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This paper discusses two independent issues on the nature of across-the-
board (ATB) movement. First, | address a question of whether distinct elements,
not identical elements, can be extracted out of the conjuncts in an ATB fashion. It
is argued that the answer is negative, based on multiple wh-fronting. Furthermore,
I suggested that the relevant illicit ATB movement is reducible to vacuous
quantification, adopting Fox’s (2000) multidimensional approach to the Coordinate
Structure Constraint (CSC) effects. Second, I discuss some restrictions on gaps
created by ATB movement. I propose that ATB movement should take place from
syntactically parallel positions. The proposal captures the relevant restrictions,
combined with Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) hypothesis that the edge of vP is a
landing site of successive cyclic movement.
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1. Introduction

This paper discusses two independent issues concerning across-the-board (ATB)
movement such as (1).

(1) the man who; [John saw t;] and [Mary kissed t,]

One of them is an empirical question of whether it is possible to extract distinct
elements in an ATB-fashion, as schematically illustrated in (2).

2 X Y [[tx] and  [ty]]
|

Note that (2) is different from (1), where an identical element is extracted out of all the
conjuncts of a codrdinate structure. In this paper, movement such as (2) is referred to as
improper ATB movement. [ argue that (2) is illegitimate and then investigate how (2)
is ruled out.

" I thank Brian Agbayani, Naoki Fukui, and S.-I. Takahashi for helpful discussion. Thanks also
g0 to two anonymous reviewers for invaluable comments. All remaining errors are my own.
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As for the other issue, I discuss some restrictions on gaps created by ATB movement.
Let us consider the contrast between (1) and (3).

(3) *I know a man who, [Bill saw t;] and [t, likes Mary]. (Williams 1978:34)

In (1), wh-movement applies to object positions in both of the conjuncts, which are
syntactically parallel. In contrast, the relevant parallelism is not observed in (3). The
first conjunct involves extraction of an object while a subject wh-phrase is extracted in
the second conjunct. The contrast between (1) and (3) apparently indicates that gaps
created by ATB movement should occupy syntactically parallel positions. However, this
possibility is falsified by the following examples.

(4) a. Iknow the man who, [John likes t;] and [we hope t; will win]. (ibid.)
b. Here is the prisoner who(m) [you saved t;] and [Foley said t;was torched].
(George 1980:157)
(5) *Here is the prisoner who [t; ratted on the punk] and [Foley said t; was torched]. (ibid.)

The examples in (4) are grammatical, though gaps created by ATB movement do
not occupy syntactically parallel positions. There is a gap in an object position in the
first conjunct, whereas there is a gap in an embedded subject position in the second
conjunct. Interestingly, in (5), ATB movement creates gaps in subject positions, which
are syntactically parallel, but the example is ungrammatical. What is the source of the
(un)grammaticality of the examples above? This is the question I shall investigate.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 addresses the first issue. I provide
empirical evidence in favor of the absence of improper ATB movement, based on
multiple wh-fronting. Then I investigate how improper ATB movement is excluded. Fox
(2000) argues that the Coordinate Structure Constraint (CSC) effects are reducible to
vacuous quantification. I suggest that improper ATB movement is also reducible to
vacuous quantification under his approach. Section 3 is devoted to the second issue.
George (1980) gives an elegant explanation for the relevant examples under the Vacuous
Movement Hypothesis. However, as pointed out later, his analysis faces an empirical
problem. Alternatively, I propose a constraint on ATB movement, according to which
ATB movement should take place from syntactically parallel positions. The proposed
analysis resolves George’s problem, adopting Chomsky’s (2001) hypothesis that the
edge of vP of non-transitive predicates is not a landing site of successive cyclic movement.
Section 4 summarizes the paper.
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2. The first issue: Improper ATB movement

2.1 The absence of improper ATB movement

First, I argue that improper ATB movement, which is schematically shown in (2),
repeated as (6), is prohibited at overt syntax, based on wh-fronting in multiple wh-fronting
languages.

© X Y [[tx]and [ty]]
|

As shown in (7), Serbo-Croatian allows multiple wh-fronting.

(7) Ko koga vidi?
who whom sees
‘Who sees whom?’ (Rudin 1988:449)

Let us turn to the following example, where multiple wh-fronting out of both of the
conjuncts is prohibited.

(8) *Koga, sta, on [vidit] i [jede t,]?
whom what he sees and eats
‘Whom what does he see and eat?” (Sandra Stjepanovi¢ p.c.)

As illustrated in (8), koga ‘whom’ and sta ‘what’ are objects of the verbs vidi ‘see’ and
jde ‘eat’, respectively. Each wh-phrase undergoes wh-fronting out of the conjuncts. The
ungrammaticality of (8) indicates that improper ATB movement is banned.'

One might say that in the first place, multiple wh-fronting of arguments of different
predicates is banned, whatever its analysis may be.? However, there is nothing wrong

" The same point is confirmed by other multiple wh-fronting languages, such as Russian or
Rumanian.
(i) a. *Kogo; chto, ty [videl t] i [el t,]? (Russian)

whom what you saw and ate
‘Whom what did you see and eat?’ (Tania lonin p.c.)
b. *Pecine, ce, ai vazutt; si  ai mancat t,? (Rumanian)

pe who what have-2s seen  and have-2s eaten?

(pe is an accusative marking preposition.)

‘Whom what did you see and eat?’ (Simona Herdan p.c.)
? 1 thank an anonymous reviewer for bringing my attention to this point.
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with multiple wh-fronting of arguments selected by different predicates. This is shown
in (9), where ko ‘who’ is an argument of fvrdi ‘assert’ and sta ‘what’, and the other
fronted wh-phrase, is an argument of both kupuje ‘buy’ and prodaje ‘sell’.

(9) Ko; sta, t; tvrdi  [da Jovan kupujety] i [da  Peter prodaje t,]?
who what asserts that John buys and that Peter sells
‘Who asserts that John buys what and that Peter sells what?’
(Boskovi¢ and Franks 2000:111)

The absence of improper ATB movement is also attested by LF-movement,
particularly QR. The relevant example is given in Fox (2000).

(10) A guard is [standing in front of every church] and [sitting at the side of every mosque].
(Fox 2000:59)

Fox argues that there are two possible derivations for wide scope of every church and
every mosque over the subject. This is illustrated in (11).

(11) < QR: 1
a. [[every church],[every mosque],[a guard is standing in front of't,
" and sitting at the side of t,]]
| QR ]
r—Reconstruction | 2

b. Aguard; [[every church; [ypt;standing in front of t;]] and
| [every mosque; [ypt; sitting at the side of t,]]].
| 2

L_—Reconstruction

In (11a), every church and every mosque undergo QR out of the conjuncts. As illustrated
in (11b), the objects undergo QR within each conjunct and the subject a guard undergoes
ATB lowering into its base positions within VP. According to Fox (2000:59), ... for the
LF in (11a) to be true, each pair of a mosque and a church must have a single guard
standing both in front of the church and in front of the mosque. For the LF in (11b) to
be true, the guards can vary independently with respect to the churches and the
mosques.” The fact is that the latter interpretation is only available, which indicates that
the representation given in (11a) is not available.
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2.2 A note on ATB lowering

Before discussing an issue concerning what rules out improper ATB movement, |
make a remark on the availability of ATB lowering. Let us consider the following
example.

(12) A (#different) student [respects every professor] and [hates every associate professor].
(a> every, *every > a)

In (12), however, wide scope of every professor and every associate professor is not
available in any interpretation, as opposed to (10). This indicates that not only improper
ATB movement but also ATB lowering is unavailable in (12). There are two more cases
where ATB lowering is not allowed. The first relevant example is given in (13).

(13) Some boy hugged every girl and kissed every girl. (¥every > some)
(Boskovi¢ and Franks 2000:114)

Boskovi¢ and Franks (2000) argue that there is no ATB movement at LF, based on the
absence of wide scope of every girl in (13). If every girl underwent QR in an ATB
fashion, adjoining to TP, as illustrated in (14), then wide scope of the object would be
available. The absence of the wide scope reading in question indicates that ATB movement
does not take place at LF.?

3 Bogkovi¢ and Franks (2000) present further evidence in favor of the absence of ATB
movement at LF.
(i) *Who said [that John bought what] and [that Peter sold what]?
(Boskovi¢ and Franks 2000:110)
The ungrammaticality of (i) indicates that what in both of the conjuncts cannot undergo ATB
movement at LF. I suggest that their argument also holds with other LF movement. Longobardi
(1991) argues that negative phrases such as niente ‘nothing, anything’ and nessuno ‘nobody,
anybody’ undergo movement to their scope position at LF. As (iia) shows, the scope of the
negative phrase is unbounded and it has the relation with the negative marker non in the higher
clause. The ungrammaticality of (iib, ¢) shows that nessuno and niente exhibit island effects.
(i) a. Non pretendo che tu dica niente.
I(not) require that you say anything
‘I do not require that you say anything.” (Longobardi 1991:153)
b. *Non cercavo una ragazza che fosse amica di  nessuno.
I(not) look-for a  girl who was friend with anybody
‘I did not look for a girl who was friend with anybody.’
c. *Non ho incontrato chi potrebbe fare niente.
I(not) have meet who might do anything
‘I did not meet who might do anything.” (ibid.:156)
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(14) [r1p every girl; [tpsome boy [hugged t;] and [kissed t;]]]
» | |

However, it is important to note that the absence of wide scope of every girl draws
another conclusion. It has been proposed that there is another way for the object QP to
take wide scope over the subject QP. Aoun and Li (1993), Kitahara (1996), Hornstein
(1995), and Johnson and Tomioka (1997), among others, argue that reconstruction of a
subject QP to the lower position than a QRed object yields wide scope of the subject QP.
In order for every girl to take wide scope over some boy, (14) must have the following
derivation.

(15) 4—QR— 4—QR—
[rpsome boy; [[,p every girl; [\p t; hugged t,]] and [,p every girl; [ t; kissed t;]]]]
L—Reconstruction: | 4
' Reconstruction———p

In (15), every girl undergoes QR within each conjunct and some boy undergoes ATB
lowering into its original positions.* The absence of wide scope of every girl indicates
the unavailability of ATB lowering in (15).

One might say that (13) involves VP-coordination, excluding the traces of the
subject. If so, the absence of wide scope every girl would be due to the absence of the
reconstruction site of every girl, not to the absence of ATB lowering at LF. However,
this possibility seems to be difficult to maintain. Let us consider ditransitive verbs in
English. T assume that two internal arguments of a ditransitive verb are base-generated
within VP and that the verb must move to v (Larson 1988), as shown in (16).

(16) [yp tsuj [y ¥[vp argument [v-V argument]]]]
— 1

Under this assumption, it follows that the smallest maximal projection which includes V
is never VP, but vP.

Keeping this in mind, let us consider (iii), where each conjunct involves niente. The
ungrammaticality of (iii) indicates that ATB movement of niente is prohibited.
(iii)*Non ho mai preteso che tu [[comprassi niente] e [pagassiniente]].
(Dnot have ever expected that you buy anything and pay-for anything
‘I did not expect that you would buy anything and pay for anything.’
(Francesca Del Gobbo p.c.)
* A word is in order here: Johnson and Tomioka (1997) argue that the subject QP is
reconstructed to a non-theta position, not its theta position.
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Let us consider the third case where ATB lowering is prohibited. The relevant
example is given in (17).

(17) a. Everyone didn’t eat sushi. (neg > every, every > neg)
b. Everyone [didn’t eat sushi] and [didn’t drink sake]. (*neg > every, every > neg)

In (17a), negation can take wide scope over the subject, although wide scope of everyone
is preferred. In contrast, wide scope of negation is not available in (17b), crucially. I
assume that the subject undergoes lowering into its original position which is lower than
negation for the wide scope interpretation of negation, as illustrated in (18a).

(18) a. Everyone, didn’t [t; eat sushi].
L »

b. Everyone, [didn’t t;eat sushi] and [didn’t t; drink sake].
L

' >

Similarly, everyone must undergo ATB lowering for wide scope of negation, as illustrated
in (18b). The absence of wide scope of negation in (17b) indicates that ATB lowering is
unavailable.’

To sum up, I have argued that ATB lowering is not available in (12), (13), and
(17b), as opposed to (10). Where does the asymmetry come from? At this point, I have
no good explanation, but it seems that the type of predicates would be relevant. The
latter includes unaccusative predicates while the former include transitive predicates. I
leave this issue for future research.

2.3 Fox’s (2000) multidimensional approach

This subsection addresses a question as to how improper ATB movement is ruled
out. Fox (2000) argues that the CSC effects are reducible to vacuous quantification
under his multidimensional approach to a coordinate structure.® In what follows, I

The following example shows that topicalized reflexives do not undergo ATB lowering, as
noted by Haik (1985).

(i) Himself, John likes and Bill hates. (Moltman 1992:126, originally due to Haik 1985)
Example (i) is interpreted as (iib), not (iia).

(i1) a. John likes himself and Bill hates himself.

b. John likes himself and Bill hates John.

The absence of (iia) falls under the present analysis, but I have no explanation for why the
reading given in (iib) is available in this paper.
6 Ross’s (1967, 1986) formulation of the CSC is as follows.
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examine in detail how improper ATB movement is also reduced to vacuous quantification
in a similar way. First, I briefly review Fox’s multidimensional approach to a codrdinate
structure. Let us consider the following example.

(19) a. A (#different) student likes every professor and hates the dean.
(a>every,*every >a) (Fox 2000:51)
b. [every professor [ a (different) student [likes t;] and [hates the dean]]]
< QR: I CSC violation

In (19a), the object every professor cannot take wide scope over the subject. As discussed
in Rodman (1976:171), May (1985:59), and Ruys (1992), among others, the absence of
wide scope of every professor indicates that QR is subject to the CSC. In order to take
wide scope over the subject, the object quantifier must undergo QR, as shown in (19b).

Interestingly, Ruys (1992) observes that if a bound pronoun is in the second
conjunct, then the quantifier in the other conjunct can take wide scope over the subject
QP. The relevant example is given in (20a).

(20) a. A (different) student [[likes every professor;] and [wants him; to be on his committee]].
(a> every, every > a) (ibid.:52)
b. [every professor [a (different) student [[likes t;] and [wants him; to be on his committee]]]].
< QR: !

In (20b), every professor undergoes QR out of the first conjunct, violating the CSC,
which yields the wide scope interpretation of every professor. Following Goodall
(1987), among others, Fox (2000) adopts a multidimensional approach to a codrdinate
structure. He captures the contrast between (19a) and (20a), with recourse to the following
assumptions.

(21) Fox’s assumptions
a. Extraction out of a coordinate structure is possible only when the structure consists
of two independent substructures, each composed of one of the coordinates together
with material above it up to the landing site (henceforth, component structures).

(1) The Coordinate Structure Constraint (CSC)
In a coordinate structure,
a. no conjunct may be moved,
b. nor may any element contained in a conjunct be moved out of that conjunct.
(Ross 1986:98-99)
Many exceptions to the CSC have been reported in Goldsmith (1985), Lakoff (1986) and
Postal (1998), but discussion about the exceptions is beyond the scope of this paper.
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b. Grammatical constraints are checked independently in each of the component
structures.  (ibid.:50)

Given (21), (19b) and (20b) have the following component structure, respectively.

(22) a. every professor; a (different) student [likes t;]
every professor; a (different) student [hates the dean]
b. every professor; a (different) student [likes t;]
every professor; a (different) student [wants him, to be on his committee]

In both (22a) and (22b), the verb phrases are conjoined and every professor and a
(different) student are shared constituents. In (22a), every professor binds its trace in the
first conjunct while there is nothing to be bound by every professor in the second
conjunct, which yields vacuous quantification. In contrast, (22b) does not violate anything,
because in the second conjunct every professor binds the bound pronoun him, as
opposed to (22a). In this way, Fox reduces the CSC effects to vacuous quantification,
successfully.

Now, let us carefully examine how Fox’s approach correctly excludes improper
ATB movement. I take up (12), which is repeated as (23), as an example.

(23) A (#different) student [respects every professor] and [hates every associate professor].
(a> every, *every > a)

As discussed earlier, every professor and every associate professor cannot take wide
scope over the subject quantifier a (different) student in (23). QR of every professor and
every associate professor out of the conjuncts yields wide scope over the subject. The
relevant LF representation would be either (24a) or (24b).

(24) a. [[every professor]; [every associate professor], [ a student respects t; and hates t,]]
b. [[every associate professor], [every professor]; [a student respects t; and hates t,]]

Given (21), the relevant component structures would be either (25a) or (25b), respectively.
—» Vacuous Quantification
(25) a. [every professor]; [every associate professor], [a student respects t; ]

[every professor]; [every associate professor], [a student hates t,]
L—» Vacuous Quantification
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—» Vacuous Quantification
b. [every associate professor], [every professor]; [a student respects t;]
[every associate professor], [every professor]; [a student hates t,]
L—» Vacuous Quantification

As illustrated in (25a), every associate professor and every professor binds nothing in
the first part of the component structure and the second part of the component structure,
respectively. In short, both of the component structures involve vacuous quantification.
Similarly, (25b) also violates the ban on vacuous quantification. It is concluded that
under Fox’s analysis, improper ATB movement is reducible to vacuous quantification.

However, one might say that the ungrammaticality of (26) is problematic for Fox’s
analysis.

(26) *A student [reads a paper which supports his; analysis] and [wants every professor; to
be on his committee].

In (26), the first conjunct involves a variable to be bound by a quantifier in the second
conjunct. For the wide scope interpretation of every professor, (26) would be the LF
representation given in (27a) and the relevant component structure would be (27b).

(27) a. [every professor; [a student reads a paper which supports his; analysis and wants t;
to be on his committee]].
b. [every professor,; [a student reads a paper which supports his; analysis]
[every professor; [a student wants t; to be on his committee]

There is no problem with (27b) because the bound pronoun #is and the trace of every
professor are each bound by every professor.

The following example does not have any problem with respect to vacuous
quantification, either. It involves a bound pronoun in the first conjunct, which should be
bound by the quantifier in the second conjunct. The second conjunct also has a bound
pronoun, which should be bound by the quantifier in the first conjunct.

(28) *Alecturer [introduced the person who criticized him, to every professor;] and
[introduced the person who criticized him; to every associate professor,].

The two quantifiers undergo QR out of the conjuncts in (28), which would yield the
following LF representation.
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(29) [every associate professor, [every professor,
[a lecturer [introduced the person who criticized him, to t;] and
[introduced the person who criticized him; to t,]]]].

The relevant component structures of (29) would be given in (30).

(30) every associate professor, every professor; a lecturer [introduced the person who
criticized him, to t;]
every associate professor, every professor; a lecturer[introduced the person who
criticized him; to t,]

In (30), every professor binds its trace and every associate professor binds its bound
pronoun him in the first part of the component structure. In the second part of the
component structure, every associate professor binds its trace and every professor binds
its bound pronoun Aim. There is nothing wrong with (30) in terms of vacuous quantification.
What is the source of the ungrammaticality of (26) and (28)? It is suggested that the
ungrammaticality of (26) and (28) is reducible to Weak Crossover (WCO) effects such
as (31).

(31) *His; mother loves everyone;.

In this paper, I assume that WCO effects are subject to Chomsky’s (1976) leftness
condition.” That is, (26) and (28) are ruled out as WCO effects independently. If so,
then (26) and (28) would not be a counterexample for Fox’s analysis.8

To sum up, in this section, I have discussed the first issue on ATB movement. |
have argued that improper ATB movement is prohibited at overt syntax, based on

7 Chomsky (1976) formulates the relevant condition in the following way.
(i) A variable cannot be the antecedent of a pronoun to its left. (Chomsky 1976:342)
% It has been reported that WCO effects are very weak, if bound pronouns are deeply embedded,
as shown in (i).
(1) a. [The person who produced it;] admires [every movie].
b. [The expert who was invited to talk about it;] knows the capital of [every country;].
(Fox 2000:37)
The bound pronouns are deeply embedded in (26) and (28) as well and hence it may be the
case that WCO effects are not the source of the ungrammaticality of (26) and (28). However, it
is not conclusive enough to claim that WCO effects are not relevant to (26) and (28) because
the grammatical status of (i) is not clear to many informants. For this reason, I suggest that (26)
and (28) are ruled out as WCO effects. I thank an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this line
of argument.
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multiple wh-fronting. As a related issue, I have discussed the (un)availability of ATB
lowering. Finally, it is suggested that Fox’s multidimensional approach to the CSC
effects correctly rules out improper ATB movement.

3. The second issue: Parallelism and ATB movement

In this section, I discuss the other issue on ATB movement. As mentioned in
section 1, there are restrictions on gaps created by ATB movement. This section starts
with brief review of George’s (1980) analysis and then proposes an alternative analysis.

3.1 George (1980)

George (1980) assumes that ATB movement indeed involves movement within
each conjunct, and that a moved element is deleted in the second conjunct. In other
words, movement does not take place ‘across the board’. An alleged ATB-moved
element undergoes movement within the first conjunct. According to his analysis, (1)
has the derivation given in (32b).

(32) a. the man who John saw and Mary kissed (=(1))
b. the man [who; John saw t;] and [whe, Mary kissed t,]

As (32b) shows, who moves within each conjunct and then who is deleted in the
second conjunct. George proposes that the relevant deletion takes place only when the
moved elements stay in “parallel positions” between the conjuncts. In (32b), who stays
in COMP in both of the conjuncts and hence there is nothing wrong with deletion of
who in the second conjunct. His analysis correctly rules out (3), repeated as (33), coupled
with the Vacuous Movement Hypothesis, according to which subject wh-phrases do not
undergo local overt wh-movement.

(33) *I know a man who Bill saw and likes Mary. (=(3))
Given the Vacuous Movement Hypothesis, who in the second conjunct does not move to
COMP but stays in the subject position, as opposed to who in the first conjunct, as

illustrated in (34).

(34) *Iknow a man [who [Bill saw t;]] and [[WHO likes Mary]].
Ly NoTMOVE
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The wh-phrases do not stay in parallel positions, which prevents who in the second
conjunct from being deleted in (34).

The examples in (4) and (5) also fall under George’s analysis. Let us consider (4a),
repeated as (35a), first. As illustrated in (35b), who in the second conjunct is a subject of
the embedded clause and hence undergoes wh-movement to the matrix COMP, which is
not a local movement. Deletion then applies to who in the second conjunct, successfully,
since the relevant wh-phrases stay in the parallel positions, that is, COMP.

(35) a. I know the man who John likes and we hope will win. (=(4a))

b. I know the man [who, [John likes t;]] and [whe, [we hope t, will win]].
1 1

Let us turn to (5), repeated as (36a), next.

(36) a. *Here is the prisoner who ratted on the punk and Foley said was torched. (=(5))
b. *Here is the prisoner [WHO ratted on the punk] and [whe, [Foley said t; was torched]].
Ly NormMOvE

As illustrated in (36b), who in the first conjunct does not move to COMP but stays in
the subject position. In contrast, who in the second conjunct is a subject of the embedded
clause and hence undergoes wh-movement to COMP, in the same way as that in (35b).
Who in the second conjunct cannot be deleted because the relevant wh-phrases do not
stay in parallel positions.

So far, George’s analysis captures the relevant data, successfully. However, (37a)
challenges George’s analysis.

(37) a. *the man who John saw and it was thought kissed Mary (Franks 1995:76)

b. *the man [who; [John saw t;]] and [whe, [it was thought t, kissed Mary]]
— — 1

Franks (1995) observes that a predicate of the matrix clause is passivized in the second
conjunct in (37). Under George’s analysis, (37a) would have the derivation given in
(37b), where both of the wh-phrases move to COMP and nothing blocks who in the
second conjunct from undergoing deletion. It is not clear how to rule out (37a), under
George’s analysis. The following example, which involves a raising predicate in the
matrix clause in the second conjunct, is also problematic for his analysis.
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(38) a. *the man who John saw and it seems to Bill kissed Mary

b. *the man [who [John saw t;]] and [whe, [it seems to Bill t, kissed Mary]]
— 1 1

There is nothing wrong with the derivation given in (38b), either. The next subsection
presents an alternative analysis, which captures the ungrammaticality of (37a) and (38a),
successfully.

3.2 An alternative analysis

First, I assume with Chomsky (2000) that wh-phrases move through each edge of
the phases, i.e., CP and vP. Fox (2000) argues that the edge of vP is an intermediate
landing site of wi-movement. Let us consider the following example.

(39) [Which (of the) paper(s) that he; gave Ms. Brown,]; did every student; ask her, to
read t; carefully? (Fox 2000:165)

In (39), a wh-phrase is fronted with a relative clause involving both a bound pronoun
bound by every student and an R-expression coindexed with her. If the fronted
wh-phrase were reconstructed into its original position, then Ms. Brown would be bound
by her, which yields a Condition C violation. Since the fronted wh-phrase involves a
bound pronoun to be bound by every student, it should be reconstructed into the
c-commanding domain of every student. Considering these two requirements, Fox argues
that a reconstruction site of the fronted wh-phrase should be c-commanded by every
student and not be c-commanded by #er, as illustrated in (40). The relevant reconstruction
site is the edge of vP in the matrix clause.

(40) [Which ...he,....Ms. B,,]; did every student; [,pt; [ipt; ask her, to read t; carefully]]?
L——Reconstruction———»

Under this assumption, let us consider the examples in question. First, (1) involves
the structure given in (41b), which involves TP codrdination, prior to an application of
ATB movement. In (41b), who moves to [Spec, vP] in each conjunct and the relevant
wh-phrases stay in the syntactically parallel positions.

(41) a. the man who John saw and Mary kissed (=(1))

b. C [TP JOhnz [XP who 1[XP t2 saw tl]]] and [TP MarY3 [!P who 1 [!p t3 kissed tl]]
L—» ParALLEL «———!
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In this paper, I propose the following condition on ATB movement.’

(42) Parallelism Condition on ATB movement
ATB movement must take place from syntactically parallel positions.

Note that both of the wh-phrases stay in the parallel positions, [Spec, vP] in (41b) and
hence the condition given in (42) enables who to undergo wh-movement in an ATB
fashion. Next, let us consider (3), repeated as (43a).

(43) a. *I know a man who Bill saw and likes Mary. (=(3))
b. C [TP B1112 [XP Whol[xp t, saw tl]]] and [TP who 1 [!P t likes Mary]]
L—» NOT PARALLEL €4—!

As illustrated in (43a), who in the first conjunct moves to the edge of vP while who in
the second conjunct A-moves to [Spec, TP]. Condition (42) does not allow an application
of ATB movement to (43b) because the relevant wh-phrases do not occupy syntactically
parallel positions, as opposed to (41).

The present analysis correctly predicts the (un)grammaticality of (4) and (5). Let
us consider (4a), first.

(44) a. I know the man who John likes and we hope will win. (=(4a))
b. C [TpJohng [XPWhol[yP t, likes tl]]] and

[tp Wes [yp Whoy [ypt3 hope [cp ti[1p ti[yp tiwill win]]]]]]

As shown in (44b), who moves to the edge of the matrix vP in the second conjunct, and
who in the first conjunct also moves to the edge of vP. ATB movement of who from
these positions satisfies (42). Let us turn to (5), repeated as (45a).

(45) a. *Here is the prisoner who [t; ratted on the punk] and [Foley said t; was torched]. (=(5))
b. C [tp Who, [,p t, ratted on the punk]] and
[1» Foley [,p Who, [,psaid [cpti[pt; Was torched]]]]]

Who in the second conjunct moves to the edge of the matrix vP successive cyclically in
the same way as (44). However, who in the first conjunct A-moves to [Spec, TP], as
illustrated in (45b). The condition given in (42) prevents who from undergoing ATB
movement in (45b) because the wh-phrases do not occupy syntactically parallel positions.

' 1 speculate that (42) is derived from a parallelism requirement imposed on a codrdinate structure
in general. See Hornstein and Nunes (2002) for relevant discussion.
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Chomsky (2001) suggests that the edge of vP with passives and unaccusatives is
not a target of successive cyclic movement. If it is correct, the present analysis correctly
predicts the ungrammaticality of (37a), repeated below.

(46) *the man who; [John saw t;] and [it was thought t; kissed Mary] (= (37a))

Under the present analysis, (46) involves the following derivation prior to an application
of ATB movement.

(47) C [rpJohny[,p who,[,pt,saw t;]]] and
[TP it was [!P thought [CP WhOl [TPtl[thl kissed Mary]]]]]

As illustrated in (47), who in the second conjunct is forced to stay at the edge of the
embedded CP, as opposed to (45), because the edge of vP of the passivized predicate in
the second conjunct is not a landing site of successive cyclic movement. The relevant
wh-phrases occupy syntactically non-parallel positions and hence an application of ATB
movement is blocked. Example (38a), repeated as (48a), which involves an unaccusative
predicate, confirms a similar point to (47). The relevant derivation is given in (48b).

(48) a. *the man who [John saw t] and [it seems to Bill t kissed Mary]
b. C [TP Johnz[xp WhO][XP tz saw tl]]] and
[rpit [ypseems to Bill [cp who,[1pti[,pt; kissed Mary]]]]]

I have crucially assumed with Chomsky (2001) that wh-phrases do not move
through the edge of vP with passives and unaccusatives. However, this assumption is
controversial. Particularly, Legate (2003) empirically argues that the edge of vP with a
non-transitive predicate is a target of wh-movement.'® First, let us consider the following
example.

(49) [At which of the parties that he, invited Mary, to]; was every man; introduced to her, t;?
(Legate 2003:507)

The grammaticality of (49) indicates that the fronted wh-phrase is reconstructed into the
position lower than every man and higher than #er, as illustrated in (50). Legate argues
that the relevant reconstruction site is the edge of the verbal phrase with a passivized
predicate.

19 1 thank S.-I. Takahashi (p.c.) for bringing Legate’s work to my attention.
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(50) [At which... he; invited Mary, to]; was every man; [t;[introduced t; to her; t;]]?
L Reconstruction———»

It is important to note that her argument crucially hinges on where adjuncts are
base-generated. Legate (2003: note 3) crucially assumes, following Pesetsky (1995),
that ‘at DP phrases are merged as the lowest argument in the VP.'! However, if it is
assumed that the fronted adjunct is base-generated at the edge of the verbal phrase,
contrary to Pesetsky (1995), then the grammaticality of (49) would be explained without
appealing to the assumption that the edge of the verbal phrase of a passivized predicate
is a target of successive cyclic movement. Further investigation of the base-generated
position of adjuncts is needed and hence I must leave this issue for future research.'?

3.3 ATB A-movement

Before concluding this section, I mention ATB A-movement, which behaves differently
from ATB A'-movement. First, let us consider (51).

(51) The boys will [write a book] and [be awarded a prize for it].
(Burton and Grimshaw 1992:305)

Example (51) seems to be problematic for the present analysis so far because the edge
of vP with a passivized verb is not a target of movement. It would involve the following
derivation prior to an application of ATB movement of the boys, under the assumption

1 Legate leaves an open question whether passives and unaccusatives have v. She refers to the
verbal phrase with passives and unaccusatives as “VP’.
Legate also applies the same test to an unaccusative predicate, exploiting escape whose
meaning is ‘forget’. The result is more serious for the present analysis.
(i) a. [Every winner;’s name] escaped Mary, at the ceremony he; invited her, to.
b. *[Every winner;’s name] escaped her, at the ceremony he; invited Mary, to.
c. [At which ceremony he, invited Mary, to] did every winner,’s name escaped her,?
(Legate 2003:508)
Based on the grammaticality of (ia), Legate argues that every winner binds its bound pronoun
he, even though the former is embedded within the noun phrase. The ungrammaticality of (ib)
illustrates that the original position of the adjunct is c-commanded by her. Keeping this in
mind, let us consider (ic). The grammaticality of (ic) indicates that the moved wh-phrase must
be reconstructed into the position lower than every winner and higher than her, which is
underlined in (ii).
(i1) [At which ceremony he, invited Mary, to]; did every winner;’s name[__escaped her, t;]?
Legate claims that the relevant reconstruction site is the edge of the verbal phrase of escape.
Unfortunately, I have no good explanation for the grammaticality of (ic) at this point.

12
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that be occupies the head of vP.
(52) T [.p the boys v [vp write a book]] and [,p be [vpawarded the boys a prize for it]]

As shown in (52), the boys occupies [Spec, vP] in the first conjunct while the boys stays
at the complement position of the passivized verb in the second conjunct. Given (42),
the boys cannot undergo ATB movement because the boys do not occupy syntactically
parallel positions between the conjuncts. The present analysis so far wrongly predicts
that (52) would be ungrammatical.

I suggest that the edge of vP with a non-transitive predicate provides an intermediate
landing site for A-movement, contrary to A'-movement. If so, (51) involves the following
derivation, not (52), prior to an application of ATB movement.

(53) T [,p the boys write a book] and [,p the boys, [,p be awarded t, a prize for it]]

In the second conjunct, the boys moves from the object position to the edge of vP prior
to an application of ATB movement. Then, the boys undergoes ATB movement and thus
(51) ceases to be problematic for the present analysis.

The proposal that A-movement targets the edge of vP with a non-transitive
predicate is independently motivated in Sauerland (2003). He argues that the edge of vP
of a raising predicate such as seem is a target of A-movement. Let us consider (54).

(54) Every child, doesn’t seem to his; father [t; to be smart]. (Sauerland 2003:310)

In (54), wide scope of negation over the subject is available. The subject needs to
undergo reconstruction into the position which is lower than negation and higher than
the bound pronoun #is. Sauerland argues that the subject undergoes A-movement through
the edge of vP with seem, where it is reconstructed at LF, as illustrated in (55).

(55) Every child, doesn’t [,pt; [,pseem to his, father [t; to be smart]]].
L_Reconstruction—»

In this paper, I have no good explanation for why there is an asymmetry with the edge

of vP of a non-transitive predicate between A-movement and A' movement. Further
discussion of this issue is needed, and it awaits future research.
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4. Summary

In this paper, I have discussed two issues on ATB movement. First, I provide
evidence showing that distinct elements cannot undergo ATB movement, based on
multiple wh-fronting. In addition, I have illustrated how improper ATB movement is
excluded under Fox’s (2000) multidimensional approach to the CSC effects. Specifically
improper ATB movement is also reducible to vacuous quantification on a par with the
CSC effects. As a related issue, I have presented three cases indicating that ATB
lowering is prohibited. Second, I have discussed a parallelism requirement imposed on
ATB movement. Particularly, I have proposed (42), according to which ATB movement
should take place from syntactically parallel positions. The present analysis resolves an
empirical problem facing George’s (1980) analysis.
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