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This talk explores the interaction between two independently well-studied wh-strategies: across-
the-board wh-movement and left branch extraction, illustrated schematically in (1a-b).

(1) a. WH; [Xp R ZE ]and [XP.-.tj... ]9
b. WH; [ip [pp i NP ]]

Putting these two strategies together yields across-the-board left branch extraction (henceforth,
ATB LBE):

(2) WH; [xp ... [pp & NP ]] and [xp ... [pp £ NP ]]?

An interesting empirical observation, which to the best of my knowledge has not been explored
before, is that ATB LBE does not exist (3a). For languages of the English type, this is not
surprising given the ungrammaticality of ‘pure’ LBE (3b):

3) a. * Which; did John recommend ¢ book and Mary read ¢; book?
b. * Which; did John recommend ¢ book?

In this talk, however, I show that ATB LBE is also ungrammatical in languages that do allow
‘pure’ left branch extraction. Crosslinguistically, left branch extraction is somewhat restricted; its
availability has been correlated with free word order (Hale 1982), lack of overt determiners
(Corver 1992, Boskovic 2003), overt encoding of topic-focus structure (Sekerina 1997). I focus
on Slavic languages, which allow both ATB movement and LBE, thus providing good grounds
for testing the interaction between the two. I argue that the ungrammaticality of ATB LBE is due
to a simple PF violation, ATB LBE sentences simply cannot be linearized. = This follows
naturally from a multi-dominance analysis of ATB wh-questions, on which they involve a
symmetric, multi-dominant structure, in which the wh-pronoun is literally shared between the two
conjuncts (Williams 1978, Goodall 1983, 1987, Muadz 1991, Moltmann 1992, Wilder 1998,
Citko 2002). Such symmetric structures violate the Linear Correspondence Axiom of Kayne
1994, thus are not linearizable. However, they are compatible with a conceptually more plausible
formulation of the LCA of Chomsky 1995 and Moro 2000, according to which the LCA, being
relevant for pronunciation, needs to hold only at the level relevant for pronunciation, namely the
level of Spell-Out (Chomsky 1995 and Moro 2000). In an ATB wh-question, the shared element
undergoes overt movement, which creates a linearizable antisymmetric structure. In an ATB
LBE question, on the other hand, only part of the shared element, that is the wh-determiner,
undergoes overt movement. The resulting structure is not linearizable, since the NP remnant is
still shared between the two conjunct.

This talk also discusses an apparent set of counterexamples to the generalization that
ATB LBE does not exist. What distinguishes them from the ungrammatical cases is that they all
involve verb gapping. In this respect, they are similar to the phenomenon known as ‘determiner
sharing” (McCawley 1993, Johnson 2000, Lin 2000), which is also contingent on gapping. I
show that such cases involve a different derivation from the ungrammatical ATB LBE cases. In
particular, in such cases no ATB movement takes place, and the illusion of ATB LBE is created
by ellipsis, which saves an otherwise ungrammatical structure (‘salvation by deletion’ of
Merchant 2001 and Fox and Lasnik 2003).
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