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In long wh-movement, an element appears to move directly from an A-gwsition to a
higherA-destination, ignoring weak island constraints and bypassing the interiaéatial-
ing sites that are characteristic of successive-cyclic wh-movement {€ih§90; Chung
1994, 1998). This sort of movement is incompatible with the Minimalist Progrgvh;
Chomksy 1999) Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC). This condition pteve probe
(C from a higher clause) from locating a goal (the moved DP) that is enegedullti-
ple clauses below the probe’s phase, but this is exactly what appeaapperhin long
wh-movement. Further, Chamorro verbal morphology seems to confirmati@nrthat
successive-cyclic movement fails to occur in long-movement cases. dpes presents an
analysis of long wh-movement that reconciles the PIC with the facts of loagnasement.
Long movement is analyzed as resumption: The DP that appears to havd dorsnot
necessarily undergo movement at all, and it binds a lower resumptiveyamon

1. INTRODUCTION

The notion of the phase is central to the Minimalist Progrdd®( Chomksy 1999), yet the phe-
nomenon of long wh-movement seems to defy the limitatioastthe phase imposes on syntactic
derivations. According to the Phase Impenetrability Caadi{PIC), a probe may not locate a
goal embedded multiple phases below the probe’s phase ngnvit-movement, an element un-
dergoesA-movement across a long distance but does not stop in tha irgermediate landing
sites that are characteristic of successive-cyclic whanmnt (Cinque 1990; Chung 1994, 1998).
This movement, which is also not constrained by certainkwfdslands, violates the PIC because
it skips the intermediate landing sites.

This paper presents an analysis of long wh-movement thatvess the conflict between the
PIC and the evidence that certain items can opt out of theesgo@-cyclic movement that the
PIC mandates. Chamorro is an interesting language in thesddgecause its verbal morphology
provides evidence for long movement beyond the island faresented by, e.g., Cinque (1990).
In the analysis developed here, long movement is really stamte of resumption. The item that
appears to have undergone long movement is base-generatedurface position, and it binds a
null resumptive pronoun located in the position from whibh tvert DP appears to have moved.
Movement across long distances is not required, so the RiGtigiolated after all.

*Thanks to Judith Aissen, Sandra Chung, Emily Manetta, amédaMcCloskey for helpful comments throughout
the development of this paper.



2. LONG WH-MOVEMENT AND WH-AGREEMENT

Chamorro verbal morphology lends support to the notion teatamn DPs may participate in a
non-successive-cyclic form of movement. Special verbajhology (glossed below as “WH[ |”
with the case of the agreement in the brackets; infixes arerlined) appears when wh-movement
occurs. The morphology varies with the case of the moved, itgrmore accurately, the case that
would be assigned to the CP out of which the item moved if the Cfe wéP. Following Chung
(1994, 1998), | call this morphology “Wh-Agreement.” In (1)e moved item is the subject of the
embedded clause, and the Wh-Agreement is consequently atvein

(1) Hayi chunmatgi-n mamaisagui’ t ?
who?WH[nom].laugh.at-Lself.Proghim
‘Who was laughing at himself?’ (Chung 1998:237)

The details of this agreement relation are too complex toesddhere. Its importance is that
it provides evidence for successive-cyclic movement. ¥wause along the path of movement
expresses the appropriate agreement morphology. For éxam(®), the moved DRafa ‘what?’
moves from its A-position as the object of the embedded eldaghe specifier position of the
embedded CP. This movement triggers objective Wh-Agreennetitel embedded clausélafa
then moves to the specifier position of the matrix CP, triggeoblique Wh-Agreement in that
clause.

(2) Hafa malago’fia si Magdalendt parata-chuli’ t]?
what?WH][obl].want-agr Magdalena Fut WH[obj].agr-bring
‘What does Magdalena want us to bring?’ (Chung 1998:249)

Further investigation leads to the conclusion that @echovement operation triggers an instance
of Wh-Agreement (Chung 1994, 1998). However, Wh-Agreemenbietimes unexpectedly
absent in certain constructions. For example, in the coastns in (3), the moved DPs originate
in the embedded clause and move to the matrix specifier of GPagpiin (2). But unlike (2),
Wh-Agreement only appears in the embedded clauses in (3).

(3) a. Hafa napattigi atumobitmalagu’ hao[u-ma-fa’maolik t]?
what?L part Loc car agr.wantyou WH[nom].agr-Pass-fix
‘Which part of the car do you want to be fixed?’ (Chung 1998:248)
b. Manu napatgunsinangani haoas Jessnumufia?
which?L child agr.Pass.say.tou Obl JessWH[obl].fight-agr
‘Which child did Jess tell you that he fought with?’ (S. Chung;.p

This is evidence that the moved items in (3) move directlyftbeir A-positions to their surface
positions, bypassing the embedded specifiers of CP. Singeasihgle movement operation oc-
curs in each example, only one instance of Wh-Agreement appi@eother words, these are cases
of long movement. Further corroboration for this conclasi® found in the fact that such con-
structions obey the restrictions on long movement detdole@inque (1990). Only certain DPs—



roughly those that are “referential” in Cinque’s termingfegmay participate in long movement.

As (4) shows, movement of nonreferential DPs requires Whe@grent on every clause along the
path of movement. (4a) shows movement of a nonreferentidr@® an embedded clause to the
matrix specifier of CP. Wh-Agreement appears in both clausesitee sentence is grammatical.
However, when Wh-Agreement is removed from the matrix clase (4b), the sentence is no
longer grammatical (cf. (3), where the moved DPs are refaih

(4) a. Laokuantu i asagua-muna’a’haofia [t paraun-apasi i
but how.much2hespouse-agwH]|obl].afraid-agr Fut WH][obj2].agr-paythe
atumobitt ]?
car
‘But how much is your husband afraid you might pay for the c&€*ung 1998:357)
b. *Laokuantu i asagua-muna’a’fao[paraun-apasi i atumobitt ]?

but how.much2hespouse-agagr.afraidFut WH][obj2].agr-paythecar
(But how much is your husband afraid you might pay for the cé€hung 1998:358)

Long movement is not limited to questions. The examplesvbsloow movement out of em-
bedded clauses in clefts (5) and relative clati$gs In each example, Wh-Agreement appears in
the embedded clause but not the matrix clause. Just as ith(8)s evidence that the embedded
specifiers of CP are bypassed in the movement operation.

(5) a. | chi'lu-hu lahi malagu’ si Carmerparaali’e’-ha t].
thesibling-agrmaleagr.want CarmenFut WHJobl].meet-agr
‘Carmen wants to meety brother.” (Chung 1994:20)

b. | panglaoma’afaoyu’ [pumatcha tni  balis].
thecrab agr.afraid  WH][obj].infin.touch Obl stick
‘I'm afraid to touchthe crab with a stick.” (Chung 1994:20)

(6) a. Guaha [karinosu[Oni  malagu’ si Juanparaasudd’-ta t111-
agr.existice compagr.want JuanFut WH[obl].meet-agr
‘There’s somebody nice who Juan wants us to meet.” (Chung:2994

b. Hu-soddai [palaoc’an[Oni inistdtotba si Juanni

agr-find thewoman compagr.be.disturbed.prog Juancomp
minahalang i che’lufia lahi t]]].
WHiJobl].lonely thesibling-agrmale
‘I found the woman who it disturbs Juan that his brother iselgrfor” (Chung
1994:22)

| take examples like these to be the basic pattern of long mewé in Chamorro. Only the
lowest clause has Wh-Agreement in the basic pattern. (Infamte generally, agreement is always
required in the lowest clause.) Variations on this patteenexemplified by the sentences in (7).
In these constructions, Wh-Agreement appears in a highesela addition to the lowest clause.

1The analysis developed here focuses on the mechanismsgpilovement itself and assumes that the limitation
on referential DPs has an independent explanation.
2In relative clauses, the item that moves in the null reladiperator ©.”



There are three embedded clauses in each example in (7)handdved DP moves from the

most deeply embedded clause to the matrix specifier of CP.d)y) (Wh-Agreement appears on
the highest and lowest clauses but not the middle clausezbln YWWh-Agreement appears in the
two lowest clauses but not the highest clause. We can tedethee instances of long movement
because Wh-Agreement fails to appear on one of the clauseg thle path of movement.

(7) a. Hayi malago’-mu [t parau-ma’afiaosi Carmer[paraali’e’-ha t]]?
who?WH]Jobl].want-agr Fut agr-afraid CarmenFut WH[obl].meet-agr
‘Who do you want Carmen to be afraid to meet?’ (Chung 1998:365)

b. Estinapitsonamni  ma’a’haoyu’ [man-malagu'Aiha [t para

thisL person compagr.afraid  WH][obl].agr-want-agr Fut
uma-kuentusi t]].
WH{[obj].agr-speak.to
‘It’s this person who I'm afraid they want to speak to.” (Chut@08:365-366)

The next section develops an analysis of the basic pattdomgimovement exemplified by (3)—
(6). I return to the variations exemplified by (7) in SectiorB&it before addressing long movement
itself, | discuss successive-cyclic movement, whose ntashes provide the basis for an analysis
of long movement in terms of resumption.

3. ANALYSIS OF THEBASIC PATTERN

3.1. Successive-Cyclic Movement

| assume that successive-cyclic wh-movement in quest®dsiven by [WH] and [Q] features.
For reasons of space, | will discuss only questions, butahaysis can be generalized to other
kinds of constructions. The probes, eacand C along the path of wh-movement, have uninter-
pretable and strong [WH] featurés.

The goal, the moved DP, has an interpretable [WH] features Dt moves to the specifier of
eachv and C, checking eacluyvVH*] feature on those heads. The DP is active because it has an
uninterpretable [Q] feature.

[Q] is only interpretable on a C that heads a question. Wher#eeaches the specifier po-
sition of this C, the DP checks C’'s\{\VH*] feature, and C checks DP’siQQ] feature. The DP is
consequently rendered inactive.

(8), using (1) as an example, illustrates these mechanishesstrong [WH] feature on C com-
pels movement of the DP to the specifier of CP. In this posit@s,[WH)] feature and DP’s [Q]
feature are checked.

31 mark strong features with an asterisk. Interpretable amidterpretable features are indicated withnd u,
repsectively.

4Perhaps [WH] marks DPs that have semantic properties apatedor restrictive clauses (see Chung et al.
(1995)).



As | argue immediately below, this feature system, with ppghone addition, is sufficient for
an analysis of long movement. This analysis treats long meve as a case of resumption and
does not require movement across any unusually long desah®ng movement in Chamorro is
therefore not necessarily incompatible with the PIC. Viewsdesumption, long movement can
be construed as consistent with this core Minimalist cooualit

3.2. Long Movement as Resumption

In the basic pattern, Wh-Agreement appears only in the loalasse of a wh-construction. Since
Wh-Agreement is a reliable diagnostic for wh-movement, gomts to two conclusions: First,
movement always occurs in the lowest clause of the congirubecause Wh-Agreement always
appears there. Second, since there is no Wh-Agreement irnighesh clause, the overt DP that
appears to have undergone long movement to the specifigrgmosf the matrix CP must have
arrived in that position by some mechanism other than moweémklovement of the overt DP
would have triggered Wh-Agreement.

Also, because of the PIC, the overt DP cannot have originatéuki lowest clause. These con-
clusions suggest that long movement constructions inv@lsemption rather than movement. The
DP that appears to have moved does not actually move, betuhdtinds a resumptive pronoun
in the lowest clause of the wh-construction. Since the D cha¢ move, it does not trigger Wh-
Agreement in the matrix clause. But the resumptive pronodireesto move in the lowest clause
of the construction, triggering Wh-Agreement there.

Such an analysis has two parts: A resumptive pronoun andsgre@P. The null resumptive pro-
nour? (RP) appears in the lowest clause, where it is assigne@-thke that the overt DP appears
to fill.® It moves successive-cyclically (as evidenced by the Wh-éxguent in the lowest clause)
to the immediately higher specifier of CP, where it stops.

50r perhaps PRO, following the analysis of Jaeggli (1982).

SNull pronouns are well attested in Chamorro (e.g. in tofiedion; see Chung (1998)), and they can appear in
all positions from which wh-movement can occur (S. Chung,)p.The pronoun | posit here fits the description of
resumptive pronouns from McCloskey (forthcoming).



This movement is sketched in (9). It is driven by the same [W&4dfdire that drives successive-
cyclic movement. C’s strong [WH] feature attracts RP to C’s dpqgposition, where RP checks
C’s [WH] feature.

(9)

What (uninterpretable) feature makes RP an active goal? llinatlmove to the matrix CP, so
[Q] is of no use here: An uninterpretable [Q] feature can keckbd only by the matrix C, and RP
will not move far enough to make this option possible.

Two options present themselves. Perhaps RP has some otimerpretable feature that is
checked by the immediately higher C. If this is the correctrapph, it is not obvious what this
new feature could be. On the other hand, we might take thigiderce that goals do not need un-
interpretable features to be active. More broadly, thisasithe question of what drives movement
in the Minimalist Program. This question will arise agaitelabut I leave it as a topic for future
researcH.

The overt DP (the one that appears to have undergone longmemigis base-generated in its
surface position, the matrix specifier of CP. It checks this si‘eng [WH] feature and has its
own [Q] feature checked. It also binds the resumptive prandthis is how its semantic content
becomes associated with RPsole.

The two halves of this analysis are shown schematically@®). (The overt DP is base-generated
in the specifier position of the matrix CP (Ck (10)). The resumptive pronoun appears in the
lowest clause of the construction (§Rnd moves to this clause’s specifier of CP. Coindexation
indicates the binding relation between DP and RP. Finally,sRRovement accounts for Wh-
Agreement in the lowest clause.

’Under a third possibility, if RP is actually PRO, then perhapovement is required because PRO cannot be
governed by lexical heads, following the reasoning of Ja¢#)§82:139).



As (10) makes clear, RP may be embedded within many clausessthirefore inaccessible to
the matrix C. Base generation of the overt DP is the only way &zklthis C’s [WH)] feature. The
intervening clauses (GRnd CR) are ordinary declarative CPs.

Under this analysis, no new mechanisms are needed excegblydsr the new uninterpretable
feature on RP. Long movement simply exploits mechanismsatteaindependently necessary for
successive-cyclic movement.

Because this analysis uses the same mechanisms for sueeegdic and long wh-movement,
it predicts that the elements involved in long movement (R& the overt DP) can themselves
move successive-cyclically. The overt DP may be mergedamnton-matrix specifier of CP (say,
CP; from (10)) to check this C’s [WH] feature and then move suceessyclically to the matrix
specifier of CP, triggering Wh-Agreement along the way.

On the other hand, if RP is not rendered inactive by the imntelgiaigher C, it can move into
the next higher clause (G (10)) if C andv in that clause have the appropriate features. The
movement will trigger Wh-Agreement in this clause. Theseéomatallow for distributions of Wh-
Agreement that do not fit the basic pattern. Successivaecyabvement of either DP or RP will
trigger Wh-Agreement in clauses beyond the lowest clauseeofvh-construction.

Should restrictions be imposed on the patterns of Wh-Agre¢ai®wed by the current analy-
sis, or is the existing system sufficiently restrictive? Plagterns of Wh-Agreement generated by
the current analysis are just those that meet the criter@ih Movement of DP in the higher
clauses can trigger Wh-Agreement there (11a), but if DP do¢snove (as in the basic pat-
tern), these higher clauses will not have Wh-Agreement. Téugses (if any) between the higher
clauses through which DP moves and the lower clauses thragth RP moves will have no
Wh-Agreement (11b). Finally, movement of RP is obligatoryt thie extent of its movement is
variable, depending on the featural configurations of theeki clauses in the wh-construction.
Consequently, at least one of the lowest clauses in the cmtisin must have Wh-Agreement
(11c).

(11) Patterns of Wh-Agreement generated by the analysis:

a. Any number of higher clauses (including zero) may have VgreAment.
b. Any number of intermediate clauses (including zero) mayemo Wh-Agreement.
c. One or more lower clauses must have Wh-Agreement.



Distributions of Wh-Agreement that are not generated bydhalysis are those that meet either
of the criteria in (12). Movement of RP is required, so at leéhstlowest clause must have Wh-
Agreement (12a). (12b) holds because the only items thatriceyer Wh-Agreement are DP and
RP. (These are the only items that undergo wh-movement.) B end up in the highest clause of
construction. Otherwise, its [Q] feature will remain uncked, and the highest C's [WH] feature
will be unchecked. As a result, any sequence of clauses that Wh-Agreement from DP’s
movement must include the highest clause. Similar logideifdr RP: RP necessarily originates
in the lowest clause, so any clauses that have Wh-AgreenantRP’s movement must include
this lowest clause.

(12) Patterns of Wh-Agreement that are not generated:

a. Thereis no Wh-Agreement in the lowest clause.
b. Some contiguous string of clauses has agreement but @besctude either the
highest or lowest clause.

To summarize, Wh-Agreement may appear in two places: In agstf clauses at the top of
construction (from DP’s movement), or in a string of clausigte bottom of the construction (from
RP’s movement). There may be clauses between these sequleachave no Wh-Agreement.
To my knowledge, these are correct predictions. No examplegher Chung (1994) or Chung
(1998) have the patterns of Wh-Agreement described by (12)leViiowing for the possibility
of successive-cyclic movement increases the number ofigheeldpatterns, the current analysis
appears to remain sufficiently restrictive.

In particular, successive-cyclic movement of DP and RP aasdor the data that do not conform
to the basic pattern, such as the questions in (7a) and (Akeselexamples are the topic of the next
section.

4. VARIATIONS ON THE BASIC PATTERN

The constructions in (7a) and (7b), repeated below as (IBjlat), show long movement where the
agreement patterns are different from that in (3a). In (8aly the lowest clause had agreement.
Here, higher clauses have agreement too. That these ardoogtimovement constructions is

apparent from the fact that in each one, some clause in theonstruction does not have Wh-

Agreement (the middle clause in (13) and the highest claugb4)). How are these constructions
generated?

(13) Hayi malago’-mu [t parau-ma’afiaosi Carmerparaali’e’-fa t]]?
who?WH]Jobl].want-agr Fut agr-agraid CarmenFut WH][obl].meet-agr
‘Who do you want Carmen to be afraid to meet?’ (Chung 1998:365)

(14) Estinapitsonasni ma’afiaoyu’ [man-malagu’fiha [t para
this L person compagr.afraidl  WH][obl].agr-want-agr Fut
uma-kuentusi t]].
WHJobj].agr-speak.to
‘It's this person who I'm afraid they want to speak to.” (Chut@P8:365—-366)
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Movement of the overt DP accounts for (13). RP moves to thefspregosition of the lowest CP,
triggering Wh-Agreement in that clause as usual. The overisbRse-generated in the intermedi-
ate specifier of CP, and it moves successive-cyclically tortagix specifier of CP. This movement
triggers Wh-Agreement in the highest clause. No wh-movemeturs in the intermediate clause,
SO no agreement appears there.

The pattern of agreement seen in (14) is generated by moverhB®. With no Wh-Agreement
in the highest clause, the overt DP must have been baseageden its surface position as in
the basic pattern. RP moves successive-cyclically to theifsggreof the lowest CP, triggering
Wh-Agreement in that CP. It then moves to specifier positiorhefibtermediate CP, triggering
Wh-Agreement there as well.

The sorts of structures exemplified by (13) and (14) are erpeio the context of the current
analysis. Since long movement uses the mechanisms thatageiseiccessive-cyclic movement,
we expect to find “hybrid” constructions that show both longwement and successive-cyclic
movement. As these examples show, this expectation is loarne

Finally, the current analysis predicts that both the resivagronoun and the overt wh-phrase
can move successive-cyclically in the same constructidrerd are no such examples in Chung
(1994) or Chung (1998), but this may be an artifact of compyexBuch a construction would
require at least four clauses. Two lower clauses with Wh-Agrent would show successive-
cyclic movement of the resumptive pronoun, and Wh-Agreenmghte highest clause would reflect
the movement of the overt DP. A fourth clause with no agrednseneeded between these two
sets of clauses to show conclusively that the construciamt a normal successive-cyclic wh-
construction. It may be difficult to elicit reliable judgmeron constructions with this kind of
embedding, so their absence is not surprising.

5. ISLANDS

This section addresses that status of islands in long-meregonstructions. In the analysis pro-
posed here, movement does not (necessarily) occur in elargecin a long-movement construc-
tion. Consequently, islands that appear in the clausesthaits involved in the movement should
not cause ungrammaticality. In the basic pattern, this méhat only island violations in the
lowest clause (where RP moves) should cause ungrammaticMivre generally, clauses with
Wh-Agreement must not have islands because these are tisestdat are involved in movement.

Many examples confirm this prediction. Islands between tlegtdP and the clause in which
RP moves do not cause ungrammaticality. The constructiofibinand (16) show apparent long
movement out of relative clauses. For example, in (15), tR&d@a na kareta ‘which car’ appears
to have moved from a position in an embedded clause withiretlagive clause to the matrix spec-
ifier of CP of the relative clause. We can tell this is long moeetrbecause Wh-Agreement does
not appear in the matrix clause within the relative clausker& is an apparent island violation
(a DP moving out of a relative clause), but the constructtogrammatical. The reason, accord-
ing to the analysis developed here, is that thetaf na kareta is base-generated in its surface
position outside the relative cause, and RP moves withindlsive clause, accounting for the
Wh-Agreement morphology. Neither item moves out of the nedatlause, so no island violation
results.



Similar logic holds for (16). RPs move within the relativeudas, but not out of them, and the
DPs that appear to have undergone long movement are basetpzhoutside the relative clause.
(17) shows apparent long movement out of a CP complement to, dud®nce again, nothing
actually moves out of the island. RP appears in the CP complerard the apparently long-
moved DP is base-generated in its surface position. In sktahds appear in these examples, but
they do not interact with the movement operations, so noamgraticality results.

(15) Hafa nakaretaguaha [mayulangramientgin-isa parain-fa'maolik  t
what?L car agr.existoroken tool WH[obj].agr-useFut WH[obj].agr-fix

17

‘Which car were there [some broken tools that you (pl) useda@ao fixt ]?’ (Chung
1998:353)

(16) Esitnaistoriaputi taotaomo’na[ni guaha [um-&'aluk
this L story putthepeoplefirst compagr.existWH[nom]-say.Prog
man-dgi t],guaha ha’ [um-&’aluk magahit t]].
WH[nom].agr.AP-lie agr.exisEmpWH[nom]-say.ProgVH[nom].agr.true
‘This story, which there are [some who skig a lie], (and) there are [some who dag
true], is about the ancient spirits.” (Chung 1998:353)

(17) Kuantu  nalepbluparaun-gai-interes [tumaitai t tres biahi]?
how.many? book Fut agr-have-interednfin.read threetime
‘How many books would you have an interest in readinthree times?’ (Chung
1998:353-354)

So far, the predictions of the current analysis are borneRuitthere are some examples in which
the ostensible target of RP’s movement is already filled. $oaistructions should be ungrammat-
ical. RP’s movement is obligatory, so when the target of itweneent is filled and movement
is blocked, the resulting construction should be ungranmalatContrary to this expectation, no
ungrammaticality actually results. For example, (18) shawparent long movement out of em-
bedded questions. In (18a), the B#&i ‘who’ occupies the embedded CP’s specifier position. RP’s
obligatory movement to this position is consequently ingiale. Notice that the Wh-Agreement
in the embedded clause confirms this understanding of th&remtion. The agreement morophol-
ogy reflects the case ¢hyi (which is the subject of the embedded clause), not the cag&dPof
(which is the verb’s internal argument). The same situatiolds in (18b): RP should move to the
specifier of the emebedded CP, but this position is alreaayfill

(18) a. Hafa na problema ti un-tungu’ [hayiiaipunula’ t ]?
what? L problem not agr-know who? can WH[nom].uncover
‘Which one of the problems do you not know who can sdl?e(Chung 1998:354)
b. Hafa malago-mu [t paraun-ma-fa’nu’i [taimanuma-cho’gue-fa t
what?WH][obl].want-agr Fut agr-Pass-sholwow? WH][adj].Pass-do-agr

1?

‘What do you want to be shown how to do (lit. how (it) is done)2h(ing 1998:354)
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If RP’s obligatory movement is blocked, why are these cowrsitvtas grammatical? As before,
we're left wondering what compels RP to move and why it needmmie in these cases. It seems
as though RPPnust move only when itan move. This situation cannot arise if RP is an active goal
by virtue of possessing an uninterpretable feature that imeighecked: The lack of movement
in (18) means that this feature cannot be checked. It mayepironitful to pursue the idea that
goals do not need such uninterpretable features, in whied R® has no requirements that are left
unsatisfied when it does not move. Its (typically) obliggtorovement is driven solely by C, so
when some other suitable goal exists (as in (18)), RP need aa¢.n leave these questions for
future research.

6. CONCLUSION

To summarize, under the analysis developed here, long maEviedoes not involve movement
across long distances. Rather, it is reduced to a case of ptismmAn overt DP is base-generated
in its surface position, and it binds a null pronoun, which Ghamorro, at least) undergoes
successive-cyclic movement.

The conflict with the PIC is eliminated. Because the item tipgiears to skip landing sites is
actually base-generated in its surface position, no eiamepto successive-cyclic movement are
necessary. Long wh-movement now looks more similar to, xangle, partial wh-movement in
German (McDaniel 1989).

There are, of course, a number of outstanding issues. Thasdi®n above assumed that the
only null resumptive pronouns in Chamorro are DPs (and thg antecedents for resumptive
pronouns are DPs). This is not an essential claim. Thereideree that other categories may
have null resumptive forms. The current analysis predlwas any form that is eligible for wh-
movement and has a null resumptive pronoun counterpart @udigipate in long movement. Are
those elements that participate in long movement just thlesehave null resumptive pronoun
counterparts, as the current analysis requfres?

| do not attempt to answer this question completely herealpreliminary look at the evidence
suggests that the answer may be yes. Non-DP elements, swentais adjuncts and PPs, may
undergo wh- or focus movement, but only some of these arékifpor long movement. For
example, some IP adjuncts have plausible null pronominat$o These adjuncts may participate
in long movement. On other hand, VP adjuncts do not have tblieusull pronominal forms and
are, as expected, ineligible for long movement (S. Chung, @t;ng Chung (1998)).

If these first approximations hold up under further scrytiitney provide strong evidence for
the analysis developed here. This analysis predicts alatoe between the existence of a null
resumptive pronominal counterpart for an element and thimeht’s ability to participate in long
movement. The apparent plausibility of this correlationdg support to the analysis, although
more research is clearly needed. It appears, though, thahgss we acknowledge the existence
of non-DP resumptive pronouns, the current analysis canxtem@ed to cases of long movement
involving non-DPs.

8] thank Sandra Chung for bringing this question to my attenti
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This paper has also not addressed the fact that long movesnavailable to only “referential”
DPs. | assume that this fact is tangential to the focus of buze analysis. The grammar makes
the mechanisms of long movement available, and other f&¢&og., parsing considerations; see
Kluender (1998)) restrict the set of DPs that may parti@patthis operation. And finally, this
analysis may also provide evidence that goals do not needespretable features to be active.
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