-movement. Thelocdity of QR isthe same asthat
of LF wh-movement, which eliminates one of the biggest obstades for the QR analysis of
guantifierscope interpretation.In fad, thediscussonin this dioncan beinterpreted asan
argumentin favor of QR. It is certainly possble to acourt for scopal interpretation and
interactionof QNPs withou movement. However, the dgorithm for scope interpretation
havingto mimic locdity restrictions on movement would be astrongindicaion that non
movement analyses of quantifier scope interaction are on the wrong°track.

5. Conclusion

| have agued in this paper based onavariety of constructionsthat LF movement is
morelocd than overt movement. | have shown that thereisno reed to make any stipulations
alaHuang (1982 to accourt for the diff erence between overt and covert movement. The
differencefoll owsin the Move F system. | have shown that LF movement exhibitslocdity
restrictions of head movement, which can be captured given Move F.
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