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1 Introduction

The Tensed-S Condition of Chomsky (1973), reproduced in (1),1 declares all tensed
S nodes islands, but provides an “escape hatch” for extraction: “an item can ‘escape’
from a tensed sentence if it has been moved into the COMP position on an earlier
cycle and is moving into the COMP position on the present cycle” (Chomsky 1973,
243–244).

The Companion to Syntax, Second Edition. Edited by Martin Everaert and Henk van Riemsdijk.
© 2017 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. Published 2017 by John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

0002860221.3D 1 26/9/2016 9:34:37 PM

mdikken
Cross-Out

mdikken
Inserted Text
Eötvös Loránd University & Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Hungary



(1) Tensed-S Condition
No rule can involve X, Y in the structure … X … [α … Y …] … where Y is in
COMP and X is not in COMP, or Y is not in COMP and α is a tensed S.

(1) states that movement can relate X and Y across a tensed clause as long as both X
and Y are in COMP. This forces a successive-cyclic “COMP-to-COMP movement”
derivation for wh-movement. The Subjacency Condition (a generalization of the
Tensed-S Condition that was carried over into the early principles-and-parameters
theory of Chomsky 1981) preserved the islandhood of tensed S, andwith it, the need
for successive-cyclic extraction from tensed clauses. Successive-cyclic “COMP-to-
COMP” movement remained by and large a theoretical construct. Unequivocal
empirical support for it was seldom provided.
In Chomsky (1986), successive-cyclic derivations not only became part of the fab-

ric of the theory, they also got significantly denser. The algorithm for the computa-
tion of barriers (the then-current name for cyclic or bounding nodes, now called
phases), given in (2), ensured that any node in the structure (with the stipulated
exception of IP) that is not θ-governed by a lexical category is inherently a
barrier (2.i), and that even nodes that are θ-governed by a lexical category can obtain
barrierhood via inheritance (2.ii) or via the minimality clause (2.iii) (I will ignore
(2.iii) here).

(2) A category α is a BARRIER for β iff (i) or (ii) or (iii):
(i) α dominates β and is not θ-governed by a lexical category (α IP);
(ii) α is a maximal projection and α immediately dominates γ, which

dominates β and is not θ-governed by a lexical category;
(iii) α is the immediate projection of δ, a governor of β.

By this definition of barrierhood, it is impossible for X and Y in a structure of the
type in (3) to engage in a syntactic movement dependency: the embedded VP, dom-
inating Y, is an inherent barrier because I does not θ-govern it; the IP of the lower
clause, while not inherently a barrier, inherits barrierhood for Y from VP (which is γ
in the definition in (2.ii)); CP, even when not being an inherent barrier for Y thanks
to being θ-governed by the matrix V, also inherits barrierhood for Y, from IP;2 and
the matrix VP and IP nodes are barriers for a relationship between X and Y as well.
Thus, in (3) as it stands, all the maximal projections betweenX and Y are barriers for
a relation between X and Y in the representation.

(3) [CP X [C C [IP … [VP … [CP … [IP … [VP … Y …]]]]]]]

Since a movement dependency between X and Y across a CP boundary is fre-
quently possible, however, there needs to be a way in which the barrierhood of
the nodes that structurally intervene between X and Y can be voided. The role of
successive-cyclic movement in this is thoroughly anchored in Chomsky (1986):
for the first time in the history of generative syntax, the theory guarantees on prin-
cipled grounds the rescuing role of successive-cyclic movement; and this role is
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extended beyond intermediate substitution for SpecCP (“COMP” in earlier versions
of the theory) to cover intermediate adjunction to a potential barrier as well. The
densely successive-cyclic movement dependency in (4), involving intermediate
adjunction to both VPs and a stopover in the lower SpecCP, yields a grammatical
output.3

(4) [CP X [C C [IP … [VP Y [VP … [CP Y [C … [IP … [VP Y [VP … Y …]]]]]]]]]]

In the “derivation by phase” model of current minimalist syntax (Chomsky
2001; 2008), the densely successive-cyclic movement derivation of long
A -dependencies that resulted from the definition of “barrier” in (2) has been
adopted wholesale, with two small labeling changes (entirely irrelevant for
the discussion in this chapter): the verbal constituents to which intermediate
adjunction takes place are now called “vP” (projections of the “light verb” v that
merges with VP); and the IP has been rechristened TP. (5) represents the current
state of the art:

(5) [CP X [C C [TP … [vP Y [vP … [VP … [CP Y [C … [TP … [vP Y [vP … [VP …

Y …]]]]]]]]]]]]

The Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC; see (6)) is currently held responsible for
the need for the intermediate stopovers on the edges of vP and CP: vP and CP are
declared “phases,” and by the PIC, only the edges of phases are visible to probes
outside these nodes; so every time a probe–goal dependency needs to be established
between a probe α and a goal β across a phase P, βmust be on the edge of P in order
for the probe–goal relationship to be successful.

(6) Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC)
The domain of H is not accessible to operations outside HP; only H and its
edge are accessible to such operations.

Both Barriers and the current “derivation by phase” model thus deliver, on the-
oretical grounds, derivations of long-distance A -movement dependencies that cut
them up into a succession of small steps, with intermediate traces (or copies) on
the edges of all vPs and all CPs. These are the “wh-paths” of standard Chomskyan
syntax. For Chomsky, it has mostly been the theory itself that led him to champion
these densely successive-cyclic derivations: the theory dictates these kinds of deri-
vations. Neither Chomsky (1986) nor his more recent phase-based work contains
explicit empirical arguments for their existence. This is not to say, however, that
the generative syntax literature has failed to come up with empirically based argu-
ments in support of (densely) successive-cyclic movement. It is the aim of this
chapter to carefully lay out and assess the wide variety of empirical arguments
presented in the literature. To set the stage for the discussion of overtly marked
wh-paths to follow, I will start by briefly reviewing the argument for intermediate
stopovers on the edge of CP and VP/vP most widely cited in the literature: bind-
ing ambiguity.
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2 Preamble: binding ambiguity

In English, anaphors embedded inside picture-noun phrases behave in two unusual
ways. When the picture-noun phrase is the subject of a finite complement clause, an
anaphor contained in them allows binding from the higher clause, in an apparent
violation of the clause-mate condition on anaphoric binding (see (7)). Containment
in a picture-noun phrase does not give anaphors a blanket license for choosing an
antecedent in a higher clause: (8a) does not allows an upstairs reading for the ana-
phor (i.e., himself cannot be coreferential with John here). But when the picture-noun
phrase is itself moved into the matrix clause, such a reading does become available,
as shown in (8b), which, unlike (8a), is ambiguous.

(7) Johni thinks that [pictures of himselfi] are hideous.

(8) a. Johni thinks that Billj hates [pictures of himselfj/∗i].
b. [which pictures of himselfi/j] does Johni think t that Billj hates t?

It is the binding ambiguity of (8b) that has preoccupied a significant portion of the
literature on binding and the syntax of long-distance A -dependencies. It is rou-
tinely cited as evidence for the idea that the fronted wh-phrase makes a touchdown
in the SpecCP position of the subordinate CP: the anaphor can then be bound by Bill
if the picture-noun phrase is “reconstructed” into the position of the original trace (t),
and by John if it is “reconstructed” into the specifier of the CP selected by think (occu-
pied by t ).
It is important to note that even cases of extraction from a wh-island, which on

standard assumptions proceed out of the embedded CP without a stopover in its
specifier (whether in (9) occupies the embedded SpecCP position), give rise to bind-
ing ambiguities of the sort exemplified by (8b). The example in (9) is mildly
degraded due to a violation of the wh-island condition, but it is just as ambiguous
as is (8b).

(9) ?[Which pictures of himselfi/j] does Johni wonder whether Billj hates t?

The pre-Barriers account of long A -dependencies, on which there is just a single
wh-trace in the structure of (9), located in the object position of hate, cannot derive
the John-reading of (9) via reconstruction: there is just one reconstruction site in (9),
and reconstruction of the picture-noun phrase into that position will deliver only the
Bill-reading. For a reconstruction-based account of the binding ambiguity in (8b)
and (9) to work fully, an additional reconstruction site is needed in (9), in the local
c-command domain of John. The densely successive-cyclic A -movement deriva-
tions in (4) and (5) provide just that: the intermediate trace adjoined to the matrix
VP/vP in (4) and (5) (i.e., Y ) is precisely in the right place to make it possible to
derive the ambiguity of (9). In (8b), too, the Barriers and “derivation by phase”-style
derivations feature a stopover on the edge of the matrix VP/vP, from which the
binding of the anaphor by the matrix subject can be taken care of. The VP/vP-
adjoined position is closer to John than the intermediate trace in SpecCP, hence
the optimal reconstruction site. On a reconstruction approach to binding
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ambiguities, therefore, (8b) and (9) count as an argument for successive-cyclic
movement via the edge of VP/vP, not for a stopover in SpecCP.

The empirical argument for successive-cyclic movement based on (8b) and (9)
depends on an approach to such binding ambiguities based on reconstruction, or
the activation at LF of lower members in the wh-chain. Such an approach is by
nomeans uncontroversial.4 The fact that the argument involves anaphors contained
in picture-noun phrases muddies the analytical picture. It is well known that ana-
phors defy Principle A of the Binding Theory in picture-noun contexts in English
(see, e.g., Safir’s 1999, 595 example in (10), where himself is bound non-locally by
the rock star).

(10) The rock star said that his wife would not identify which pictures of himself
she had defiantly sent to the tabloids

English “anaphors” of the himself type have several properties that make them unu-
sual representatives of the class of anaphors. Their ability to be construed as logo-
phors has attracted a large amount of attention in the literature on referential
dependencies (see Pollard and Sag 1992; Reinhart and Reuland 1993; see also Logo-
phoricity and Reconstruction, Binding, and Scope ). The binding ambiguities seen in
(8b) and (9), as well as the apparent long-distance binding of himself in Safir’s (10),
seem characteristic of the logophoric construal of himself. Indicative of this is the fact
that such referential dependencies are by no means found in all the world’s lan-
guages: the pattern represented by English (8b) and (9) appears to be distinctly rare,
cross-linguistically. Even a language as closely related to English as Dutch fails to
show these kinds of ambiguities: in the Dutch equivalent of (8b) (Welke foto’s van
zichzelf denkt Jan dat Wim haat? ‘which pictures of himself thinks Jan that Wim
hates’), the anaphor must be bound by the subject of the embedded clause (see
Koster 1994, 66; Zwart 2002, 288), as a consequence of the fact that zichzelf does
not support logophoric construal.

It is not the aim of this chapter to present an account of the referential dependen-
cies that himself-type anaphors can engage in. Nor even is it this chapter’s goal to
provide an account of the facts in (8b) and (9), which are not in any obvious sense
instantiations of overtly marked wh-paths. I have brought these cases up here to
highlight one thing only: that the most commonly cited argument for intermediate
traces/copies in SpecCP andVP/vP-adjoined positions, based on the binding ambi-
guities seen in (8b) and (9), is highly problematic.

3 Overt reflexes of successive-cyclic movement

Successive-cyclic extraction via SpecCP became theoretically inescapable once S
was declared a bounding node, and fell-swoop movement crossing more than one
bounding node was declared an impropriety. Empirical support for successive-
cyclic A -movement derivations seems abundant, coming from a variety of domains
of the grammar, with several phenomena apparently marking the path of wh-
movement overtly. In this section, we will critically review the status of
(i) wh-copying, (ii) morphological agreement phenomena, (iii) stranding in
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intermediate positions (quantifier float, P-stranding), and (iv) embedded inversion
as empirical arguments for successive-cyclic movement.

3.1 Wh-copying

The phenomenon commonly referred to in the literature as “wh-copying” is illus-
trated in (11). Constructions of this type are attested in a variety of languages,
including child English (Thornton 1990; Gavruseva and Thornton 2001) and L2
English (even in speakers whose L1 does not have wh-copying; Gutiérrez 2005),
though not in adult Standard English. They are often analyzed in the literature
in terms of the spell-out of multiple copies of the wh-constituent along the
wh-movement path (most recently, and most forcefully, in Barbiers, Koeneman,
and Lekakou 2010). If this analysis is correct, and if the lower copy of the wh-chain
occupies the SpecCP position of the embedded clause, then wh-copying supplies a
powerful argument in favor of successive-cyclic movement via SpecCP.

(11) German
Wer glaubst du wer kommen wird?
who think you who come will
‘Who do you think will come?’

The multiple copy spell-out analysis of wh-copying constructions has never been
straightforward. Two things should give us pause before pursuing such an
approach. First, in such constructions it is never possible to spell out complex
wh-constituents in multiple positions along the wh-movement path: sentences like
(12) are impossible.

(12) a. ∗Whose fault do you think whose fault that is?
b. ∗Which baby do you think which baby eats the ice cream?
c. ∗Wessen Studenten denkst du wessen Studenten man einladen sollte?

whose students think you whose student one invite should

Second, its name notwithstanding, wh-copying allows for the two wh-expressions
co-occurring in the sentence not to be literal copies of one another. Cases of non-
identity, in which one of the wh-phrases is larger than the other, come in three
variants: in (13) (from Fanselow and Ćavar 2001), the upstairs wh-element is a
subcomponent of the wh-constituent in the lower clause; in (14), the upstairs
wh-element is once again smaller than the one in the subordinate clause, but not
a physical subpart of it; and (15) is the mirror image of (14), with the downstairs
wh-element simpler than the one in the matrix clause.5

(13) German
a. Wen denkst du [wen von den Studenten] man einladen sollte?

who think you who of the students one invite should
‘Which of the students do you think one should invite?’

b. Wieviel sagst du [wieviel Schweine] ihr habt?
how.many say you how.many pigs you.PL have
‘How many pigs do you say that you have?’

6 Overtly Marked Wh-Paths
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(14) Child English
Which mouse do you think who the cat chased?

(15) L2 English
Who do you think which baby eats the ice cream?

Wh-copying is similar on the surface to so-called wh-scope marking (or “partial
wh-movement”), which features an invariant wh-word (what or its equivalent) in
thematrix clause. The pair in (16a, b) juxtaposeswh-scopemarking andwh-copying;
(16c) represents the familiar long wh-fronting pattern.

(16) German
a. Was glaubst du wen sie liebt?

what believe you who she loves
b. Wen glaubst du wen sie liebt?

who believe you who she loves
c. Wen glaubst du dass sie liebt?

who believe you that she loves
all: ‘Who do you think she loves?’

There are certain empirical properties shared bywh-copying and so-calledwh-scope
marking constructions that make them differ, as a pair, from long wh-fronting
constructions. Sensitivity to inner islands is one such property: while (17c) shows
that long wh-fronting is oblivious to the presence of a negation in the matrix clause,
(16a, b) both become ungrammatical when a negation is inserted in the upstairs
clause, as (17a, b) illustrate (see Rizzi 1990; Höhle 1996; Reis 2000, 378 for (17a); Reis
2000, 395 for (16b)).6

(17) German
a. ∗Was glaubst du nicht wen sie liebt?

what believe you not who she loves
b. ∗Wen glaubst du nicht wen sie liebt?

who believe you not who she loves
c. Wen glaubst du nicht dass sie liebt?

who believe you not that she loves
all: ‘Who don’t you think she loves?’

The emergence of inner-island effects in both wh-scope marking and wh-copying
constructions and the absence thereof in cases of longwh-fronting suggest that the
former two constructions should not be assimilated to the latter. For wh-scope
marking, an analysis that assumes that the upstairs invariant scope marker is
in a so-called direct dependency relation with the wh-constituent in the lower
clause has been roundly rejected in the literature (see Dayal 1994; Horvath
1997; Bruening 2006 for detailed discussion): there is no dependency between
the scope marker and the downstairs wh-constituent; the two do not form a chain
(or expletive–associate relationship); the scope marker is a non-argumental
dependent of the matrix clause and, because of its non-argument status, faces
obstruction from the negation when trying to move across it. The fact that we find
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an inner island effect in (17b) as well suggests strongly that here too, no long-
distance wh-movement is taking place; the dependency between the two wh-
elements in (17b) should be assimilated to that found in thewh-scopemarking con-
struction in (17a).
The clear contrast, in inner-island contexts of the type in (17), between long

wh-fronting, on the one hand, and the two multiple exponence cases of long
A -dependencies, on the other, should probably discourage attempts to treat all
three constructions in a derivationally parallel fashion in all languages.7 This
leads to an important conclusion in the context of the present chapter. Ifwh-copying
cannot (systematically) be treated on a par with long wh-fronting, then the
multiple exponence of wh-elements seen in wh-copying constructions cannot
(systematically) be treated in terms of multiple spell-out of members of a single
wh-chain. If wh-copying involves multiple wh-chains, as does wh-scope marking,
then neither of these multiple exponence constructions instantiates successive-
cyclic movement through SpecCP. If no successive-cyclic movement is involved
in the derivation of these constructions, the wh-elements found in subordinate
SpecCPs in wh-multiplicity constructions cannot be analyzed as overt reflexes of
successive-cyclic movement, and multiple wh-exponence is not a case of an overtly
marked wh-path.

3.2 Morphological agreement phenomena

A family of phenomena that are very frequently cited in the context of
overtly marked wh-paths involve agreement patterns specific to (long-distance)
A -dependencies.

3.2.1 Irish complementizer agreement
In Irish, the complementizer of each clause along the extraction path shows
agreement with the wh-constituent. A representative example is (18) (taken from
McCloskey 1990):

(18) Irish
an rud [a shíl mé [a dúirt tú [a dhéanfá]]]
the thing AL thought I AL said you AL do-COND-2SG
‘the thing that I thought you said you would do’

In (18), “AL” is the gloss for the version of the marker a that gives rise to lenition
(“L”) of the following consonant (as distinct from “AN,” the version of a that brings
about nasalization of the following consonant, which is used in resumption con-
texts, irrelevant here). McCloskey’s treatment of this marker, widely followed in
the literature, is as a complementizer that agrees with the operator that has under-
gonewh-movement. The fact that the lenition-triggering version of amust be used in
each clause along the movement path is then taken to argue for the successive cycli-
city of thewh-movement process: stopping over in the specifier of each CP along the
way, the wh-operator causes the selection of “AL” in every C-head position on the
path as a reflex of the Spec–Head agreement relation it establishes with each
C-head.

8 Overtly Marked Wh-Paths
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McCloskey (2002, sect. 6) presents an updated version of his earlier analysis of
(18), factoring out its reliance on Spec–Head agreement (which has fallen out of
grace with the introduction of the Agree relation, i.e., c-command between a probe
and a goal that are not separated by an intervening phase head). The C-head “AL” is
given a combination of two features, “Op” and EPP. The “Op” feature is checked
under Agree; the EPP feature is responsible for displacement through SpecCP. It
is the latter that forces successive-cyclic movement. Van Koppen (2005) and Franck
et al. (2006) argue that whenever Agree and a Spec–Head relation are established
between a probe and a goal, the agreement relation between the two is especially
“tight.” Thus, Franck et al. demonstrate that agreement basedmerely on Agree rela-
tions is easier to “tamperwith” (in “agreement attraction” contexts) than agreement
based on both Agree and Spec–Head relations. To establish for Irish the point that
agreement with “AL” involves both Agree (for the “Op” feature) and Spec–Head
(for EPP), one could thus try to show that the agreement relation between
wh-operators and complementizers of intermediate clauses is more impervious to
“intruders” (“agreement attractors”) than a mere Agree relation would lead one
to expect. But for the particular example in (18), it is not obvious that there could
be any closer possible goal for “AL” that could interfere with the Agree relation
between it and the closest member of the wh-chain: the subject is in a low structural
position, presumably lower than the vP-edge position occupied by the intermediate
trace/copy of thewh-operator. Absent a cogent demonstration of the need, over and
above an Agree relationship between the “AL” and the closest c-commanded mem-
ber of the wh-chain, for a Spec–Head relation between “AL” and a wh-trace/copy in
its own specifier position, facts of the type in (18) do not lend support for successive-
cyclic movement via the specifier of “AL.”

It is questionable, in any event, that the functional head harboring “AL” is a
C-head.While McCloskey (1990) treats the elements glossed as “AL” in (18) as com-
plementizers, such an analysis has been called into question in work by Sells (1984)
and Noonan (1992; 2002), who have analyzed “AL” as a verbal particle. Noonan
(2002), in particular, has emphasized the fact that “AL” also shows up in non-finite
clauses featuring object shift, such as (19).8

(19) Irish
Ba mhaith liom [Seán an caora a mheá ar an bhfeirm].
is good with Seán the sheep AL weigh on the farm
‘I would like Seán to weigh the sheep on the farm.’

The “AL” found in (19) is not a complementizer. If a unified analysis of the “AL” in
(18) and the “AL” in (19) (which have identical morphophonological properties) is
to be found, it is unlikely that it couldmake reference to the functional category “C.”

It may still be that the distribution of “AL” is tied to the distribution of certain
movement operations or phases – wh-movement and object shift; CP and vP. But
since object shift is not an A -dependency, “AL” then ceases to be a marker specif-
ically ofwh-paths. It does remain true, however, that, if the form of the “AL” element
is the reflex of anAgree relation between it and a phasemate, the fronted operator in
(18) must make sure to become a phase mate of each “AL” along the wh-path. This
will typically require intermediate stopovers – not necessarily in SpecCP, but
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certainly in places (including the edge of the vP phase) which ensure a local relation
between each occurrence of “AL” and a member of the wh-chain.

3.2.2 Kinande complementizer agreement
Another familiar argument for successive-cyclic movement via SpecCP comes from
complementizer agreement in the Bantu languages. In Kinande (as in several other
Bantu languages), the featural make-up of the C-head of awh-clause is a function of
the noun-class features of the wh-phrase. Thus, when the wh-constituent is ekihi
‘what’, which belongs to noun class 7, the C-head of the wh-question has the corre-
sponding agreement form, kyo; if, on the other hand, the wh-constituent is iyondi
‘who’, which is a member of noun class 1, the C-head is realized as yo:

(20) Kinande
a. [CP iyondi [C yo [TP Kambale alangira]]]

who.1 AGR:1 Kambale saw
‘Who did Kambale see?’

b. [CP ekihi [C kyo [TP Kambale alangira]]]
what.7 AGR:7 Kambale saw

‘What did Kambale see?’

This agreement marking manifests itself on each complementizer in each clause
along the extraction path of a displacedwh-constituent (or focus), producing surface
patterns that are very similar to the ones just reviewed for Irish. (21) is a typical
example.

(21) Kinande
ekihi kyo Kambale asi [nga kyo Yosefu akalengekanaya [nga kyo
what AGR Kambale know COMP AGR Yosefu thinks COMP AGR

Mary akahuka]]
Mary cooks
‘What did Kambale know that Yosefu thinks that Mary is cooking (for dinner)?’

Schneider-Zioga (2009, 47) demonstrates that “[n]ot only can wh-agreement occur,
it must occur in every clause between the site of extraction … and the site of pho-
nological location of the wh-word” – thus, in (21) the agreement marker kyo cannot
be omitted in any of its three locations. (21) therefore appears to be a textbook exam-
ple of an overtly marked wh-movement path.
However, Schneider-Zioga (2009) argues explicitly that, contrary to appearances,

(21) is not a case of long-distance, successive-cyclic movement at all. She bases
her argument on three pieces of evidence: absence of connectivity effects in long
A -dependencies in Kinande, absence of superiority effects, and the fact that succes-
sive-cyclic A-movement appears to be impossible in Kinande as well, so the lan-
guage apparently shows no evidence of having successive-cyclic movement
anywhere in its grammar. Let me mention explicitly here the case of binding
connectivity. While local (i.e., clause-mate) wh- and focus fronting gives rise to
connectivity effects for binding (as shown in (22a)), long-distance fronting does
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not: kiwe in (22b, c) cannot be construed as a bound variable depending on obuli
mukolo ‘every student’.

(22) Kinande
a. ekabitu kiwei/j ky’ obuli mukoloj akasoma kangikangi

book his AGR each student AGR.read regularly
‘His BOOK every student reads regularly.’

b. ekabitu kiwei/∗j kyo ngalengekanaya nga kyo obuli mukoloj
book his AGR I.think COMP AGR each student
akasoma kangikangi
AGR.read regularly
‘His BOOK I think every student reads regularly.’

c. ekabitu kiwei/∗j kyo obuli mukoloj alengekanaya nga kyo
book his AGR each student AGR.think COMP AGR

akasoma kangikangi
I.read regularly
‘His BOOK every student thinks I read regularly.’

Note that it does notmatter whether the universally quantified noun phrase is in the
embedded clause or in the clause that the focus lands in: in long-distance fronting
constructions, a pronoun contained in the fronted constituent cannot depend on the
universal QP no matter what.

Instead of a successive-cyclic movement account, Schneider-Zioga proposes an
analysis of the type schematized in (23) (very similar to the approach to the Kinande
data suggested in Boeckx 2004, fn. 13):

(23) [FOCUSi AGR [TP … [CP OPi AGR [TP … RESUMPTIVE PRONOUNi …]]]]

The ([±WH]) focusoriginates in the clause inwhich it surfaces, andbindsanull operator
in the next clause down; in multi-clausal constructions, that operator will, in its turn,
bind another null operator in the next clause down, and so forth, all the way down to
the lowest null operator, which binds a null resumptive pronoun. Schneider-Zioga’s
(2009) analysis in (23) represents each A -dependency as a local dependency.

Schneider-Zioga’s appeal to a resumptive pronoun as themost deeply embedded
gap in constructions involving long-distance A -dependencies in Kinande receives
support from the distribution of island effects in the language. Kinande exhibits
adjunct island effects when the gap is immediately embedded inside a temporal
adjunct clause, but not in constructions in which the gap is itself in a non-island
clause that is in turn embedded in the temporal adjunct clause (as the contrast in
(24a, b), from Schneider-Zioga 2009, 54–55, indicates). This indicates that there
is apparently no movement of the subject of wabuga ‘spoke’ out of the temporal
adjunct island introduced by embere ‘before’ in (24b).9

(24) Kinande
a. ∗omukali ndi yo wasiga [embere wabuga]

woman who AGR you.left before spoke
‘Which woman did you leave before (she) spoke?’
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b. omukali ndi yo wasiga [embere Kambale anasi [ko yo wabuga]
woman who AGR you.left before Kambale knew COMP AGR spoke
‘Which woman did you leave before Kambale knew that (she) spoke?’

For the ungrammaticality of the bound-variable reading of (22c) to fall out from
the analysis in (23), the focused constituent in long A -dependencies must not be
engaged in anymovement dependency at all: it must be base-generated in the focus
position in the left periphery; if ekabitu kiwe in (22c) originated anywhere lower in
the matrix clause, it would bind a trace in a position c-commanded by the matrix
subject, facilitating reconstruction below the subject, which in light of the unavail-
ability of a bound-variable reading for kiwe in (22c) is apparently impossible. So the
physical operator in the highest clause is directly base-generated in the focus posi-
tion. Bošković (2007, 215) connects to this observation the further conclusion that
the focus cannot be base-generated as a proleptic object dependent on the matrix
verb (cf. English I think of John that he’s smart): if it were, (23) would feature a trace
bound by the focus in the c-command domain of the matrix subject, which should
make a bound-variable reading for (22c) grammatical.
If Schneider-Zioga (2009) is right that there is an operator in the subordinate

clause in Kinande longA -dependencies, it seems that it must be the kind of creature
postulated in the standard approach to tough-movement constructions: a null cat-
egory lacking internal structure, equivalent to PRO.10 Tough-movement also resists
reconstruction below the quantificational subject of the to-infinitive of a bound-
variable pronoun that serves as the possessor of the subject of the tough-adjective:11

(25) Hisi/∗j friends are easy for every photographerj to shoot.

Thus, it seems that the complementizer agreement effects seen in long
A -dependencies in Kinande are not a reflex of successive-cyclic A -movement.
Long A -dependencies in Kinande should be cut up into a series of local dependen-
cies, probably involving null operators. There may indeed be an operator in the left
periphery of each clause whose C-head harbors an inflectional morpheme cross-
referencing the noun class of the operator in the highest clause. But each C-head
agrees with its own local operator, and is linked in turn to the operator in the next
clause up. There is, thus, no wh-trail left by clause-to-clause movement of a single
wh-operator that is articulated overtly in each C-head along the way.
As a postscript to this section, I would like to mention that Torrence (2012, sect. 8)

compares the facts of Kinande longwh-dependencies with those ofWolof (an Atlan-
tic language spoken in Senegal), and points out that the two languages are similar in
marking their wh-paths morphologically (in Wolof with the aid of the marker -u
hosting a noun-class agreement marker), but differ strikingly with respect to con-
nectivity effects: Wolof does show such effects, hence does not analyze its long
wh-dependencies as in (23). Torrence (2012) adopts a successive-cyclic movement
analysis, with stopovers in each SpecCP that bring about noun-class agreement
on each C. He notes, however, that an analysis in the style of Rackowski and
Richards (2005) (see section 3.2.4 for discussion), eschewing touchdowns in SpecCP,
would be a viable alternative (see his fn. 24). The C-agreement patterns shown by
long A -dependencies in Wolof are extraordinarily rich and complex (see Torrence
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2012, 1174, Table 5). Further research is needed to ascertain whether any of these
patterns specifically supports successive-cyclic movement via SpecCP.

3.2.3 Selayarese verb agreement
In Selayarese (an Austronesian language spoken in Indonesia; see Finer 1997; 2003
for detailed discussion), “verbs selecting clausal complements show -i, the third per-
son absolutivemarker” (Finer 1997, 686), the samemarker that verbs also bearwhen
they select an absolutive-case definite object. We see this clearly in (26), where the -i
suffix is underlined and printed in italics.

(26) Selayarese
mu-isseʔ-i muko la-jañjang-i i12 Ali i Basoʔ
2FAM-know-3 COMP 3-saw-3 CLF Ali CLF Basoʔ
‘You know that Basoʔ saw Ali.’

If we take -i to be an agreement (and case) marker of sorts, then what (26) shows is
that the matrix verb entertains an obligatory agreement (and case) relationshipwith
the complement-CP, and the embedded verb is agreeing with its definite object as
well, resulting in an obligatory -i on the downstairs verb. But importantly, whenwe
turn the object of the lower verb into inai ‘who’ and place it in initial position in the
matrix clause, three things change: the lower verb loses its -i, the upstairs verb can
no longer be marked with -i either, and the complementizer muko (which must be
present in (26)) is absent:13

(27) Selayarese
inai mu-isseʔ-(∗i) la-jañjang-(∗i) i Basoʔ?
who 2FAM-know-3 3-saw-3 CLF Basoʔ
‘Who do you know Basoʔ saw?’

The fact that the embedded verb cannot bear -iwhen the object is inai is probably a
reflex of the indefiniteness of the bare wh-pronoun inai ‘who’ (cf. Hungarian; Den
Dikken, in press), and is not of particular interest here. What we should focus on
is the fact that the matrix verb is not allowed to bear -i either and that, apparently
concomitantly, the complement-CP is no longer introduced by a complementizer.
The forced absence of -i marking on the matrix verb and the forced absence of the
subordinate complementizer appear to be reflexes of long A -movement of the
wh-pronoun inai, hence markers of the wh-path.

Finer (1997) explains this constellation of facts by arguing that, when inai ‘who’ is
moved out of the embedded clause in Selayarese, it must so do by stopping over in
the SpecCP position of the embedded clause, and that, as a consequence of the fact
that Selayarese has some sort of “doubly-filled Comp” restriction in place, this
immediately causes the non-appearance of the complementizer. Moreover, the fact
that extraction is taking place from the embedded clause also prevents the clause
from agreeing with the matrix verb because, if it had agreed with the matrix verb,
it would have had to raise into the designated agreement position for absolutive
objects (SpecAbsP in Finer’s analysis); but once there, the clause would have
become an island for extraction.14
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In Finer’s (1997) early-minimalist analysis, the opacity of the agreed-with CP does
indeed follow plausibly from the island-creating effect of feature-checking move-
ment to SpecAbsP. But in the Agree era it is no longer expected that agreement
per se triggers movement to a specifier position.15 Moreover, Selayarese has
recently gone much the same way as has Kinande: upon inspection it seems as
unlikely for Selayarese as it does for Kinande that these languages have long focus
movement. Finer (2003) radically revises his own earlier account of the Selarayese
facts, and points out that (28b) does not give rise to a weak crossover effect, while
(28a) does.

(28) Selayarese
a. ri parang-i la-jañjang i Basoʔ andoʔ-na

P field-3ABS 3-see CLF Basoʔmother-3POSS

‘Hisi/∗j mother saw Basoʔj in a field.’
b. ri parang-i la-kua andoʔ-na mu-jañjang i Basoʔ

P field-3ABS 3-say mother-3POSS 2-see CLF Basoʔ
‘Hisi/j mother said that you saw Basoʔj in a field.’

The ban on coreference of the absolutive clitic hosted by the focus-fronted
PP and the possessor of the subject in (28a) is a case of weak crossover on
the assumption that the clitic -i undergoes A -movement around andoʔ-na
‘his mother’. But no weak crossover effect arises in (28b), the long focus fronting
case. This would be surprising if the focus-fronted PP had undergone successive-
cyclic A -movement from out of the embedded clause into the matrix clause.
The absence of a crossover effect in the matrix clause of (28b) suggests
that the focus-fronted locative PP ri parang-i has not left the embedded clause
in (28b).
Finer (2003) concludes from this (and other evidence aswell) that, surface appear-

ances notwithstanding, (28b) does not involve long focus fronting at all: rather,
there is local focus fronting within the embedded CP, subsequent to which the entire
container-CP fronts into a position in the matrix clause, in an instance of “clausal
pied-piping,” which is also found in Basque (Ortiz de Urbina 1989; Arregi 2003)
and Imbabura Quechua (Cole 1982; Hermon 1984).16 The TP portion of the fronted
CP (containing everything except for the focus) is eventually extraposed from the
fronted CP (in a way similar to what Davies 2000 proposes for Madurese), deliver-
ing the desired surface constituent order. Whatever the precise details of the anal-
ysis, the absence of a weak crossover effect in (28b) argues against an analysis of
Selayarese long A -dependencies involving successive-cyclic extraction from the
embedded clause.

3.2.4 Chamorro verb and complementizer agreement
Chamorro, another Austronesian language (spoken on the Mariana Islands), has a
pattern of verb agreement in long A -extraction constructions marking the wh-path
which is frequently brought up in support for successive-cyclic movement via
SpecCP. In my discussion of Chamorro data, I will base myself on the detailed
description and analysis presented in Chung (1998, ch. 6).
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Chamorro wh-constructions (questions as well as other wh-dependencies, includ-
ing relative clauses) involve A -fronting to a positionwhich is plausibly identified as
SpecCP.17 In Chamorro sentences featuring a wh-dependency, one finds this
dependency reflected in the form of special agreement morphology in two places:
the language has wh-agreement on the verb and on the complementizer. When a
single clause in Chamorro includes a wh-dependency, the verb of that clause will
take on a special inflectional form reflecting an agreement relationship between
the verb and the wh-constituent. This wh-agreement has a visible effect on output
in three cases, summarized in (29):

(29) a. Nominative wh-constituents trigger the infix -um- on a transitive realis
verb (30a).

b. Objective wh-constituents trigger the infix -in- plus optional
nominalization of the verb (30b).

c. Oblique wh-constituents trigger obligatory nominalization (“NML” in the
glosses) of an unaccusative verb plus optional infixation of -in- (30c).

(30) Chamorro
a. hayi chumätgi-n mämaisa gui’?

who WHNOM.laugh.at-LINK self.PROG him
‘Who was laughing at himself?’

b. hafa kinannóno’-mu?
what WHOBJ.eat.PROG-AGR

‘What are you eating?’
c. hayi mahalan-mu?

who WHOBL(=NML).lonely-AGR

‘Who are you lonely for?’

Thewh-dependency is also formally reflected on the complementizer of the clause in
whose specifier the wh-phrase lands. Here again, there are three discrete ways in
which the agreement relationship comes to the surface, summed up in (31):

(31) a. [+N,−LOC] wh-constituents trigger a Ø complementizer (32a).
b. [+N,+LOC,Ø] wh-constituents trigger the complementizer änai (32b).
c. Other wh-constituents trigger the complementizer na (Guam) or nai/ni

(Saipan) (32c).

(32) Chamorro
a. hafa Ø malago’-mu

what C WHOBL.want-AGR

‘What do you want?’
b. guihi [Op änai gaigi si tata-ña yan si nana-ña

there C AGR.be father-AGR and mother-AGR

‘there where his father and mother were’
c. ginin hayi na un-risibi katta?

from who C AGR-receive letter
‘From whom did you receive a letter?’
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Wh-agreement on the complementizer “affects only the highest C0 of the Wh-
construction” (Chung 1998, 229) (cf. ni in (33)), andwh-agreement on the verb “must
be manifested only in the lowest clause of the Wh-construction” (Chung 1998, 247;
original italics) (cf. WHOBL in (33)). So these two phenomena are not quintessential
instances of overtly marked wh-paths. But wh-marking on the verb does show
wh-path marking traits: wh-agreeing verbs in all higher clauses “are not inflected
for the Case of the initial Wh-trace [but] for the Case of the intermediate CP out
of which Wh-movement has most immediately occurred” (Chung 1998, 250). This
is shown in (34), which presents a picture that is strikingly different from the one
seen in (27) for Selayarese, where the clause across whose borders a filler-gap
dependency is established is not allowed to be inflected for the ABS Case assigned
to it by the matrix verb.

(33) Chamorro
i taotao [Op ni si Juan ilek-ña [malägu’ gui’ [asuddä’-ña]]]
the person C Juan say-AGR AGR.want he WHOBL

‘the person who Juan said he wanted to meet’

(34) Chamorro
a. hayi si Manuel hinassóso-nña chumuli’ i salappi’?

who Manuel WHOBJ.think.PROG-AGR WHNOM.take the money
‘Who does Manuel think has taken the money?’

b. guiya esti na boi i mu-na’mäguf gui’ na un-li’i
he this LINK boy the WHNOM-make.happy her C WHOBJ.AGR-see
‘This boy is the one who it made her happy that you had seen.’
(lit.) ‘… that [that you had seen] made her happy’

In (34a), thewh-constituent hayi itself is nominative, and this is duly reflected on the
verb of the clause in which it originates. But while the verb of the matrix clause also
wh-agrees with the wh-phrase, it does not (and cannot) case-agree with the wh-
operator: instead, it case-agrees with the clause fromwhichwh-extraction has taken
place (in other words, with the container of the trace of the wh-phrase). Since that
clause is the matrix verb’s complement, wh-agreement on the matrix verb shows
objective case agreement. Conversely, in (34b) the wh-constituent (a null operator)
itself has objective case, as reflected in the form of wh-agreement on the verb that
selects it (un-li’i); but since the clause fromwhich long-distancewh-movement takes
place is the nominative subject of thematrix verb, this verb showswh-agreement for
nominative case rather than objective case.
The case pattern seen in (34) suggests that extraction from a complement-CP in

Chamorro is legitimate only if the matrix verb assigns case to that CP.18 Entirely
independently and with no reference to Chamorro,19 Rackowski and Richards
(2005) have argued that the formation of direct long-distance A -movement depen-
dencies between a filler in the matrix clause and a gap in a subordinate clause is
possible preciselywhen thematrix verb Agrees (for phi- or, in the case of Chamorro,
case features) with the CP in its complement. Such an Agree relationship “opens
up” the embedded clause, enabling the matrix verb to subsequently establish a
wh-Agree relationshipwith the extractee. Chamorromorphologically spells out both
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Agree relationships in (35): the matrix verb is inflected for the case of the
complement-CP (as a reflex of the Agree(v, CP) relation) AND for the “wh-ness” of
the wh-extracted constituent (spelling out the Agree(v, wh) relation). The two mor-
phemes are merged into one portmanteau form in the PF component.

(35) a. ... [vP v ... [CP C ... wh ...]]] : first Agree
: second Agree

b. [[v FFCP] FFwh] FF of CP are spelled out, AND

FF of wh are spelled out

As I pointed out immediately below (32), wh-agreement on complementizers
in Chamorro is manifest only on the highest complementizer in the structure of the
A -dependency: “the intermediate C0 … has its form determined not by Operator-C
Agreement but instead by the normal considerations that govern complementizer
choice. In [(36a)] this C0 is null because it is nonfinite; in [(36b)] it is spelled out as
na because it is finite, noninterrogative, and nonroot” (Chung 1998, 229).

(36) Chamorro
a. ngai’an

when
un-hassúsuyi
whobj.agr-think.of.prog

Sa’ipan   t]?
Saipan

[Ø  dumingu
 C  infin.leave

nai
C

‘When are you thinking of leaving Saipan?’

b. guihi
there

ha’ani 
day 

änai
C 

hinasso-tta   
whobj.think-agr

[na  um-äsagua
  C  AGR-marry

i 
the

dos    t]]
two

[Opna 
link

‘the day that we thought they were married’

If long-distance A -dependencies are established via successive-cyclic movement
through SpecCP in Chamorro, every complementizer along the A -movement
path is a candidate for agreement with the fronted wh-operator. The fact that
only the highest C actually agrees will then need to be accommodated by
assuming that there is a featural difference between that C and all lower Cs in
the structure – a featural difference that can also be held responsible for the fact
that wh-movement does not proceed beyond the specifier of the highest C in the
wh-dependency. Why morphological agreement between C and wh should be
tied specifically to this “the buck stops here” feature in Chamorro would require
clarification.

In closing this section, let us ask why Chamorro is so strikingly different from
Selayarese, where, as we saw in the previous section, a case-Agree relation between
a subordinate CP and the upstairs v does not facilitate wh-extraction out of CP but,
on the contrary, renders it impossible. One plausible perspective on this contrast is
prompted by a crucial ingredient of Finer’s (1997) analysis of the Selayarese data:
the role of object shift. Finer argues explicitly that the case-agreement between a
subordinate CP and the matrix verb forces the CP to raise into the designated
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agreement position for absolutive objects (SpecAbsP in Finer’s analysis). Such object
shift “freezes” the CP, turning it into an island for extraction. This is precisely what
Bošković (2007, 208) capitalizes on as well in his discussion of the Selayarese facts.
The approach is not implausible: in the West Germanic OV languages as well,
whenever a subordinate CP overtly undergoes object shift (which is very rare; it
can happen only with clausal complements to factive verbs like regret), extraction
from the CP is entirely impossible: thus, (37a), with the CP in extraposition, is gram-
matical, but (37b) is not, though extractionless (37c), with the subordinate CP in
object-shifted position, is well-formed.20

(37) Dutch
a. Wie heb je altijd betreurd [dat je destijds gekust hebt]?

who have you always regretted that you back.then kissed have
‘Who have you always regretted that you kissed back then?’

b. ∗Wie heb je [dat je destijds gekust hebt] altijd betreurd?
who have you that you back.then kissed have always regretted

c. Ik heb [dat ik haar destijds gekust heb] altijd betreurd.
I have that I her back.then kissed have always regretted
‘I have always regretted that I kissed her back then.’

3.2.5 Dinka long wh-dependencies
In the discussion of Chamorro long A -dependencies, we were led to the conclusion
that these are contingent on the establishment of an Agree relationship for case
between the CP from which extraction takes place and the v of the matrix clause
(as in Rackowski and Richards’ 2005 account of Tagalog, and Den Dikken’s, in
press, analysis of long focus fronting in Hungarian). Van Urk and Richards
(2015) argue that an Agree relation between v and CP is also a precondition for
extraction from subordinate clauses in Dinka (a Nilo-Saharan language spoken
in South Sudan).21 In addition, these authors argue that Dinka presents evidence
for the dense successive-cyclicity of the wh-movement process, with stopovers on
the edges of all vPs and CPs.
Van Urk and Richards (2015) describe Dinka as a language that is systematically

Verb Second, in root as well as non-root contexts, at the CP and vP layers alike.22 Its
SpecCPpositions are forced tobeoccupied inevery clause (except, as is typical of other
V2 languages aswell, in yes/noquestions); and the requirement that the edgebeoccu-
pied carries over to vP,with a slight twist: the element placed in the positionpreceding
the verbal cluster must be nominal. Van Urk and Richards (2015) codify these restric-
tions imposed on the edges of the C- and v-domains in terms of the EPP: both C and v
are strictlyEPP-specified, so their specifierpositionsmust beoccupiedat somepoint in
the derivation; v’s EPP property can only be satisfied by nominal material.
In the monoclausal wh-fronting construction in (38a), the fronted nominal

wh-constituent satisfies the nominal EPP requirement imposed by v (thus pre-
venting object shift of the direct object: (38b)); and it also takes care of the
EPP requirement imposed by C. In the long-distance wh-fronting construction
in (39a), the wh-constituent satisfies the EPP requirement of both the matrix
C and the subordinate C, making it impossible for the direct object to move to
the lower SpecCP (39b).23
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(38) Dinka
a. yengà cíi mòc [vP ___ yién kitàp]?

who PRF.3SG man give book
‘Who did the man give the book to?’

b. ∗yengà cíi mòc [vP kitàp yién]?
who PRF.3SG man book give

(39) Dinka
a. yengà cú-kú luéél [CP ___ cí kitàp ɣòoc]?

who PRF-1PL say PRF book buy
‘Who did we say bought a book?’

b. ∗yengà cú-kú luéél [CP kitàp cí ɣòoc]?
who PRF-1PL say book PRF buy

How the nominal EPP requirement imposed by thematrix v is taken care of in long
wh-fronting constructions in Dinka is a question that introduces some interesting
complications. For (39a), it would seem straightforward to hold the fronted
wh-constituent responsible for checking v’s EPP. But the facts of wh-fronting invol-
ving non-nominal material suggest otherwise. When a non-nominal wh-constituent
is wh-fronted, it cannot satisfy the EPP for the v in the clause in which the
wh-constituent originates: some nominal constituent must still shift to the edge of
vP (see (40)). Importantly, however, in Dinka long-distanceA -fronting constructions,
the SpecvP position of any clause higher than the one inwhich the extractee originates
remains empty even in the case of extraction of non-nominal elements, as (41) shows.

(40) Dinka
a. yétenô cín [vP thòk ɣòoc]?

where PRF.2SG goat buy
‘Where did you buy a goat?’

b. ∗yétenô cín [vP ___ ɣòoc thòk]?
where PRF.2SG buy goat

(41) Dinka
a. yétenô cín [vP ___ lék Dèng yè cíi Bôl [vP Ayén tuòoc]]?

where PRF.2SG tell Deng C PRF.3SG Bol.GEN Ayen send
‘Where did you tell Deng that Bol sent Ayen?’

b. ∗yétenô cín [vP Dèng lék yè cíi Bôl [vP Ayén tuòoc]]?
where PRF.2SG Deng tell C PRF.3SG Bol.GEN Ayen send

c. ∗yétenô cín [vP ___ lék Dèng yè cíi Bôl [vP ___ tuòoc Ayen]]?
where PRF.2SG tell Deng C PRF.3SG Bol.GEN send Ayen

Van Urk and Richards (2015) hypothesize that the EPP requirement imposed by
the matrix v is satisfied not by the extracted wh-constituent but by the subordi-
nate clause. The subordinate CP (which shows sufficiently nominal behavior)
first object-shifts to the left edge of the matrix vP and subsequently extraposes.
Object shift is contingent on the establishment of an Agree relation between v
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and the shifted constituent. It follows that a CP from which extraction takes
place must be in an Agree relation with the matrix v, as in Rackowski and
Richards (2005).
As it stands, this account of (41) presents an interesting puzzle from a compara-

tive point of view. Recall from the discussion in section 3.2.3 and the final paragraph
of section 3.2.4 that in Selayarese and the West Germanic OV languages, extraction
from CP is forbidden in contexts in which CP undergoes object shift: object shift of
CP “freezes” the CP rather than rendering it transparent. Agree(v,CP) by itself may
very well be a requirement for extraction across the CP boundary; but movement of
CP to satisfy the EPP property of vwill opacate the CP. VanUrk and Richards (2015)
draw attention in this context to the fact, illustrated in (37a), that extraposed CPs in
Dutch are transparent to extraction; but there is no reason, within the grammar of
Dutch (which imposes no “Verb Second” requirement on its vP), to believe that the
CP in (37a) ends up in extraposed position after first undergoing object shift. The
transparency of the CP in (37a) is thus strictly speaking irrelevant to the point under
investigation.
As an alternative to their object shift cum extraposition approach to finite CPs,

VanUrk and Richards (2015, fn. 19) consider (but do not adopt) an analysis inwhich
the extraposed CP is associated with a null proleptic pronoun, which is responsible
for satisfying v’s EPP property.24 This analysis seems better able to account for
the facts. It can also explain the fact that non-finite subordinate clauses behave
markedly differently from finite CPs with regard to the way the matrix v’s EPP
requirement is satisfied. Non-finite subordinate clauses in Dinka do not themselves
manage to satisfy the EPP for v, so object shift of some nominal element is required
in order for v’s EPP property to be honored, as shown in (42). And under long-
distance extraction from a non-finite CP, some overt nominal must undergo
object shift to the left of the matrix vP regardless of the category of the extracted
wh-constituent: the sentences in (43) are grammatical but their counterparts in
which Adít is not shifted into a position to the left of lòng, the matrix verb, would
not be. This will fall out if non-finite clauses are not associated with a null proleptic
object:25 some nominal element in the clause of the selecting verb must therefore
undergo object shift to satisfy v’s EPP.

(42) Dinka
a. Càn a-cíi [vP Adít lòng [bí jàl]]

Can PRF.3SG Adit encourage FUT leave
‘Can encouraged Adit to leave.’

b. ∗Càn a-cíi [vP ___ lòng Adít [bí jàl]]
Can PRF.3SG encourage Adit FUT leave

(43) Dinnka
a. yekàngú cíi Càn [vP ké [vP Adít lòng [bí ké ɣòoc]]]?

what.things PRF.3SG Can PL Adit encourage FUT PL buy
‘What things did Can encourage Adit to buy?’

b. yétenô cíi Càn [vP Adít lòng [bén Bôl tuòoc]]?
where PRF.3SG Can Adit encourage FUT.LOC Bol.GEN send
‘Where did Can encourage Adit to send Bol?’
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It is important to note that the nominal wh-constituent in (43a) ostensibly cannot
satisfy the EPP requirement imposed by the v in the matrix clause, in the process of
undergoing wh-fronting to the matrix SpecCP: if it could so do, object shift of Adít
would not have been necessary. There is no such thing in Dinka as preemption of
the need for object shift by successive-cyclic wh-movement of nominal constituents.
In light of this, the obligatory emptiness of thematrix SpecvP in (39) cannot be a case
ofmarking of thewh-path: the left edge of thematrix vPmust be empty even in cases
in which the extractee is unable itself to satisfy the EPP on the matrix v (as in (41));
and conversely, in cases of extraction from non-finite clauses, the nominality of the
extractee is not sufficient to lift the requirement that something nominal overtly
occupy the left edge of the matrix vP (see (43a)).

What does seem to be a case of overt marking of the wh-path in Dinka, on the
other hand, is the fact that the language obligatorily articulates the wh-path of
all plural wh-constituents by the presence of floating quantifiers in all vP-edge
positions – though, interestingly, not in any SpecCP position. VanUrk and Richards
(2015) show that the morpheme ké (glossed as “PL”) obligatorily occurs with plural
wh-phrases, and that in long-distance wh-fronting constructions involving a plural
wh-phrase, ké must be stranded in every SpecvP position along the wh-path, which
leads to multiple exponence of ké: one ké for every vP between the wh-constituent
and its most deeply embedded wh-trace. We already saw this briefly in (43a); the
sentences in (44) present a more complete picture.

(44) Dinka
a. yèyíngà ye [vP ké tàak [CP ___ cíi Bôl [vP ké tíng]]]?

who.PL AUX.2SG PL think PRF.3SG Bol.GEN PL see
‘Who all do you think Bol saw?’

b. ∗yèyíngà ye [vP tàak [CP ___ cíi Bôl [vP ké tíng]]]?
who.PL AUX.2SG think PRF.3SG Bol.GEN PL see

c. ∗yèyíngà ye [vP ké tàak [CP ___ cíi Bôl [vP tíng]]]?
who.PL AUX.2SG PL think PRF.3SG Bol.GEN see

d. ∗yèyíngà ye [vP tàak [CP ___ cíi Bôl [vP tíng]]]?
who.PL AUX.2SG think PRF.3SG Bol.GEN see

The requirement that ké be placed on the edge of every vP along the wh-movement
path is apparently independent of v’s nominal EPP requirement: in constructions
involving longwh-extraction of a plural instrumental phrase, ké-float co-occurs with
object shift, as (45) illustrates.26 This demonstrates that in (45) bàmbée ‘sweet pota-
toes’ checks v’s nominal EPP property; that ké shows up on the edge of this vP as
well is not a reflex of the EPP.

(45) Dinka
ye piú kée-dì cíi Bôl [vP ké [vP bàmbée thàal]]?
Q water much-how PRF.3SG Bol.GEN PL sweet.potatoes cook.TR
‘With how much water did Bol cook sweet potatoes?’

The distribution of floating quantifiers has often been interpreted in the
literature as a “path effect”: an indicator of the presence of intermediate traces
on the movement trajectory. If indeed this is what the distribution of floating
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quantifiers signals, (44a) is an instance of overt marking of a successive-cyclic
wh-path. In section 3.3.1, I will subject the distribution of quantifier float in interme-
diate positions as a “path effect” to closer scrutiny, primarily on the basis of a
detailed look at the facts of Q-float under longwh-extraction inWest Ulster English.
In section 3.3.2, I will subsequently review another apparent case of stranding of
material in intermediate positions along the wh-path: Afrikaans P-stranding.

3.3 Stranding material in intermediate positions

3.3.1 Q-float: Dinka versus West Ulster English
The wh-path in Dinka (44a), repeated below (in a slightly updated form) as (46), is
articulated by the obligatory presence of the floating quantifier ké in all vP-edge
positions – a case of Q-float under wh-fronting that appears to support the idea that
wh-movement proceeds through the edge of every vP along the way. Interestingly,
no quantifier can be stranded in the position between the matrix verb tàak ‘think’
and the aspectual auxiliary cíi, occupying the embedded C-head. Van Urk and
Richards (2015) argue that the Verb Second constraint for the embedded CP is sat-
isfied by EPP-driven movement of the wh-constituent through SpecCP; the stop-
overs on the edges of all vPs are not made to satisfy v’s EPP. From the
distribution of ké-float in Dinka and Van Urk and Richards’ (2015) analysis of
wh-dependencies in this language, we are thus led to conclude that successive-cyclic
wh-movement allows a floating quantifier to make an intermediate stopover visible
only if that stopover was not made for EPP-satisfaction purposes.

(46) Dinka
yèyíngà ye [vP ké tàak [CP (∗ké) cíi Bôl [vP ké tíng]]]?
who.PL AUX.2SG PL think PL PRF.3SG Bol.GEN PL see
‘Who all do you think Bol saw?’

For long-distancewh-movement inWest Ulster English,McCloskey (2000) argues
explicitly that it can leave floating quantifiers behind in intermediate SpecCPs. In
West Ulster English (unlike in Standard English), wh-words can combine with
the quantifier all, and can strand this quantifier under movement into the left
periphery of the clause. (Unlike in Dinka, here Q-float is optional, and can never
happen multiple times.) One of the positions that all can be stranded in is right
between the matrix verb and the complementizer of the embedded verb, in cases
of long-distance wh-fronting such as (47):

(47) West Ulster English
a. What did he say all (that) he wanted?
b. What did you mean all for me to do?

McCloskey (2000, 63) explicitly rejects an analysis of (47) according to which all is
associated with a trace (or lower copy) of what on the edge of the matrix vP (as in
Van Urk and Richards’ 2015 analysis of Dinka (46)). He does so on the basis of the
ill-formedness of (48a), with all to the left of to him. While the verb can leave vP in
West Ulster English, non-nominal dependents of the verb cannot undergo object
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shift, hence remain in VP (unless they are A -moved); so with say raising outside vP
and the PP to him remaining inside VP, (48a) would be wrongly expected to be
grammatical with all adjoined to the matrix vP. (48b) is grammatical, suggesting
that floating all can be in SpecCP. Apparently, West Ulster English is the opposite
of Dinka.

(48) West Ulster English
a. ∗What did he say all to him that he wanted?
b. ?What did he say to him all that he wanted?

If stranding all on the edge of the matrix vP is herewith discarded, the position
occupied by all in (47) must be SpecCP. This leaves two possible analyses. One
is McCloskey’s: all is stranded in SpecCP via successive-cyclic movement. The
alternative links all to a silent wh-operator in the lower SpecCP associated with
the overt wh-constituent in the matrix clause. That silent wh-operator cannot
be the null operator of Schneider-Zioga’s (2009) analysis of Kinande long
A -dependencies (recall (23)): the null operator of tough-movement constructions
cannot be associated with a floating quantifier (49).27 Den Dikken (in press) pro-
poses that [what all] raises to the SpecCP of the embedded clause (just as in I wonder
what all he bought), and stays there; what shares all its features with the wh-scope
marker in the higher clause (via what Den Dikken calls “full concordial scope
marking”), and is itself forced to remain silent, but the quantifier attached to it
(all) is spelled out downstairs.28

(49) ∗The problems are tough all to solve

If Den Dikken’s (in press) approach is supported, the presence of a floating quan-
tifier on the edge of the subordinate clause in aWest Ulster English longwh-fronting
construction is not a marker of an intermediate position on the wh-path: rather, the
floating quantifier in SpecCP marks the terminal landing site of the wh-operator in
the subordinate clause, which itself remains silent. If McCloskey’s analysis is corro-
borated, on the other hand, (47) turns into a powerful argument for successive-
cyclic A -movement via SpecCP.29

3.3.2 P-stranding in Afrikaans and Dutch
In Afrikaans long wh-fronting constructions, as Du Plessis (1977, 724) notes, it is
possible for a preposition forming an underlying constituent with a wh-constituent
to be stranded in an intermediate position that appears to be the SpecCP of the
embedded clause, as in (50b), which occurs alongside (50a). Dutch presents a similar
pattern, in pairs such as (51) (see Den Dikken 2009, 98).

(50) Afrikaans
a. Waar/Wat dink julle werk ons voor?

where/what think you.PL work we for
b. Waar/Wat dink julle voor werk ons?

where/what think you.PL for work we
‘What do you think we work for?’
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(51) Dutch
a. Waar denken jullie dat iemand eens een goed artikel over

where think you that someone once a good article about
zou moeten schrijven
should must write

b. (?)Waar denken jullie over dat iemand eens een goed artikel
where think you about that someone once a good article
zou moeten schrijven
should must write
‘What do you think someone ought to write a good article about sometime?’

Du Plessis (1977) takes these to be cases of P-stranding in the subordinate SpecCP.
If that is what they are, (50b) and (51b) are striking instances of overtly marked
wh-paths.
There is strong reason to believe, however, that (50b) and (51b) do not involve

P-stranding in intermediate SpecCP positions, and are not instances of overtly
marked wh-paths. The case against such an analysis is made forcefully in Den
Besten (2010), for Afrikaans, and Den Dikken (2009), for Dutch.30 Den Besten
draws particular attention to the fact that the application of Verb Second to the lex-
ical verb in thematrix clause in (50b) seriously obscures the location of the stranded
preposition, and that once this disturbance is controlled for by placing the entire
wh-dependency in a subordinate environment, as in (52a), or by making the matrix
lexical verb non-finite, as in (52b), we discover that the stranded P cannot be placed
in SpecCP.

(52) Afrikaans
a. Ek sou graag wou weet [CP waar julle <voor> dink [CP <

∗voor>
I would gladly wanted know where you for think for
dat ons werk]].
that we work
‘I would like to know what you think we work for.’

b. Waar het julle <mee> gesê [CP <
∗mee> dat hy dit sou kon doen]?

where have you with said with that he this would could do
‘What did you say that he would be able to do this with?’

3.4 Embedded inversion

Long wh-fronting can give rise to its signature syntax of inversion not just in the
clause in which the wh-constituent is spelled out, but also in the lower clause along
the extraction path. We already saw this in Afrikaans (50); it is also found in the
Romance languages (Kayne and Pollock 1978; Torrego 1984), and Belfast English
(Henry 1995).31 Illustrations are given in (53)–(55) (with inversions marked in
italics).

(53) French
Où crois-tu [qu’ est allé Jean]?
where believe-you that is gone Jean
‘Where do you believe that Jean went?’
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(54) Spanish
Qué dijo Luis [que decía la gente [que había publicado el diario]]?
what said Luis that said the people that had published the newspaper
‘What did Luis say that the people were saying that the newspaper had published?’

(55) Belfast English
Who did Mary claim [did John kiss]?

It is commonly thought in the field that such embedded inversion cases support the
idea that the fronted wh-constituent transits through a position in each lower clause
that is of the same type as the position that it finally lands in: with this assumption in
place, the emergence of an inversion pattern in each clause can be attributed to
exactly the same structural factor throughout: the presence of a wh-constituent
(either overt or a trace/silent copy) in the local SpecCP. In the following subsections,
I will examine what exactly it is that the Romance and Belfast English data tell us.

3.4.1 Belfast English
Henry (1995, 116) argues cogently that to derive the linear order in (55), we must
raise the dummy do to C in both the root and the subordinate clause. This raising
appears to be triggered, in both clauses, by the presence of awh-operator in SpecCP.
In the root clause, there is a physicalwh-operator in SpecCP. The embedded SpecCP
position appears empty; but on an approach that takes long wh-fronting to proceed
successive-cyclically, via the edge of every CP,whatwill have been in the SpecCP of
the subordinate clause at some point in the derivation, at which stage inversion (i.e.,
raising of did to C) would be triggered. Viewed this way, inversion in the lower
clause in (55) is an overt marker of the wh-path.

It is important, however, to recognize that embedded inversion in Belfast English
is never triggered in (clauses embedded inside) relative clauses (Henry 1995, 120),
despite the fact that these, too, are introduced by wh-operators (the man who Mary
kissed).32 It matters crucially that the operator triggering the inversion is itself phys-
ically located in a question. The fact thatwh-inversion in Belfast English is specific to
questions tells us that the subordinate clause in (55) has to be treated as a question.
On a standard successive-cyclic wh-movement account of long wh-dependencies,
the subordinate clause is not a question. An analysis of the distribution of inversion
in long wh-questions in Belfast English may be forthcoming if such long
wh-dependencies are treated as a form of wh-scope marking (specifically, “full con-
cordial scope marking,” as in Den Dikken, in press). In wh-scope marking construc-
tions, such as German (56), the embedded clause is morphosyntactically a question,
and if the indirect dependency approach advocated by Dayal (1994) is right, it is
semantically a question as well. If we treat Belfast English (55) as a variant of
German (56), with spell-out of the wh-operator upstairs and silence in the lower
SpecCP, the fact that the embedded clause in (55) shows the kind of inversion that
is typical of questions becomes understandable.

(56) German
Was hat Mary gesagt [wen John geküsst hat]?
what has Mary said who John kissed has
‘Who did Mary say John kissed?’
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If Belfast English (55) is to be analyzed as type of wh-scope marking construction,
the fact that inversion is triggered in the lower clause is no longer a symptom of
successive-cyclic movement via the specifier of a non-interrogative CP. Inversion
in the lower clause is then the side effect of terminal movement of a wh-constituent
to the SpecCP of a subordinate question construed with a wh-scope marker in the
higher clause. There are two separate wh-movement chains, each clause-bound;
there is no wh-path spanning multiple clauses, hence the inversion pattern in (55)
is not an instance of an overtly marked long-distance wh-path.

3.4.2 Romance versus Dinka
The embedded inversion in the Romance examples in (53) and (54) has standardly
been taken, ever since Torrego (1984), to be a mark of successive-cyclic wh-fronting.
Here, the chances of it actually diagnosing a long-distance wh-movement path are
significantly greater than in the case of (55) – though reference to intermediate stop-
overs in SpecCP is probably unnecessary.
Unlike in the case of Belfast English, (embedded) inversion in Romance is not

confined to wh-questions: it also occurs in cases of long topicalization, “though-
movement,” exclamatives, and comparative clauses (Torrego 1984, 111–112). It
happens anywhere along the wh-path – though an important distinction must be
made between long A -dependencies involving arguments and those involving
non-arguments (in this context, recall also the discussion of Dinka in section 3.2.5
and especially endnote 26). Whenever we are dealing with an argumental wh-oper-
ator, inversion is obligatory in every clause except the very lowest one (see (57)). But
when the wh-operator is non-argumental, inversion is perfectly optional in every
clause: (58) is grammatical, even on a reading in which en que medida is a modifier
of the most deeply embedded clause.

(57) Spanish
Qué libro {piensa Juan/ ∗Juan piensa} que {dice Pedro/ ∗Pedro dice}
what book thinks Juan Juan thinks that says Pedro Pedro says
que {quiere Ana/ Ana quiere}?
that wants Ana Ana wants
‘What book does Juan think that Pedro says that Ana wants?’

(58) Spanish
En que medida Juan había pensado que Pedro le había asegurado
to what extent Juan has thought that Pedro him has assured
que la revista se arriesgaria a publicar eso?
that the journal SE would.risk to publish that
‘To what extent had John thought that Peter assured him that the journal would risk
publishing that?’

The fact that there is no obligatory inversion in any of the clauses in (58) whereas
inversion is obligatory in the root andmiddle clauses in (57) can only bemade sense
of if the derivations of (57) and (58) (on the reading in which en que medidamodifies
the lowest clause) can run along different lines. On the standard successive-cyclic
approach to long wh-fronting, the derivational histories of (57) and (the relevant
reading of ) (58) are entirely identical from the lowest SpecCP all the way up to
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the very highest one: there are intermediate traces of thewh-constituent on the edge
of every vP and CP in that portion of the structure, in both cases; the structural posi-
tions of these intermediate traces are exactly the same in both derivations; and since
the content of the wh-operator cannot matter for the distribution of inversion,33

the expectation that arises is that, in every clause except the one in which the
wh-operator originates, cases of argument and non-argument wh-fronting should
behave exactly on a par when it comes to inversion. The fact that this is not the case
suggests it cannot be the case that one size fits all; there must be other ways, besides
long-distancemovement, to form these longA -dependencies, and those otherways
must distribute differently for argument and non-argument extraction.

But when there is inversion in all clauses in a long A -dependency spanning mul-
tiple clauses, it is presumably true that we are dealing with a full-blown movement
derivation. Such a derivation would, on standard assumptions, have to proceed
successive-cyclically, with stopovers on the edges of all vPs and CPs. In the specific
case of embedded inversion in Romance long wh-fronting constructions, the
account should probably make reference to the edge of vP, not to SpecCP. Inversion
in the Romance examples in (53), (54), and (57) is arguably not the result of raising
of the finite verb to C (as it is in Belfast English): in the most deeply embedded
clause in (54), finite había and non-finite publicado both occur to the left of the subject,
so T-to-C movement is not what delivers the surface order. It is likely that inversion
is instead the product of non-raising of the subject out of its vP-internal base posi-
tion. Such lack of raising may be made sensitive to the presence of a wh-trace on the
edge of vP. If this is the right way of thinking about the Romance inversion facts
(pace Kayne and Pollock 2001), the inversion pattern in (53) and (54) does not make
reference to a wh-operator in SpecCP but does nonetheless present an instance of
overt marking of the wh-path: inversion, in each clause, diagnoses the presence
of a vP-adjoined trace of wh-movement. For the case of generalized Verb Second
in Dinka, by contrast, the account presented by Van Urk and Richards (2015) sug-
gests that reference to intermediate stopovers in all SpecCP positions is needed.
While such stopovers fail to be diagnosed by ké-float (as we saw in (46)), their role
in the account of inversion of the subject and the finite verb seems difficult to deny
(though I add that it has always been difficult to derive on principled grounds
the precise interplay between occupancy of SpecCP and raising to C; Pesetsky
and Torrego’s 2001 is the most detailed account to date).

Inversion in each clause along the way thus seems to be a reliable marker of the
wh-path in bothRomance andDinka longA -dependencies. InRomance, the interme-
diate traces on the wh-path that the inversion process is sensitive to are probably the
ones on the edges of vP, not the ones in SpecCP; in Dinka, on the other hand, subject–
finite-verb inversion seems to target C and its distribution appears to be sensitive to
the occupancy of SpecCP. The Romance andDinka inversion facts combined provide
support for densely successive-cyclic wh-movement via SpecCP and the edge of vP.

4 A note on ellipsis licensing

It has been well known since at least Lobeck (1990; 1995) that functional heads
license ellipsis of their complements only if they entertain a Spec–Head agreement

27Overtly Marked Wh-Paths

0002860221.3D 27 26/9/2016 9:34:41 PM

mdikken
Inserted Text
Line break, and first-line indent between "For" -- start of a new paragraph.



relationship with their specifier. Thus, C licenses ellipsis of TP when there is a
wh-operator in SpecCP (in so-called sluicing constructions) but not otherwise,
and D licenses the silence of its complement only when there is a possessor in its
specifier:34

(59) a. John was eating something, but I don’t remember [CP what [C C < he was
eating t>]].

b. Bill claims that John was eating tofu, but I don’t think [CP [C that ∗ < he
was eating tofu>]].

(60) a. John’s class on sluicing was more illuminating than [DP Bill’s [D D < class
on sluicing>]].

b. Twenty students attended John’s class on sluicing because [DP [D the
∗ < students>]] like him.

Long A -dependencies across a CP or DP boundary are standardly assumed to have
to involve a stopover on the edge of these nodes.35 On the standard approach, there-
fore, the grammatical sentences in (61a) and (62a) feature an intermediate trace of
thewh-constituent in SpecCP and SpecDP, respectively. However, while overt occu-
pants of SpecCP and SpecDP help license ellipsis, (presumed) intermediate traces in
SpecCP and SpecDP do not: the b-examples in (61) and (62) are ungrammatical with
ellipsis.36

(61) a. I know what Bill claims [CP t [C (that) John was eating t]].
b. I know what Bill claims (that) John was eating, but I don’t remember

what Bob claims [CP t [C (that) ∗< John was eating t>]].

(62) a. I know which topic my students attended [DP t [D (the) introductory
classes on t]].

b. I know which topic my students attended the introductory class on,
but I don’t remember which topic Bill’s students attended [DP t [D (the)
∗< introductory classes on t>]].

For Bošković (1997; 2007) the ungrammaticality of ellipsis in the (b)-examples in
(61) and (62) is an indication that, while a stopover on the edge of CP and DP is
indeed made under long wh-extraction, no feature of the moved wh-phrase is being
checked in the intermediate landing site. The licensing of ellipsis of the complement
of a functional head is contingent on a feature-checking agreement relation between
that head and an element in its specifier position; if there is no feature checking in
intermediate positions along the path of successive-cyclic movement, the presence
of t in (61b) and (62b) does not contribute to the licensing of ellipsis.
Alternatively, the ill-formedness of (61b) and (62b) with ellipsis could indicate

that there is no t on the edge of CP and DP at all: if there is nothing in the specifier
position of these phrases, the licensing condition for ellipsis radically fails to bemet.
For sluicing (there is no explicit discussion of ellipsis in DP in this connection), it is
well known that it is capable of “repairing” locality violations. Since successive-
cyclic movement is standardly taken to be performed precisely with an eye to
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avoiding locality violations, there should be no need to move successive cyclically
in sluicing constructions. In fact, Fox and Lasnik (2003) argue that the requirement
that the ellipsis clause and its antecedent be parallel in structure forbids successive-
cyclic wh-movement in sluicing constructions.

The impossibility of ellipsis in (61b) and (62b) is thus compatible in principle with
two rather different conclusions: one may either adopt the standard successive-
cyclic movement approach to long-distance movement derivations, and declare
that no feature-checking transpires in these intermediate positions, or assume that
extraction from CP and DP, at least in these ellipsis constructions (and perhaps
more generally, along the lines of Rackowski and Richards’ 2005 approach to long
A -dependencies), proceeds in one fell swoop. The first optionmakes the occurrence
of intermediate stopovers on phase edges problematic from the feature-driven per-
spective of standard minimalism (but see Bošković 2007).

Note that while English long-distance wh-fronting does not license ellipsis of the
TP of the subordinate clause, wh-scope marking and wh-copying do allow such
sluicing:37

(63) Dutch
a. Wat dacht je [CP wat [C C TP]]?

what thought you what
b. Wie dacht je [CP wie [C C TP]]?

who thought you who

In light of the discussion of (61b), the grammatical sluices in (63) tell us that the
wh-expressions in these subordinate SpecCPs are not spelled-out intermediate
traces of successive-cyclic wh-movement. The grammaticality (63a, b) suggests that
the subordinate CPs in these wh-scope marking and wh-copying constructions are
questions: sluicing is not allowed in relative clauses, not even those that have an
overt wh-operator in their specifier (I know the woman who gave a talk on sluicing,
but I don’t know the man who ∗< did>). This goes along well with Dayal’s (1994) indi-
rect dependency approach to wh-scope marking, and suggests that such an
approach should be carried over to so-called wh-copying (cf. Den Dikken, in press).
If these conclusions stand up to scrutiny, they cast further doubt on the idea
(already called into question in section 3.1) that wh-scope marking and wh-copying
are instances of overtly marked wh-paths.

5 Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed a wide range of arguments for successive-cyclic move-
ment via intermediate stopovers on the edges of phases (CP, vP, and briefly, in
section 4, DP as well), concentrating specifically on cases of overt marking of the
wh-path.We have found that inmany case studies presented in the literature in sup-
port of successive-cyclic movement, closer scrutiny reveals that no movement to or
through SpecCP is crucially implicated at all. In some cases (including wh-scope
marking and wh-copying constructions, discussed in section 3.1, and embedded
inversion in Belfast English, in section 3.4.1), though movement to a subordinate
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SpecCP position arguably does take place, there is good reason to believe that such
movement is actually terminal, and does not feed onward A -movement. There
remains a limited amount of support from the realm of overt marking of wh-paths
for intermediate stopovers on the edges of vP (see section 3.4.2)38 and in SpecCP
(section 3.4.2).39
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Notes

1. The Tensed-S Condition was renamed the Propositional Island Condition (PIC) in
Chomsky (1977). This condition has the same acronym as the Phase Impenetrability Con-
dition of recent minimalist work (see (6) in the main text) – and on Chomsky’s (2001)
assumption that phases are defined by their propositionality, it effectively reduces to
the original PIC.

2. Note that IP, while exempt from inherent barrierhood by stipulation (see (2.i)), can
bestow barrierhood upon a node that immediately dominates it via inheritance (2.ii).
In the terminology of Chomsky (1986), IP can be a “blocking category” (a node that is
not θ-governed by a lexical category) but cannot thereby attain barrierhood. In terms
of our definition in (2), IP cannot be the “α” of (2.i) but it can be the “α” and “γ” of (2.ii).

3. A stopover in SpecCP lifts the barrierhood of CP for the dependency between Y and Y
in (4) because CP cannot inherit barrierhood for Y from IP (which does not dominate
Y ). And stopovers in adjunction positions to the two VPs in the structure in (3) void
the barrierhood of these VPs for the dependencies in question thanks to the fact that
the multi-segment VP structures in (4) do not dominate the intermediate members Y
and Y of the movement chain. These chain members are only contained by the outer
segments of the VPs, not by the inner ones. A category can only be a barrier for elements
that it dominates, and a category dominates only the nodes that are contained in all of its
segments, so the VPs in (4) do not obstruct the formation of dependencies established
across their segments. The IPs in (4) also fail to inherit barrierhood for Y and Y from
the VPs they immediately dominate because these VPs are not “γ”s for Y and Y in the
sense of (2.ii) either: they cannot inherit barrierhood for Y and Y from the VPs they
dominate because these VPs do not themselves dominate Y and Y .
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It is important to note that intermediate adjunction should not be a panacea that
makes all barriers on the movement path dissolve. To ensure, for instance, that subor-
dinate wh-questions remain islands for extraction, intermediate adjunction to IP and CP
must be explicitly prohibited: the structures in (ia, b) must be ruled out by the theory. If
intermediate adjunction to IP, as in (ia), were freely allowed, the CP dominating the
adjoined-to IP would cease to inherit barrierhood for the extractee from IP; since CP
is not an inherent barrier either (because it is θ-governed by the matrix verb), it would
not obstruct the formation of a movement dependency across it. Similarly, if interme-
diate adjunction to the island-CP, as in (ib), were legitimate, CP’s barrierhood would
thereby be voided, and extraction should proceed uninhibited. Chomsky (1986) stipu-
lates that intermediate adjunction to IP is never allowed; and he also outlaws adjunction
to arguments. The ban on intermediate adjunction to IP is a blunt stipulation, not deriv-
able from anything in the theory. Note that terminal adjunction to IP is actually allowed
in the Barriers theory: topicalization constructions such as John, I really hate are assigned a
structure in which the topic is left-adjoined to IP. The prohibition on adjunction to argu-
ments (which includes the complement-CP of wh-island constructions) can arguably be
derived from the Projection Principle (an idea that Chomsky attributes to Kyle Johnson),
and is needed independently of the locality restrictions on A -dependencies.

(i) a. ∗[CPX [C C [IP … [VP Y [VP… [CP Z [C … [IP Y [IP… [VP Y [VP… Y…]]]]]]]]]]]
b. ∗[CPX [C C [IP… [VP Y [VP… [CP Y [CP Z [C … [IP… [VP Y [VP…Y…]]]]]]]]]]]

4. In the context of the Chomsky and Lasnik (1993) inventory of legitimate LF objects,
the reconstruction-based account in fact creates a direct contradiction. In order for
reconstruction into the position occupied by an intermediate trace to be possible at
LF, the intermediate trace must be present at LF. But precisely for long-distance
A -dependencies involving argument extraction (which deliver the kinds of binding
ambiguities seen in (8b) and (9)), Chomsky and Lasnik (1993) force all intermediate
traces to be deleted at LF: awh-movement chainwith an operator in the highest position,
an initial trace in an A-position, and one or more traces in A -positions in between is not
a legitimate LF object (it is neither uniform for A/A -status nor a simple (Op, t) depend-
ency); it has to be converted into a simple (Op, t) chain by getting rid of all intermediate
traces. The obligatory deletion of intermediate traces in cases of long A -extraction of
arguments (both conceptually motivated and empirically necessary for the kinds of
cases Lasnik and Saito 1984 and Chomsky and Lasnik 1993 are concerned with) elim-
inates precisely the positions that a reconstruction-based approach to the binding
ambiguities in (8b) and (9) depends on for its success. (See, however, Fox’s 1999;
2000 Trace Conversion mechanism as a way around this problem.)

5. Sentences of the type in (14) are reported in Van Kampen (1997; 2009) to appear fre-
quently in the speech of children acquiring Dutch as a first language. Similar such utter-
ances have been recorded for child English (Thornton 1990; 1995), and they are attested
in colloquial varieties of adult Dutch as well (Barbiers, Koeneman, and Lekakou 2010).
Van Kampen reports that (15) does not occur in child Dutch, but sentences of this type
are attested in colloquial Dutch (Koster 2009; Den Dikken, in press) as well as in the
English of L2 learners (Gutiérrez 2005).

6. Barbiers, Koeneman, and Lekakou’s (2010) assimilation of all three wh-dependencies in
(16a–c) in an approach that analyzes them in terms of the formation of a long-distance
wh-dependency via successive-cyclic movement may capture the parallel between (17a)
and (17b), but leaves it unclear how the fact that (17c) does not behave on a par should
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be accounted for. The authors acknowledge this (and confirm that Dutch behaves
exactly like German when it comes to the pattern in (17)), but go on to say that “at pres-
ent no account of the contrast between long extraction and partial copying with respect
to negation is adequate when faced with the full set of facts” (p. 40): in particular, with
the fact that none of the three strategies for forming long A -dependencies gives rise to
quantificational intervention effects:

(i) Dutch
a. Wat denkt iedereen wie een goede president is geweest?

what thinks everyone who a good president is been
b. Wie denkt iedereen wie een goede president is geweest?

who thinks everyone who a good president is been
c. Wie denkt iedereen dat een goede president is geweest?

who thinks everyone that a good president is been
all: ‘Who does everyone think was a good president?’

Barbiers, Koeneman, and Lekakou (2010, 43) say that, according to their informants, all
three constructions (wh-scope marking, wh-copying, and long wh-fronting) behave sco-
pally on a par, in both Dutch and German. The general scope picture is rather less crisp
than they make it out to be, however. Pafel (2000, 348) makes it clear that wh-scope
marking and long wh-fronting are very different when it comes to scope; but with ref-
erence to wh-copying constructions, Pafel is much less categorical. Judging from von
Stechow (2000, 466, fn. 9), the judgments on scope in wh-copying constructions that
Pafel reports in his 2000 paper are to some extent the reverse of what he reported in
the talk he gave at the Tübingen workshop that was the trigger for the Lutz, Müller,
and von Stechow (2000) volume in which Pafel (2000) appears. More empirical research
on this difficult topic will be needed before anything can be concluded with any cer-
tainty regarding the (lack of ) parallelism between wh-scope marking and wh-copying
constructions in the realm of scope.

7. See Den Dikken (in press) for an analysis of wh-scope marking, wh-copying, and long
wh-fronting that is quite similar in spirit to Barbiers, Koeneman, and Lekakou’s
(2010) proposal in its appeal to different degrees of copying or featural overlap between
thewh-constituents in the two clauses, but which allows longwh-fronting to behave dif-
ferently from the wh-multiplicity cases.

8. See also Bošković (2007, 209, fn. 19) for a possible assimilation of the Irish facts to
those of Selayarese (to be discussed at some length in section 3.2.3 of this chapter),
on an account that does treat “AL” as a complementizer but does not derive the dis-
tribution of “AL” as a reflex of successive-cyclic movement via SpecCP. See also
Lahne (2008, 103) for an analysis of “AL” that builds a bridge between McCloskey’s
and Noonan’s analyses. A brief summary of this analysis is provided in Den Dikken
(2009, 105–106).

9. Note that the fact that (24a) does give rise to an adjunct island effect indicates that
the resumption strategy is not available across the board: the subject of wabuga
‘spoke’ in (24a) apparently cannot be a resumptive pronoun bound by either a null
operator on the edge of the temporal adjunct clause or the wh-operator in the matrix
clause.
A similar distribution of island sensitivity manifests itself in the context ofwh-islands:

see Schneider-Zioga (2009, 55). The effect is not specific to adjunct islands, therefore.
10. It cannot be assumed to be a silent wh-constituent that shares all its features with

the physical operator in the matrix clause: if it did, (22c)[Q: Should ‘(22c)’ be ‘a
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bound-variable reading of (22c)’? MdD: Indeed it should be – good spotting!] would
once again be predicted to be grammatical, contrary to fact.

11. The example in (25) is from Hicks (2009, 552). Hicks notes that reconstruction does suc-
ceed if the bound-variable pronoun is not the possessor of the subject of the tough-
adjective but instead occupies a position in the complement of the head noun, as in
(i) (due to Sportiche 2002, 117). Hicks accounts for the contrast between (25) and
(i) by appealing to the assumption that reconstruction can affect only the NP portion
of a DP: reconstruction of the NP part of the tough-subject in (i) will deliver the possi-
bility of a bound-variable interpretation for his; but since in (25) the pronoun is itself in
the DP layer of the tough-subject, no reconstruction is possible. It will be worth inves-
tigatingwhether Kinande shows a similar contrast between a pronoun in the DP portion
and a pronoun in the NP portion of the focused constituent when it comes to the (un)
availability of a bound-variable reading. If it does, this enhances the parallel between
Kinande long A -dependencies and tough-movement.

(i) Pictures of hisi/j friends are hard for every photographerj to sell.

12. The i preceding Ali is a classifier for [+human] noun phrases, glossed here as “CLF.”
13. The complementizer is not strictly speaking barred from appearing in long

A -dependencies in Selayarese. The pair in (ia, b) appears to suggest that the comple-
mentizer may freely be included or left out in cases of long A -fronting. But the versions
with and without the complementizer show diverging behavior elsewhere in their syn-
tax once we add one level of embedding: in triclausal (iia), the verb in the middle clause
now shows absolutive agreement with the lowest clause, while in complementizerless
(iib) no such agreement is found.

(i) Selayarese
a. inai mu-isseʔ muko la-jañang-i i Basoʔ

who 2FAM-know COMP 3-see-3 CLF Basoʔ
b. inai mu-isseʔ la-jañang-i i Basoʔ

who 2FAM-know 3-see-3 CLF Basoʔ
(ii) Selayarese

a. inai mu-isseʔ-(∗i) muko la-isseʔ-i i Ali lako la-jañang-i i Basoʔ
who 2FAM-know COMP 3-know-3 CLF Ali COMP 3-see-3 CLF Basoʔ

b. inai mu-isseʔ-(∗i) la-isseʔ-(∗i) i Ali la-jañang-i i Basoʔ
who 2FAM-know 3-know-3 CLF Ali 3-see-3 CLF Basoʔ

For Finer (1997), the presence of absolutive inflection (the suffix -i) on the middle verb
in (iia) (versus the obligatory absence of such inflection on the same verb in complemen-
tizerless (iib)) is indicative of the absence of any movement dependency involving the
most deeply embedded clause. (Forced absence of the complementizer is taken by Finer
1997 to be a diagnostic for A -movement to SpecCP.) Instead, the most deeply
embedded clause contains a resumptive pronoun, associated with the wh-operator
through binding rather than movement. But the verb of the highest clause in (iia) does
have to remain unadorned with -i, which to Finer suggests that there is, after all, some
movement dependency involved in the higher regions of this sentence.

Finer argues specifically that the operator originates in the SpecCP of the medial
clause, and undergoes A -movement into the highest clause, forcing the absence of -i
on mu-isseʔ. An update of this analysis in terms of Finer’s (2003) more recent outlook
on A -movement dependencies in Selayarese (see the rest of section 3.2.3 in the main
text) is readily made, such that the operator no longer raises from the SpecCP of the
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medial clause but instead stays there (very much as in Schneider-Zioga’s 2009
analysis of Kinande, given in (23)) and causes clausal pied-piping into the matrix
clause.

14. This is very similar to what Boeckx (2003) argues more generally: “strong” (i.e., full
φ-feature) agreement turns constituents into islands. See also Bošković (2007).

15. One could try to recast Finer’s (1997) account for the ban on upstairs agreement with the
complement-CP in (27) as a case of – apparently obligatory – agreement between the
matrix verb and the extractee, inai ‘who’, which is not definite, hence not a possible trig-
ger for -i. Viewed thatway, the Selayarese example in (27) could still provide support for
the existence of successive-cyclic A -movement out of CP via a stopover in SpecCP: the
disappearance of the -i on the matrix verb could then be made to follow on the assump-
tion that once the indefinite extractee lands in SpecCP, it will become the closest goal for
the matrix v probe, which is hence prevented from agreeing with the complement-CP
the way it did in (26).
It is not easy to prove, however, that in (27) the matrix verb agrees with the extrac-

tee. All of Finer’s (1997) examples of movement out of an embedded clause in
Selayarese involve wh-extraction of something that corresponds to a bare wh-word
in English (inai ‘who’, apa ‘what’, sikurayya ‘when’, re-inteʔ-i ‘where’, anteʔekamua
‘how’), and is hence arguably indefinite. But Finer (1997, 688–689) points out for
short (i.e., clause-internal) focus/wh-movement in Selayarese that the verb can never
bear the -i suffix – not even if the focus is clearly definite. So apparently, agreement
with the focused/wh-moved object is generally impossible in Selayarese, for reasons
which Finer himself calls “not entirely clear”; he suggests that movement to a focus
position cannot be fed by prior movement to SpecAbsP, which could make sense if
movement to SpecAbsP had information-structural consequences (in particular, anti-
focus marking; cf. scrambling and clitic doubling, both typically incompatible
with focus).

16. The “partial wh-movement” constructions of Indonesian or Malay (Saddy 1991; Cole
and Hermon 1998), where the wh-constituent appears in the left periphery of the
embedded clause but there is no overt scope marker in the matrix clause, may involve
a null scope marker upstairs and clausal pied-piping of the entire wh-clause at LF. Such
an approach may derive the properties of these “partial wh-movement” constructions
(including the distribution of meN and island facts discussed at length by Cole and
Hermon).

17. Chung (1998, 209) makes it crystal clear that in Chamorro, “the interrogative phrase in
constituent questions must be displaced” (original italics): in situ questions are disal-
lowed. She also shows that wh-fronting constructions in Chamorro are simple wh-
CPs, not (pseudo)cleft constructions.

18. Chung (1998, 251) analyzes (34) in terms of an approach to long-distance
wh-dependencies involving successive-cyclic movement through SpecCP, proposing
that “Chamorro has mechanisms of feature distribution which allow the Case specifi-
cation of CP to propagate to its head and which further allow the Case specification
of C0 to propagate to its specifier.” For a critique of this “propagation”-based approach
to (34), see Den Dikken (2009, 113–114).

19. Rackowksi and Richards’ proposal is based instead on the facts of longA -dependencies
in Tagalog, but it is not clear that themorphological markings that appear on the verb in
Tagalog long A -dependencies are indeed agreement affixes (as Rackowski and
Richards claim).

20. Recall from the end of section 3.2.3 that in Finer’s (2003) more recent work, the apparent
long A -movement cases in Selayarese are reanalyzed as involving clausal pied-piping,
with the focused constituentmoving no further than the SpecCP position of the clause in

34 Overtly Marked Wh-Paths

0002860221.3D 34 26/9/2016 9:34:41 PM

mdikken
Comment on Text
Cut up "dependencies" (if possible) to fill out the previous text line more naturally.



which it originates. Viewed this way, the Selayarese facts do not bear on the analysis of
long A -movement: on Finer’s (2003) more recent approach, Selayarese does not in fact
perform long A -fronting at all.

21. The Dinka data are from the Nyarweng variety, and are taken from Van Urk (2012),
Richards and Van Urk (2012), and Van Urk and Richards (2015).

22. Cognola (2013) describes the Germanic dialect of Mòcheno (spoken in Trentino, north-
ern Italy) in similar terms, and explicitly draws a parallel between the facts of Dinka and
Mòcheno.

23. My reproductions of the Dinka examples from the work of Richards and Van Urk sim-
plify the orthography in ways that do not affect the morphosyntax in any way.

24. Directly related to this is the fact that in Hungarian, finite subordinate clauses trigger
definite agreement inflection on the matrix verb, arguably regulated by a (null or overt)
proleptic object pronoun, not by CP itself (Kenesei 1994).

25. Here again, Hungarian establishes a direct parallel: non-finite complement clauses
never trigger definite agreement on their selecting verb.

26. Dinka treatsmass nouns like “water” as plurals, whence the occurrence of ké “PL” in (45).
Van Urk and Richards (2015) analyze ye piú kée-dì ‘how much water’ as a non-nominal
constituent, probably on account of the fact that in English it translates as a PP (with how
much water). But they point out elsewhere in their paper that material occupying the
SpecCP position in Dinka “occurs in the unmarked case form” (p. 5); in fn. 2 they clarify
that “unmarked case form” means “citation form.” Since piú ‘water’ is certainly nom-
inal, and since there is no preposition corresponding to Englishwith in the Dinka phrase,
it is unclear whether the constituent in SpecCP is truly nominal. The wh-operator in the
example in (i) (from Cognola 2013, 9, via Coppe van Urk, p.c.) is identical with the
clearly nominal yengó in (ii). Yet only in (i) do we find obligatory object shift of some-
thing other than the wh-element to the edge of vP: in (ii) v’s EPP requirement is osten-
sibly satisfied by yengó but in (i) it apparently cannot be.

(i) Dinka
a. yengó cíi yín [vP kòor nòk]?

what PRF.3SG you lion kill
‘What did you kill a lion with?’

b. ∗yengó cíi yín [vP ___kòor nòk]?
what PRF.3SG you kill lion

(ii) Dinka
a. yengó cíi mòc [vP ___yién Ayén]?

what PRF.3SG man give Ayen
‘What did the man give Ayen?’

b. ∗yengó cíi mòc [vP Ayén yién]?
what PRF.3SG man Ayen give

What this suggests is that an account of the distribution of overt object shift in
Dinka wh-fronting constructions couched in categorial (or case-theoretic) terms (i.e.,
the question of whether the extractee is nominal or not) is probably not on the right
track. Cognola (2013) instead phrases the relevant contrast in phrase-structural terms,
capitalizing on the argument/adjunct distinction. This distinction could account for
the contrast in (i)/(ii) on the assumption (which will of course have to be independ-
ently supported) that the phrase projected by yengó in (ii) originates inside vP,
hence can satisfy v’s EPP on the way out, whereas the phrase containing yengó in
(i) originates outside vP.
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27. This is probably straightforwardly related to the status of the null operator as PRO: PRO
cannot be locally associated with a quantifier (∗The children promised John all to leave; see
Baltin 1995). If Q governs the material it quantifies over within the complex noun
phrase, the ungrammaticality of ∗[QP all PRO] is an instance of a “PRO Theorem”

violation.
28. For more details on “concordial scope marking,” see Den Dikken (in press).
29. A problemmay arise for McCloskey’s analysis of (47) if quantifier float is not to be ana-

lyzed as involving literal stranding of the quantifier under movement of the host (à la
Sportiche 1988). For Doetjes (1992), the floating quantifier forms a constituent not with
the physical noun phrase that it is construed with but with a pro coindexed with the
physical noun phrase; the constituent [FQ pro] is adjoined to the tree in a position local
to one of themembers of the chain of the physical noun phrase. If this is correct, all in (47)
should be located in an adjunction position local to a member of the chain of what. That
could not be a CP-adjoined position: the subordinate CP is an argument; adjunction to
arguments is illegitimate (Chomsky 1986, 6). An analysis along the lines of Den Dikken
(in press) does not face this problem.

30. I will discuss only the Afrikaans data here, for brevity. The reader is referred to Den
Dikken (2009) for discussion of the Dutch facts, which make the same point. For discus-
sion of the analysis of constructions of the type in (50b) and (51b), see Den Besten (2010)
and Den Dikken (2009, 97 ff.). A fully satisfactory account of these constructions is not
currently in place. Space does not allow me to dwell on this at any length here.
The facts of medial P-stranding in triclausal constructions may further undermine an

analysis à la Du Plessis (1977):

(i) Afrikaans
Waar/Wat dink julle <∗oor> dink die bure <oor> stry ons <oor > ?
where/what think you about think the neighbors about argue we about
‘What do you think the neighbors think we argue about?’

Rackowski and Richards (2005) say that if Afrikaans freely allowed P-stranding in inter-
mediate SpecCP positions, (i) should allow placement of oor ‘about’ in all three positions
marked. The fact that oor cannot be placed between the subject of the highest clause and
the raised verb of the middle clause can only be made to follow from an account along
the lines of Du Plessis (1977) if some additional constraint is imposed on P-stranding in
SpecCP – for instance, a constraint to the effect that P-stranding in SpecCPmust happen
at the first available opportunity (i.e., in the lowest SpecCP through which movement
transits). Such a constraint, while certainly conceivable, would be ad hoc, and would
make P-stranding differ markedly from Q-float.

31. Embedded inversion is also found in Basque, as illustrated in (i) (Ortiz de Urbina 1989).
The intricacies of long-distance A -dependencies in Basque (including clausal pied-
piping; see the end of section 3.2.3) will be set aside in this chapter, for lack of space.

32. (i) Basque
Nork uste duzu [esan du-ela Mikelek [idatzi du-ela eskutitza]]?
who-ERG think aux say aux-that Mikel-ERG write aux-that letter
‘Who do you think that Mikel said wrote the letter?’

Note that the wh-operator who of relative clauses is identical in all morphological
respects to the wh-operator who of wh-questions. One could consider making them for-
mally different by assigning the latter an additional feature, say [Q], but such a feature
would be a semantic feature, not amorphological feature; semantic features do not drive or
influence syntax.
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33. The argument/non-argument distinction is obviously important, but it matters only
when it comes to the base position of thewh-constituent; beyond that point, the grammar
treats all wh-constituents the same way. A notable exception may be the question of
whether intermediate traces survive into LF or are deleted after Spell-Out (see Lasnik
and Saito 1984; Chomsky and Lasnik 1993). But overt marking of thewh-path obviously
will not be sensitive to the question of whether intermediate traces do or do not survive
into LF: the overt marking is a product of overt syntax and PF. In any event, if the inver-
sion facts of Romance long A -dependencies were to be sensitive to the presence or
absence of intermediate traces in the LF representation, the expectation would be that
there should be no inversion in any clause except the highest one in the case of long
argument extraction (which by the logic of the trace-deletion approaches referred to
above loses all intermediate traces at LF), and obligatory inversion in the case of long
adjunct extraction (where all intermediate traces are preserved), which is contrary
to fact.

34. In (59) and (60), the angled brackets indicate ellipsis. When there is an asterisk imme-
diately outside the angled brackets, this indicates that the sentence is ungrammatical
unless the material inside the angled brackets is spelled out overtly.

35. Though Chomsky (2001) does not explicitly declare DP a phase, there is a general con-
sensus that the syntax of CP and DP is profoundly parallel, and that DP is a phase as
well. The Subjacency Condition of early transformational syntax likewise identified the
noun phrase as a bounding node.

36. Bošković (1997) points this out for cases like (61b); the parallel case of extraction fromDP
in (62) generalizes the observation.

37. The sentence in (63a) was made popular by the satirical ensemble Farce Majeure in the
1960s and 1970s. A token of (63b) can be found on the internet at http://www.vrien-
dendiensten.nl/documentenmap/pdf/maatjeskranten/nr200702.pdf.

38. Further support for successive-cyclic wh-movement via the edge of vP may come from
participle agreement in Passamaquoddy (Bruening 2001), and perhaps also from
the suspension of tonal down-step in Kikuyu wh-dependencies (Bantu; see Clem-
ents 1984; though see Lahne 2008, sect. 4.3.2 for an analysis referring to I rather than
C or v). I cannot discuss these here.

39. For lack of space and ancillary data, I cannot discuss here in any detail the case of subject
pronoun variation in Ewe wh-dependencies (Collins 1994).While in cases of local
wh-movement the form of the third-person singular subject pronounmust change (from
é to wo), as an apparent reflex of the presence of a wh-phrase in SpecCP, the form of the
subject pronoun of the subordinate clause in cases of longwh-fronting may but does not
have to change from é to wo. Ewe likely has more than one strategy at its disposal for
forming long wh-dependencies: one that either bypasses SpecCP (à la Rackowski and
Richards 2005) or involves a resumptive pronoun in the lower clause, and one that
implicates the embedded SpecCP. The latter, which gives rise to subject-pronoun
change, probably is not a case of successive-cyclic movement but instead involves
terminal wh-movement to the subordinate SpecCP, in a concordial scope marking
configuration: the subordinate CP, on such an approach, is a wh-question, behaving
with regard to the form of the subject pronoun just like a local wh-question.
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