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Wh-in-situ and the Spanish DP: Movement or no movement?

Abstract

Two main theories compete to analyze wh-in-situ constructions in the Spanish clause: The “movement
approach” (Uribe-Etxebarria (2002) and Etxepare and Uribe-Etxebarria (2005)) and the “in situ approach”
(Reglero (2004, 2005) ). According to Uribe-Etxebarria (2002) and Etxepare and Uribe-Etxebarria (2005),
Spanish wh-in-situ questions have a complex syntax and involve two movement operations. First, the wh-
word moves to Spec CP overtly. Then, the non-interrogative material (i.e. the remnant IP) moves over the
displaced wh-word. Reglero (2004, 2005) argues against massive overt movement. She proposes that the
properties of wh-in situ constructions are the result of the interplay of syntactic and phonological properties
of these elements. This paper examines in detail wh-in-situ constructions in the nominal domain. The
descriptive generalization is that wh-extraction is different from wh-in-situ in Spanish DPs, and it is not
possible to analyze wh-in-situ as the result of movement. Crucially, the only requirement for wh-in-situ in the
clausal and the nominal domains is the Sentence Final Requirement. That is, the presence of a wh-in-situ alters
the neutral word order possibilities in the nominal domain. According to the evidence presented, the paper
argues that a unified analysis of Spanish wh-in-situ is possible by appealing to Reglero’s non-movement
approach.

This conference paper is available in University of Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics: http://repositoryupenn.edu/pwpl/
voll4/iss1/24
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Wh-in-Situ and the Spanish DP:
Movement or No Movement?

Lara Reglero and Emma Ticio

1 Introduction

Two main theories compete to analyze wh-in-situstrarctions in the Span-
ish clause: The “movement approach” and the “in afiproach”. This paper
examines in detail wh-in-situ constructions in tle@minal domain and con-
cludes that the “in situ approach” is superior.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2pvevide a brief over-
view of wh-in-situ in Spanish and introduce the twain theories to analyze
this phenomenon. Section 3 presents some previausipserved data in-
volving wh-in-situ constructions in the DP doma8ection 4 details a pro-
posal based on the extension of the “in situ apgrosp cover the data in the
nominal domain. Finally, in section 5 we offer thiain conclusions of the

paper.
2 Two Theories of Wh-in-Situ

Spanish exhibits a mixed pattern of the French fyp&h-movement con-
structions (Jiménez 1997): A wh-phrase can movetlgyas in (1a), or it
can stay in situ, as in (1b).

(1) a.¢Qué comprd Juan?
what bought John
b. ¢Juan comprgué?

One important property of wh-in-situ constructiomsSpanish is that the
wh-phrase needs to obey the Sentence Final Reqeite(8FR), that is, the
wh-phrase needs to appear in final position. Thangnaticality contrast in
(2) stems from the different positions of the waraént in the sentence. (2b)
is ungrammatical because ‘qué’ does not appeafimabposition.

(2) a.¢,Ta le diste a Maria (ajpé?

you CL gave to Mary (the) what
b. *¢ Tu le diste (elyjué a Maria?

U. Penn Working Papers in Linguistics, Volume 12008



312 LARA REGLERO AND EMMA TICIO

Note that the SFR can create non-neutral word syderin (2a) above.
If we compare this example with its declarative meupart in (3), we notice
that the DO follows the verb and precedes the Iiis & different from (2a).
Here, the DO appears after the verb and the 10.

(3) Tu le diste unlibro a Maria.
you CL gave a book to Mary

Two main approaches have been proposed to acooutitef properties
of wh-in-situ constructions in Spanish: The “movemapproach” and the
“in situ approach”. In what follows we provide th@ain claims of each pro-
posal.

2.1 The “Movement Approach”

According to Uribe-Etxebarria (2002) and Etxeparel dJribe-Etxebarria
(2005), Spanish wh-in-situ questions have a comgyerax and involve two
movement operations. First of all, the wh-word note Spec CP overtly.
Then, the non-interrogative material (i.e. the rantnlP) moves over the
displaced wh-word. The corresponding derivation(&a) is provided below:

1) [p ta distequé a Maria]
2) [cpqué[ptu diste t a Maria]]
3) [xp [iptU diste t a Maria} [cpqué t]]

2.2 The “in situ” Approach

Reglero (2004, 2005) argues against massive ov@rement. She proposes
that the SFR is derived as a result of the intgrpfahe syntactic and phono-
logical properties of in situ wh-phrases. More Bely, wh-phrases need to
appear in final position to receive main stressthia Nuclear Stress Rule
(NSR). In her analysis, Reglero assumes Zubizasrét898) formulation of
the NSR, as in (4), and the Focus Prominence FR&], as in (5):

(4) C(onstituent)-NSR
Given nodes Cand G, that are metrical sisters, the one lower in the
syntactic asymmetric c-command ordering is morangment.

(5) Focus Prominence Rule (FPR)

Given two sister categories @narked [+F]) and (marked [-F]), ¢
is more prominent than;C
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Reglero also adopts, with Stjepano{1999, 2003), the Copy Theory of
movement (Chomsky 1993) and the possibility of prosiation of lower
copies (Boskowi 2001, 2002; Franks 1998, among others). Also Vatig
Stjepanow, Reglero assumes that stress assignment intevitbteopy de-
letion. That is, stress assignment takes part @iddey which copy should be
pronounced. The highest copy will be pronounce@ssikhe pronunciation
of this copy leads to a PF violation, i.e. if mainess would not be assigned.
In such cases, we pronounce a lower copy.

Let us illustrate Reglero’s analysis with (2a).)(6antains the structure
of the sentence with all copies and F-values indtaThe wh-word, being
the non-presupposed part of the sentence, is mgHkgdand the rest of the
elements are marked [-F] because they are presegpbst us apply the
stress assignment algorithm. The first metricalessswe need to consider
are ‘t0’ and AgrS The subject is [-F] and Agt$ unspecified for the fea-
ture [F]. This is so because Agr€ontains both [+F] and [-F] elements.
Since ‘t0’ and AgrSdo not have contradictory specifications, the FRRs
not apply. The NSR applies and Agiiging the most embedded element in
the asymmetric c-command ordering receives maimjrence. The algo-
rithm continues reapplying in the same manner unti#aches the last pair
of metrical sisters: ‘qué’ (marked [+F]) and ‘a N&r(marked [-F]). In this
case, the FPR can apply because we have both fieF]J-B] elements. The
FPR wants to assign prominence to the [+F] ‘qu@&wiver, the NSR wants
to assign prominence to ‘a Maria’ because thishés most embedded ele-
ment. We seem to have a conflict. The conflictesofved as follows. Fol-
lowing Stjepanou, copy deletion applies and deletes the lowest afps
Maria’. Since nothing goes wrong with the pronutioiaof the highest cop-
ies of the other elements, these copies get pramourNote that the joint
work of the NSR and the FPR has determined thataWest copy of the
wh-word be pronounced. The relevant structurevemgin (6b).

(6) a.hgspty distefgop qué diste fypop a Maria diste \f t distequé

[-F] [-F] [+F] [-F] [-F1 [-Fl  [-FI[-F][+F]
a Maria [[]
[-F] Pre-Spell-Out
b. Lgrsptu diste,Lgropq-H-édi-SIE[Agropa Maria—d-i—SEE[VPt-g- d—l%teql.lé
[-F] [-F] [+F] [-F] [+F] [-F1  [-F] [-F][+F]

[-F] Post-Spell-Odt
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3 Wh-phrases in the Spanish DP

The two theories presented above compete to analyean-situ in the
clausal domain. As illustrated in (7), Spanish @As contain wh-phrases
that can be extracted, as in (7a), or that renmagitii, as in (7b).

(7) a. ¢Dequé has leido [varidisrob [t]]?
of what (you) have read several books
b. ¢Has leido varios librae qué?

3.1 Extraction out of the Spanish DP

Torrego (1987), Ormazabal (1991), and Ticio (2023)5), among others,

have analyzed the extraction possibilities of whstouctions out of Spanish
DPs. The main descriptive generalization repontethé literature is the se-
vere blocking effects with more than one PP argurrea Spanish DP. As

illustrated in (8), the presence of a possessaiklthe extraction of agents
and objects, although possessors can be extrattie ipresence of agents
and objects, as in (9).

(8) a. He leido [varios libros [de Cenesji;[de Juan.]
() have read [several books [of Cervaniglsif Juan}s]
b. *¢[De quién] has leido [varios rdib t4[de Juan.s?
of whom (you) have read [several bogkof Juanjesd
c. He leido [varios libros [de Fisiga][de Juanksd
() have read [several books [of Physjgf Juan)esd
d. *¢[De qué] has leido [varios libig, [de Juan),sd?
of what (you) have read [several bogk$df Juanjes]
(9) a.¢[Dequé coleccionista] has comprpgdoios ejemplares
of what collector (you) have bought [s&lecopies
[de esa obrg]; thesd?
[of that work]y; toosd
b. ¢[De qué coleccionista] has compradarife retratos
of what collector (you) have bought eVsral portraits
[de Rembrandg]; tposd?
[of Rembrandt]g tyesd

Similarly, the presence of an agent blocks theagtisn of an object in
(10b), although agents can be extracted in theepoesof objects, cf. (10c¢).
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(10) a.  Conozco [varias traducciones [d&kéestinal,; [de Anald
(1) know [several translations [of La Catleal,,; [of Anal.g
b.*¢[De qué obra] conoces [varias traduoes §,; [de Anald?

of what work (you) know [several translasdg, [of Anal,g

c. ¢[De quién] conoces [varias traduccdde La Celestingy
of whom (you) know  [several translasofof La Celesting;
1d?
tad

These blocking effects illustrate that PP argumeisgplay a strict hier-
archical relation, with possessors higher than @gemd agents higher than
objects.

In order to explain the severe movement restristiooted above, previ-
ous analyses have assumed that movement of wh-eieroat of the DP
requires intermediate landing sites within DP. Mprecisely, most analyses
have adopted the idea of a specifier position assmape hatch for move-
ment out of Spanish DPs. If that escape hatchdemed by an argument, no
other argument lower in the thematic hierarchy lbamxtracted.

3.2 Wh-in-Situ in the Spanish DP

Although there have been some proposals on howadtyze wh-extraction
out of Spanish DPs, there are no more than a femtioms of the wh-in-situ
data in the literature. Let us consider now thepprbes of wh-in-situ in the
Spanish DP. As shown in (11), possessors, agedtslgects can appear as
wh-in-situ phrases whenever they are the only P#ifieoin the DP.

(11) a. He leido [varios libros [de Fisigg]

(I) have read several books of Physics

a'. ¢Has leido [varios librodd qud o,]?
(you) have read several books of what

b. He leido [varios libros [de Cervantgs]]
() have read several books of Cervantes

b ¢Has leido [varios librodd quieén agen]?
(you) have read several books of whom

c. He leido [varios libros [de Angl]
() have read several books of Ana

c. ¢Has leido [varios librodd quién posd?
(you) have read several books of whom
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Surprisingly, the presence of a possessor doeblock the presence of
wh-in-situ agents and objects. Similarly, wh-inigitossessors can appear in
the presence of agents and objects, as in (12)-(13)

(12) a. He leido [varios libros [de Cernemhg[de Juank.]
() have read [several books [of Cervanigiif Juan}s]
b. ¢Has leido [varios libros [de Jyaglde quién ,4]?
(you) have read [several books [of Jygglof whom],g
c. He leido [varios libros [de Fisiga] [de Juan}sd
(1) have read [several books [of Physiggbf Juan)es]
d. ¢Has leido [varios libros  [deadhss[de qudoy]?
(you) have read [several bookg[of Juan)ess[of what],]
(13) a. ¢Has comprado [varios ejensglgde esa obrg]
(you) have bought [several copies f that work]y;
[de qué coleccionistiResd?
[of what collector},esd
b. ¢Has comprado [varios retratos Hdmbrandt,
(you) have bought [several portraits [of Reamdt]
[de qué coleccionistResd ?
[of what collector]s]

Furthermore, the presence of an agent does nok hihecpresence of a
wh-in-situ object. As illustrated in (14), wh-inksiagents can appear in the
presence of objects.

(14) a.  Conozco [varias traducciones [d&ktestinal, [de Anald
() know  [several translations [of La Csllaaly,; [of Anal.g
b. ¢Conoces [varias traducciones [de Affid¢ qué obrg o] ?
(you) know  [several translations [of Aggpf what work]ey]
c. ¢Conoces [varias traducciones [de La Celdsfifde quiér] »J?
(you) know [several translations [of La Celestigdpf whom,g

The unexpected conclusion is that there are n@ifulkical constraints
on wh-in-situ within the Spanish DP. Any PP argutream appear as a wh-
in-situ phrase regardless of the presence of attggrments in the DP. More
precisely, the data above point to the concludian wh-extraction and wh-
in-situ are different. They are not affected by shene types of restrictions.
Extraction obeys syntactic constraints that seettmoperate with wh-in-
situ phrases. Note that a movement approach tonvelitts would not be
able to explain the drastic differences betweertwhetypes of wh-elements
within the DP (cf. (8) to (14)).
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Moreover, the only restriction in wh-in-situ withthe Spanish DP is a
surface order restriction. Let us consider (15):

(15) a. Leimos varios libros de linglistica dofsky de Maria.
we-read several books of linguistics of Chomskivafy
b. Leimos varios libros de Chomsky de linguistleaMaria.

(15) shows that there is free surface order ambegPP arguments within
the Spanish DP. Significantly, if one of the arguisds a wh-phrase, it must
appear in the last position of the DP. This issiltated for instance in the
contrasts in (16).

(16) a. ¢Has leido varios libroslé[qud ., [de Juanss

you-have read several books of what ofJoh

/ [de Juan}sdde qugqp;?

b. ¢Has leido varios librosi quiérl,, [de Juankss
you-have read several books by whom dfnJo

! [de Juanls[de quiér,g?

c. ¢Has leido varios ejemplarede*fjué autoi,Jde esa obraj;
you-have read several copies of what@autof that work

/ [de esa obrgj [de qué autol 4 ?

d. ¢Has leido varios librosi¥ quién .s{de linglisticajy; /
you-have read several books of whom rgfdistics

[de linguisticay; [de quieryess?

Crucially, this constraint corresponds to the SEgutating the distribu-
tion of wh-in-situ in the clausal domain we disats®arlier, that is, the wh-
phrase must appear in the last position of the SHRY.

Based on the evidence presented above, we conthadeReglero’s
non-movement approach is the most adequate thecaydlyze wh-in-situ
within the Spanish DP. We implement our analysiswe

4 Towards an Analysis of Wh-in-Situ within SpanishDPs

There are two main theoretical assumptions undeglyiur analysis. First,
we adopt the structure in (17) to analyze the pabDiP.

(17) [bp Dlagr Agr[w n[ne NI

(17) follows Ticio’s previous proposals on the sture of Spanish DPs
and contains only two functional categories, afann the DP itself. The
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structure contains an Agreement Phrase where ealigheement-based rela-
tions are established. Additionally, the structoas a functional categonp
which is the equivalent taP in the verb phrase. Making a complete parallel-
ism between the verbal and the nominal domain, sgirae that the exis-
tence of a position to host agents in the verb gghraust correspond to a
position where we can host agents in the nominedgeh when they happen
to be present. ThusiP is the locus of agentivitysecond, we assume Re-
glero’s non-movement approach to wh-in-situ undkictv stress assignment
and the Copy Theory interact to derive the SFR.

4.1 The Analysis

Let us consider how our analysis derives a granwalatxample such as
(16d), repeated as (18).

(18) ¢Has leido varios libros [de linglia}ig [de quiénposs?
you-have read several books of linguistics f whom (=(16d))

First, the Lexical Domain is derived via applicatiof External Merge,
as illustrated in (19).

(19) [wpde linglisticay [y libros[de quién]]]

At some point of the derivation, the insertion ofitional categories in
the structure triggers the use of internal mergsattsfy the requirements of
the derivation. The presence of Agr in structur@) (& going to probe the
possessor, due to the standard assumption thagsass always undergo an
internal movement from a position internal to the {.e., they are derived
arguments; cf. Den Dikken 1997, Coene and D’'hud&t33. Then, ‘de quién’
moves to the Specifier of AgrP, where it can regeits Case and Phi-
features, as in (20).

(20) [age de quién [agr [agr libros [we de linglistica | [y libros de

quien]]1]]

The last step of the derivation illustrated in (&l}he insertion of the func-
tional category D right before the derivation ists® PF to be pronounced.

(21) belo[p varios [age de quién [agr [agr libros [ye de linglistica § [
libros de quién )il
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In (22) you have the structure of the sentence waithcopies and F-
values indicated.

(22) belp[pvarios fgp de quién[age [ag libros [yede lingiistica

A [+F] [-F] [-F]
[n libros de quien]]ITIII]
[-F]  [+F]

The first metrical sisters the algorithm needsdosider are ‘varios’ and
AgrP. The D is [-F] and AgrP is unspecified for tig® [F]. Since ‘varios’
and AgrP do not have contradictory specificatidhs, FPR does not apply.
The NSR applies and AgrP being the most embeddadesit in the asym-
metric c-command ordering receives main prominefte algorithm con-
tinues reapplying in the same manner until it readhe last pair of metrical
sisters: ‘libros’ (marked [-F]) and ‘de quién’ (nkad [+F]). In this case, the
FPR can apply because we have a contradictorytisitubetween the two
sisters. The FPR applies and assigns main prongnenc¢de quién’. The
NSR also applies and assigns main prominence tedhee element. After
copy deletion applies, the lowest copy of ‘de quiénpronounced. Since
nothing goes wrong with the pronunciation of thghleist copies of the other
elements, these copies get pronounced. The relestartture is given in
(23).

(23) [belo[pvarios hgp de-guien[age [ag libros [wede lingdistica |

SR BA [Fl LA
[v libresde quierlIIIIT
[F] [+F]

The ungrammaticality of (24) is explained as folownder our ap-
proach, there is no syntactic difference between glammatical and the
ungrammatical examples. The crucial point in thevdéon is given in (25)
where the deletion of the lower copy of the possesgluces a violation of
the SFR.

(24) *¢Has leido varios librde quiénde linguistica? (= (16d))
you-have read several books of whom of linguistics
(25) [pelo[p varios fgr de quién[age [ag libros [yrde linglistica
[-FI] [+F] [-F] [-FI]
[n [v Hibresde-guied]]1N]]
[-F] [+F] (violation of the SFR)
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The current analysis predicts the desired resghniess of the type of
in situ wh-argument, since the relevant operatiomnstmapply post-
syntactically. (26) shows a grammatical exampléhveih agent and an ob-
ject. The relevant steps of the derivation aremgineg(27) through (31).

(26) ¢Has leido varios ejemplares [de esalgfdde qué autof,q ?
you-have read several copies aff work of what author (=(16c))
(27) [wpde esa obra [y ejemplaregde qué autof]]] (Lexical Domain)
(28) [ de qué autor[, [, ejemplaresyrde esa obrg [y ejemplaregde
qué autor]]I11 (higher domains)
(29) el [pvarios kgl agr[agr [ne de qué autor[y [, ejemplaresyrde esa
obra[y [vejemplaresde qué autoi]]]]]1111]] (complete derivation)
(30) el [pvarios hgrlagr[agr [ de qué autor[y [, ejemp. [pde esa obra

~[F] [+F] [-F] [-F]
[ [n ejemplaregde que autoi]]]]1]1I1I]
[-F] [+F] (Derivation sent to PF)
(31) [DP[D’[DvarioS [AgrP[Agr’[Agr [nP de—qee—aa&er[n [n ejemp. {que esa obra
- [F] [+F] [-F] [-F]
[n [n ejemplaregde que autod ]I
[-F] [+F] (Copy deletion)

Under the assumption that only agents can be dbé af the probeP
(i.e. only these arguments can satisB/s agentivity requirement), the only
noticeable difference in this new derivation is thgertion of the functional
categorynP, due to the presence of the agent. Note thatrtpeammaticality
of (32) is again explained as the result of a tiotaof the SFR (cf. (33)).

(32) *¢Has leido varios ejempladssqué autor de esa obra? (=(16c))
you-have read several copies of what authadhat work
(33) bl [ovarios kyrlag [ag [ de qué autor[, [, ejemp. {»de esa obra
[-F] [+F] [-F] [-F]
[v [y eiemplaFe'[ i f’ed&q*ﬂe%eﬂ[' - i
- +

4.2 Additional Evidence

(violation of the SFR)

In this section we present three additional piedes/idence to show that the
proposed analysis is on the right track.
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4.2.1 Adverbial PPs

Chomsky (1986) and Culicover and Rochemont (1988dthat NPs allow
extraction of an argument wh-phrase, but disallatvaetion of an adjunct
wh-phrase. This is illustrated in the grammatigadibntrasts in (34).

(34) a. [Who]do you like [a picture of]?
b. *[Which table] did you like fpa book Eron t]]?
c. *[On which table]did you like fra book §?

Spanish DPs obey the same restriction. As showB5a), an adverbial
PP such as ‘para quién’, cannot be extracted othieoDP. In contrast, it is
possible to have wh-in-situ with adverbial PPSna85b).

(35) a.*¢Para quién rompimos un regalo?
for whom we-broke a present
b. ¢ Rompimos un regaf@ara quién?

The grammaticality of (35b) remains without an @xpition under a
movement approach to wh-in-situ. The proposed aiskyxplains the con-
trasts in a straightforward manner as the resuthefabsence of movement
in the wh-in-situ examples.

4.2.2 Specificity

Another piece of evidence for our analysis comesfthe Specificity Ef-
fect, cf. (36).

(36) a. Whedid you see pictures/a picture (f t
b. *Whedid you see the/these pictures;af t

The Specificity Effect (Chomsky 1986, Fiengo angdinbotham 1980)
claims that wh-movement out of specific DPs is isgble in English. The
same facts obtain in Spanish, as in (37a). Howex@iSpecificity Effect is
observed with wh-in-situ, as shown in (37b).

(37) a.*¢,De quécompramos los tres libros?
of what we-bought the three books
b. ¢ Compramos los tres librde qué?
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Once again, the absence of specificity effects within-situ calls into
guestion the accuracy of the “movement approachivlein-situ, while it
points to a non-movement approach to the phenomenon

4.2.3 Additional Wh-Phrase in Spec CP

Finally, another phenomenon explained under oulyaisais the one illus-
trated in (38) and (39) (examples from Zubizari<88).

(38) a. *Quiénpusoqué cosa sobre la mesa?
who put whatthingon the table
b. Quiénpuso sobre la mespé cos@

(38) shows that the SFR is also active when thexetveo wh-phrases in a
sentence. That is, (38a) is ungrammatical becawsalates the SFR.

The contrast in (38) is problematic for the “movernapproach” be-
cause it predicts overt wh-movement of ‘qué co$his creates a problem
since there is already a wh-phrase in SpecCP. Tee gbis issue, the
“movement approach” must assume a different expilamdor this type of
example. Note that our analysis can account fod#ia because there is no
movement involved and the same exact analysis eapplied to wh-in-situ
with or without an additional wh-phrase in SpecCP.

Under our analysis, the following grammaticalitynt@asts in the nomi-
nal domain are also predicted. (39a) is ungramialatiecause it violates the
SFR.

(39) a.*Quiénrobo [el retratode quiérl,,;[de Picassql]?
who stole the portrait of whom by Risa
b. Quiénrobo [el retratfde Picassq}, [de quiénoy]?

In sum, our non-movement approach allows us tor @fenified analy-
sis of wh-in-situ in the nominal and clausal domsain

5 Conclusion

This paper has provided a detailed descriptiontoElements in the Spanish
DP. The descriptive generalization is that wh-eottom is different from
wh-in-situ in Spanish DPs, and it is not possibl@balyze wh-in-situ as the
result of movement. Crucially, the only requiremémt wh-in-situ in the
clausal and the nominal domains is the Sentencd Riequirement. That is,
the presence of a wh-in-situ alters the neutrabvayder possibilities in both
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domains. According to the evidence presented, #peipargues that a uni-
fied analysis of Spanish wh-in-situ is possible dppealing to Reglero’s
non-movement approach.

References

Boskovis, Zeljko. 2001.0n the Syntax-Phonology Interface: Cliticizatiand Re-
lated Phenomenamsterdam: Elsevier Science.

Boskovi, Zeljko. 2002. On multiple wh-frontindLinguistic Inquiry33:351-383.

Chomsky, Noam. 198@®arriers. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 1993. A minimalist program for lirgjic theory. InThe View from
Building 20: Essays in Linguistics in Honor of Sjiv Bromberger ed. K. Hale
and S. J. Keyser, 1-57. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press

Coene, Martine, and Yves D’hulst (eds.). 200(Bom NP to DP. Amster-
dam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Culicover, Peter, and Michael S. Rochemont. 199fuict extraction from NP and
the ECPLinguistic Inquiry23:496-501.

Den Dikken, Marcel. 1997. The syntax of possessind the verb ‘have’Lingua
101:129-150.

Etxepare, Ricardo, and Myriam Uribe-Etxebarria. 20@ situ wh-phrases in Span-
ish: Locality and quantificatiorReserches Linguistiques de Vincendg@®-34.

Fiengo, Robert, and James Higginbotham. 1980. ®@paciNP. Linguistic Analysis
7:395-421

Franks, Steven. 1998. Clitics in slavic. Positi@pgr presented at the Comparative
Slavic Morphosyntax Workshop, Bloomington, Ind.

Jiménez, Maria Luisa. 1997. Semantic and Pragn@aticditions on Word Order in
Spanish. Doctoral dissertation, Georgetown Unitgrsi

Ormazabal, Javier. 1991. Asymmetries on wh-moveraadt some theoretical con-
sequences. Ms., University of Connecticut, Storrs.

Reglero, Lara. 2004. A’-Dependencies in SpanishBasbue. Doctoral dissertation,
University of Connecticut, Storrs.

Reglero, Lara. 2005. Wh-in-situ constructions: @ynand/or phonology?. IRro-
ceedings of the 4West Coast Conference on Formal Linguisti884—342.
Somerville, Mass.: Cascadilla Proceedings Project.

Stjepanow, Sandra. 1999. What do Second Position ClitiairgtiScrambling and
Multiple Wh-fronting Have in Common®octoral dissertation, University of
Connecticut, Storrs.

Stjepanouw, Sandra. 2003. A word order paradox resolved lpy ateletion at PF.
Linguistic Variation YearbooR:139-177.

Ticio, Maria Emma. 2003. On the Structure of DPgctoral dissertation, University
of Connecticut, Storrs.

Ticio, Maria Emma. 2005. Locality and anti-locality Spanish DPsSyntax8:229—
286.



324 LARA REGLERO AND EMMA TICIO

Torrego, Esther. 1987. On empty categories in nalsirMs., University of Massa-
chusetts, Boston.

Uribe-Etxebarria, Myriam. 2002. In situ questiomsl anasked movemeritinguistic
Variation Yearbool2:259-303.

Zubizarreta, Maria Luisa. 199Brosody, Focus and Word OrdeZambridge, Mass.:
MIT Press.

Lara Reglero

Department of Modern Languages and Linguistics
Florida State University

Tallahassee, FL 32306-1540

Ireglero@fsu.edu

Emma Ticio

Modern and Classical Languages Department
University of Houston

413 Agnes Arnold Hall

Houston, TX 77204-3006

mticio@uh.edu



	University of Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics
	4-23-2008

	Wh-in-situ and the Spanish DP: Movement or no movement?
	Lara Reglero
	Emma Ticio
	Wh-in-situ and the Spanish DP: Movement or no movement?
	Abstract


	

