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epted that wh-movement and fo
us movement behave alike, be-
ause both types of operations are 
reated by A'-movement. Thus (1) and (2) arebad, sin
e JOHN in (1) moves 
overtly to some A'-position in the same way as whomoves overtly in (2):(1) *Hisi mother loves JOHNi.(2) *Whoi does hisi mother love ti?However there are some data whi
h show that this assumption is not a

urate.As 
an be seen from senten
es1 like (3), island-
reating operators intervening be-tween the operator and the fo
us do not interfere, but the same senten
e withwh-movement would be ungrammati
al � (4). The possible solution is to 
laim thatfo
us 
on�gurations 
onsist of a fo
us li
ensing operator su
h as even whi
h has to
-
ommand the fo
used element.(3) Sam even saw the man who was wearing the [F RED℄ hat.(4) *Whati did Sam even see the man who was wearing ti?As 
an be seen from Cze
h senten
es like (5) and (6) in 
on�guration where wh-phrase or fo
us stay in situ wh-phrases and fo
used elements give raise to WCO:(5) *JehoiHis matkamother milujeloves KARLAi.CHARLES'Hisi mother loves CHARLES'(6) *JehoiHis matkamother milujeloves kohoi?who?'Hisi mother does love whoi?'But surprisingly if we move wh-phrase or fo
used element, then WCO nearly dis-appears:(7) ?KARLAiCHARLES jehoihis matkamother milujeloves ti.t'Hisi mother loves CHARLESi '(8) ?Kohoiwho jehoihis matkamother milujelove ti?t?'Whoi does hisi mother love ti?'Wh-movement and fo
us movement behave similar in this respe
t and this poses aproblem for the fo
us operator approa
h. Apart from that this is also a problem ifwe assume that fo
us movement and wh-movement are 
overt in examples like (5)and (6). We 
an still 
laim (as Puskas (1997) does) that in (7) is NP Karla topi
1This senten
e is from Meinunger (2003) 1



and topi
s are not operators, be
ause topi
alized 
onstituents do not lead to WCOlike in the following Hungarian senten
e:2(9) JànostiJohn SZERETIloves azthe proipro anyamother ti'Johni, hisi mother loves him'But this solution does not work on the example (8), be
ause wh-phrase 
an hardlybe topi
. Besides there are Hungarian senten
es3 like (10) and (11) where Kit is awh-phrase and Jànost is a fo
us expression and they are grammati
al:(10) Kitiwho szeretloves azthe proipro anyja?mother'Who does his mother love?'(11) (?)JÀNOSTiJohn szeretiloves azthe proipro anyja.mother'Hisi mother loves JOHNi'In my report I will attempt to solve these problems.Referen
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