Universiteit

4 Leiden
The Netherlands

"Partial" Wh-movement
Cheng, L.L.

Citation
Cheng, L. L. (1997). "Partial" Wh-movement. Uci Working Papers In Linguistics, 3, 27-50.
Retrieved from https://hdl.handle.net/1887/2444

Version: Not Applicable (or Unknown)
License: Leiden University Non-exclusive license
Downloaded from: https://hdl.handle.net/1887/2444

Note: To cite this publication please use the final published version (if applicable).


https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:3
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/2444

LisA LAI-SHEN CHENG A #5

“Partial” Wh-Movement*

1 Introduction

This paper re-examines a type of wh-movement called partial wh-
movement. Partial wh-movement refers to a type of wh-movement
found in languages like German and Romani, as discussed in
McDaniel (1989). There are two defining characteristics of partial
wh-movement: (i) a wh-word is moved "half-way", landing at a
Spec of CP which is not associated with the scope of the wh-word;
(i1) a scope marker appears at the CP where the wh-word is
interpreted as taking scope.

In this paper, I explore an analysis of partial wh-movement
under the Minimalist Program. I suggest that partial wh-movement
involves overt movement of part of a wh-word (i.e., partial),
namely, the wh-feature of a wh-word. I will show that the feature
movement account can provide some natural explanations to
questions raised by the phenomenon of partial wh-movement
(section 3). Further, I will compare German type of partial wh-
movement with the Hindi type, arguing that the latter does not
involve overt feature movement (section 4). I briefly discuss the
consequence of an overt feature movement analysis in section 5.

2 Basic data

In German, as discussed in McDaniel (1989), a wh-word which is
supposed to move to a [+wh] CP to form a wh-question can in fact
move to an intermediate CP, which is [-wh]. The scope of the wh-
word is then marked by a scope marker was. It should be noted that
this scope marker is homophonous with the wh-word was ‘what’.
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"PARTIAL" WH-MOVEMENT

(1b) is an example of partial wh-movement in German.!

= iel (1989, ex. 7a-b) . .
@ a.M[(I:\/?iz:nvz/Zn(l] glaubt | pHans [cp t; dass [pJakob jetzt t, spn;ht]]]
with whom think Hans that  Jakob now t.alklr)r!lg
“with whom does Hans think that Jakob is now talking? -
b. was; glaubt [;p Hans {cp [mit wem}; {;p Jakob jetzt t, spric ]
wt think Hans with whom  Jakob now talkérylg
“With whom does Hans think that Jakob is now talking?

e in (1), the wh-phrase mit wem ‘with whom’ can

g?)\lefr%irrll itexe emée)dded clause to the matrix or it can sﬁay mt t&e

intermediate Spec of CP with the scope marker was in 1t) t:,j ma rn oi

marking its scope. Note that the embedded Sp‘ec of ‘Ck’ does not
normally host a [+wh] element since the verb ‘to think’ does
d question.2 . )

fake anIefrn Phecdrdeeisqmore than one embedding involved, the 5coEe

marker was appears in every intermediate Spec of CP beatlweer} ftecet
matrix Spec of CP and the wh-phrase. Hence, a clear locality e

is observed.

=McDaniel (1989, ex.25a-b) ' ’
@ a. [Cmit wem}; glaubst [jp du [cp t dass [;» Hans meint [cp t, dass
with whom believe  you that  Hans think that

[, Jakob t, gesprochen hat]]111

b talked has _ ’
‘V\;iatlk(lowhom do you believe that Hans thinks that Jakob

talked?’ _ ]
b. was, glaubst [;p du [cp [mit wem]; [;» Hans meint [cp t, dass
WwH believe you with whom Hans think that

[ Jakob t, gesprochen hat]]]1]
Jakob talked has

U T will gloss the scope marker as WH. to avoid confusion with the gloss for
the true wh-phrase was.
2 As McDaniel (1989) argues, the sentence in (1b) does not consist of two

questions. ‘What does Hans think?' and “With whom s Jakob talking”’ T};c,
embedded clause does not reflect a verb second order and thus cannot be

mterpreled as a matnx question.
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¢. was; glaubst [;p du [, was; [;» Hans meint [¢p [mit wem],
WH believe you WwH Hansthink  with whom
[ Jakob t; gesprochen hat]}}]]
Jakob talked has
d. *was; glaubst [;p du [¢p dass [;p Hans meint {p [mit weml};
WH believe you that Hans think with whom
[i» Jakob t; gesprochen hat]]}1}
Jakob talked has

In (2b), the wh-phrase has moved to the highest embedded Spec of
CP. There is no other Spec of CP between the scope marker and the
wh-phrase. In (2c), the wh-phrase is in the lowest embedded Spec
*of CP and there is one Spec of CP between the matrix scope marker
and the wh-phrase. This Spec of CP is also filled with the scope
marker was. As we can see from (2d), if this Spec of CP is not
filled with was, the sentence becomes ungrammatical.

It should be noted that there is an argument-adjunct
asymmetry in extractions out of a tensed embedded sentence in
German. Arguments cannot be extracted out of a tensed clause
while adjuncts can. Thus, we see that adjuncts have “option!”
partial wh-movement (i.e., adjuncts can move out of a tensed clause
directly or they can use the partial movement strategy) as in (1),
while arguments must have partial wh-movement when a tensed
clause is involved, as shown in (3). I will not deal with this

particular asymmtry in this paper. See McDaniel (1989) for an
account.

(3) =McDaniel (1989, ex. 13, 17)
a.7*wen, glaubt [}, Hans [ t, dass [;p Jakob t, anruft]]]
‘Whom does Hans think that Jakob is calling?’
b. was, glaubt [}, Hans [cp wen; [;p Jakob t, anruft]]]
WH think Hans  whom Jakob is calling
‘Whom does Hans think that Jakob is calling?’

Several questions arise given this set of data:

(4) a. What is a scope marker? Is it base-generated in Spec of CP
or is it moved there?

Why does the wh-phrase move to an intermediate CP?

Why can a [-wh] Spec of CP host a wh-phrase?

What is the locality restriction associated with the scope
marker?

aoo
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I will explore an account of the partial wh-movement phenomenon
in sections 3.1-3.5, providing answers 1o these questions.
McDaniel’s account will be discussed in 3.6.

H tad
3 Feature movement as “partial” movement

3.1 The scope marker

i differs from a
ider first the nature of the scope marker. First, 1t ¢ s
gt(;lrx‘es’l’d‘i/rh-ghrase in a couple of ways: (a) it does not license wh-in-
situ (in comparison with “true” wh-phrases in multiple qu.esnlor.ls),
as shown by the contrast between (5) anq (6), and (b) it has ;10
appear in every immediate Spec of CP that is not occupied by a wh-
phrase (as we have seen in (2¢-d)).

5y McDaniel (1989, ex. 43b)
® Wann; glaubst [;p du {ce ty dass [ Hans t, an welcher
When think you that Hans atwhich
Unijversitit studiert tkllat]]]
i ity stud as ) _ o
‘li?r\}g:ris(ioy ysou t)illink that Hans has studied at which university?

1 s, [ip Jakob
6) *was, glaubst [ du [cp was: [ip Hans m;mt [cpwas, [ir :
© :vﬂ-l ‘%)elieve lpyouCPWH! Hans think ~ WH Jakob
mit wem], gesprochen hat}]
ith whom talked has _
‘V{/?i’til:hwwhom do you believe that Hans thinks that Jakob has
talk?

nd wh-word stays in-situ and in (6), with partial wh—
Irgo(\?g’rrigﬁsi;g “real” wh-phrage cannot stay in-situ despite the téct
that the scope marker appears in every embedding. In otk;jer \A{gr{ hse
the appearance of the scope rr;]arkher is closely connected w1
“half-way” movement of the wh-phrase. )
palt Wz/i\yss:lming that the C° of a wh-question has a {+wh] te'an‘irF
to be checked (Chomsky 1995a), it appears that the sco'pe' mar cl;
can indeed check this feature. However, the problem lhflf gr1sss))
in the cases where more than one scope marker appears (1:1; in (‘.rcl N
just one of them seems t0 be checking aL[+wki] teature.‘ 1.sdls a i\
associated with the question of why the “true wh—phraf un: erg(é(;
movement, if the scope marker can check the strong feature 1n CU,
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bearing in mind that the wh-phrase does not move all the way to the
[+wh] CP. This is related to the connection between the scope
marker and the wh-phrase.

The connection between the scope marker and the wh-phrase
has been considered to be an expletive-associate chain relationship
(see McDaniel 1989). However, such a relationship may be
problematic in accounting for the partial wh-movement strategy (see
section 3.6 below; see also Dayal 1994, and Sabel 1996).

3.2 The proposal

I propose that the scope marker and the wh-phrase are connected
because they are indeed the same element, with the scope marker
being the wh-feature. Partial wh-movement then involves “half-
way” movement of the wh-phrase and overt movement of the wh-
feature. In other words, partial wh-movement involves movement
of part of the wh-word (i.e., the wh-feature part). Before I discuss
the proposal, I will state the following assumptions associated with
feature and category movement under the Minimalist Program.
Following Chomsky (1995a, class lecture fall 1995), [
assume that overt wh-movement involves the movement of the wh-
feature and subsequent movement of the category for PF
convergence. Further, Chomsky proposes that after category
undergoes movement, a repair strategy takes place to ensure that the
feature(s) will not be scattered. Consider the configuration in (7).

@) cp

PN
WH-phrase
C p

AN
wh-feature C
[wh]

Note here that I leave aside the question of whether movement of the
category ts adjunction or substitution (see Fukui and Saito (to
appear)). As shown in (7), the wh-feature (strictly speaking, the set
of formal features including the wh-feature) moves to CO to check
the [+wh] feature of CO. The wh-phrase then moves to CP,
enabling the repair strategy to take place. Essentially the repair
strategy will ensure that the features are not scattered. One way to
understand the repair strategy is that it puts the feature bundle back
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that
i tegory. Chomsky (class lecture fall 1995) assumes
tﬁ? rtg;afrast%at?gy takes place automatically and any subsequent

ation looks at the output of the repair. )
ot Let us now turn to an account of partial wh-movement as

overt feature movement. Consider first the simple example in (3b),
repeated below.

. . glaubt [;p Hans [cp weni [ Jakob t; anuft}]]
R v\‘;?{Sl %hjnk ! Hans « whom Jakob is call’mg
“Whom does Hans think that Jakob is calling?

[ propose that (3b) has the following derivation:
(8) [ce [FF] glaubt [, Hans {cp wen [co teryl be Jakob twen anruft]]l]

In (8), the feature bundle containing the wh-feature move:csl té)Pthe
embedded CO and the wh-word wen rlnoves Tt}o1 thihemft;el?\(liree bundllr;
i e
order for the repair strategy to take place. Then e B
ndergoes movement, stranding the wh- _
fcl:;g;?dsd CF‘?g The feature bundle 1s latler skpl)elleddou;l Sx »\x:;izﬁ t1)2
i a default wh-word w
German. That is, the language has a defaun
le containing the wh-feature.
used to spell out the feature bund the W e vation
eral questions naturally come to minc with the )
in (8): (:SS\{Vhy gan the feature bundle be scattered‘ or sepdratreld tro;ln)
its caiegory? (b) What happens to the category (i.e., the w —}Ng{ed
without the feature bundle? and (c) If the fe;xlturei?1 cnnhbc\aﬂ f)ergdirs in
an’ do so when the wh- -
from the wh-word, why can’t they Lot e
situ? ill first consider questions (b) and (c) as ; '
;lxitslv;lerls \::Jllhese questions are related. Ileave question (a) until the
et Sec\t?i’oi?ﬁ respect to question (b), one immediate possibility iz
that if the language allows the features to be ;i:atteridH the P\;Ioh\;/:\?ér
er. .
without the features does not cause any pro em el \ t
is wi i d- if a wh-word can be conten
this will leave question (c) unanswere ! ¢ content
1 i i he features to be separate
without its features, nothing prevents t be separteq
in-situ wh-word (without subsequent mo ent).
gxogrgesixihzllt movement of the feature bundie leaves a copy. _]Ude l;kliz
mosemem of categories (cf. Chomsky 1993). In other woras.
representation for (3b) should be (9).

(9) [cp [FF] glaubt (;» Hans [cp wen [co [FF] [ie Jakob tyen anruft}}l]
copy
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This view of feature movement essentially entails that the repair
strategy does not necessarily take place immediately after category
movement. In (9), the feature bundle moves to the matrix before
repair strategy takes place in the embedded clause. Since feature
movement leaves a copy of the feature bundle, the repair can take
place in the embedded clause. In other words, leaving a copy of the
feature bundle is necessary for PF-convergence.

Consider now why the "separation” of the feature bundle
and the wh-word cannot take place while the wh-word is in-situ.
That is, why is it the case that the scope marker was in German does
not license wh-in-situ? Given the current analysis regarding feature

* , movement, the question that arises is why category movement needs

to take place if feature movement leaves a copy. I think that the
answer relates to the structure in which the repair strategy can take
place. Consider the structure in (7) again. Category movement of
the wh-word takes place in order to "activate"” the repair. If the
category were to stay in-situ, the wh-word and the copy of the
feature bundle will not be in the same configuration as in (7). Thus,
[ suggest that the repair strategy can only take place in a
configuration such as (7) (which is similar to a checking
configuration). This naturally excludes the licensing of wh-in-situ
by scope markers.

In short, the wh-feature is attracted by the strong CO feature
to undergo movement. [t first moves to the lower CO. The category
movement then follows due to the fact that repair cannot take place if
it does not. The feature bundle undergoes subsequent movement to
the matrix CO, checking the CO feature and it is then spelled out at
PF as was.

Before we turn to the question of why such scattering of
features is possible in German, but not in English, two more issues
remain: (i) the multiple occurrence of the scope marker in certain
cases; and (ii) the different landing site of the wh-phrase. Regarding
(1), we have seen in (2b) that if there is more than one embedding,
the scope marker appears in every CP between the [+wh] C0 and the
wh-phrase. Given the analysis proposed here, it has to do with
successive cyclic movement of the feature bundles from one CO to
another CO, leaving a copy behind.3 All copies are spelled out at

3 For discussions regarding successive cyclic nature of movement within the
Minimalist Program, see Agbayani (1997) and Takeda (1997). Oune potential
problem associated with the successive cyclic movement of the feature bundle
here 1s that it seems to “skip” the X0s between the COs. It 1s perhaps the case
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PF. In other words, the locality effects are associated with
violations of successive cyclic movement. Turning now to the
landing site of the wh-phrase, I have suggested in the spirit of
Chomsky (1995a) that the category movement is for PF
convergence. This in itself however does not explain why the wh-
phrase can appear at different CPs.

Consider how sentences (2b) and (2¢) are derived, the
former with the wh-phrase in the highest embedding while the latter
in the lowest embedding. Under this anaiysis, the difference
between the two is that in the former, category movement takes
place one more time (from the lowest embedded CP). This
difference, I think, is related to when the repair takes place.
Consider the derivations as schematized in (10a-b).

(10) a. [cp1 [FF] ...[cp2 wh-phrase [FF] -..[cp3 .. twh-phrase wolip e
copy

b. [cpt (FF] ...{cp2 [FF] ... [cp3 wh-phrase [FF] ..l -

copy copy

In (10a), the feature bundle first moves to CO0y, followed by
movement of the wh-phrase to CP3. Assume for now that repair
takes place immediately and thus the feature bundle is "put back"
into the wh-phrase. The next step is that the feature bundle
undergoes further movement, to (C0,. 1assume that since repair has
already taken place, category movement must take place again, to
leave a category trace (or copy) in CPa. In CP,, feature movement
again takes place. This time, it takes place before repair, allowing
the wh-phrase to be stranded. In other words, after repair has taken
place, the wh-phrase and the feature bundle are no longer in the
same configuration as in (7). Category movement is therefore
necessary, on a par with wh-in-situ. On the other hand, in (10b), at
the CP; level, feature movement takes place before repair, allowing
the wh-phrase to be stranded at this level.

In other words, the different landing site of the wh-phrase
(i.e., the category) relates to the repair strategy. One may question
whether or not computation allows such an option for the repair
strategy. | suggest that since the two different orders of application
does not relate to economy, the option is available

that the movement of features is sensitive o the category of the attractor The
other possibility 1s that only the ones in C9 will be spelled out
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3.3 The nature of wh-words

The biggest puzzie associated with partial wh-movi i

the impossibility of partial wh—movg,ment in manyegﬁgx:;sgéjse r?fgﬁ
as English. If the analysis proposed here is on the right track, one
crucial difference must lie within the wh-words. Another difference
may relate to the availability of a default wh-word (for spell-out
feature bundles containing [+wh]). That is, German wh-words are
such that they allow the wh-feature to be separated from the rest of
the wh—_\ggrd and is latﬁr spelled out as a default wh-word.

e question that arises then is whethe; -

have any special characteristics. It turns out thart gzgnnzg zﬁ-xgig:
are similar to Japanese wh-words in that the wh-words can serve as

the morphological base for indefinite i
G oot s. Consider the Japanese and

(11) Japanese

wh-phrases 3-quantifiers

dareT ‘who’ dare-ka ‘someone’

nani ‘what’ nani-ka ‘something’

gIoko ‘where’ doko-ka ‘somewhere’

itsu :wher‘l’ itsu-ka ‘sometime’

gzézneo N ‘wh.y i naze-ka ‘for some reason’
which N dono N’-ka  ‘some N’

(12) German

wh-phrases 3-quantifiers

wer ‘who’ irgendwer ‘someone’
was ‘what’ irgendwas ‘something’
wann ‘when’ irgenwann ‘sometime’
wo ‘where’ irgendwo ‘somewhere’
welche ‘which N’ irgendwelche ‘some kind of’

(1 1)y illustrates the well-known fact in Japanese that t - 5 1
combination with the suffix -ka can derpwe a set of ?gd\:gn\?tggd(bség
Kuroda 1969, Nishigauch: 1990 among others). We see from (12)
that German 1s simular to Japanese in that when the wh-words are
uttuc:hedI thttlh irgend, a set of indefinites are derived. ‘
n the spirit of Cheng (1991) and Watanabe

others, I suggest that paradigms of the kind in (11) angil?l()Zl))s?JmO:sgt
that the wh-words consist of a core as well as a wh-part Theg%vh-
part can be dissociated with the core, as in cases where another
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quantificational force is present (such as -ka and irgend-). More
importantly, the wh-part is essentially the wh-feature, which is not
phonologically realized when it is combined with the core.
Schematically, we may represent Japanese dare ‘who’ and German
wer ‘who’ as in (13).

(13) a. [dare-9] b. [ ¢-wer]

core-wh wh-core

1 propose that it is this apparent “separation” between the core and
the wh-feature which allows the wh-feature to be scattered when
undergoing Move. 1 will address questions related to other
Janguages in section 3.

3.4 Island effects

In the analysis proposed here, the scope marker and the “real” wh-

hrase are linked up by movement. This differs from proposals in
McDaniel (1989), Gammon (1994) and Dayal (1994). 1 show here
that data in German involving islands and partial wh-movement can
be better explained under a movement analysis.

Gammon (1994) shows that there is an asymmetry between
the chain formed by the scope marker and the wh-phrase and the one
formed by a wh-phrase and its trace. In particular, the former chain
is sensitive to both strong and weak islands while the latter 1s only
sensitive to weak islands if arguments are nvolved (in contrast with
adjuncts). In other words, the scope marker related chain is on a par
with an adjunct chain. (14)-(18) are examples with partial wh-
movement which involves a scope marker, tllustrating the violation
of both strong (14)-(16) and weak islands (17)-(18) (from Gammon
1994).

Subject island
(14) *[cp was ist [ip lce {mit wem], [p Hans {, gesprochen hatl]
WH IS with whom Hans spoken has
schade 1]
a-pity
Complex NP island
(15) *{cp was hat [0 Peter [we die Behauptung [¢p [mit wem],
wH has Peter  theclam with whom
Hans t, gesprochen hat]] geglaubt]]
Hans spoken hat believed

36

LisA LAI-SHEN CHENG

Adjunct island
(16) *[cp was hat [;, Hans das Auto gesehen [¢p bevor [er glaubte
wH has Hans the car seen before he believed

[[rpitwem], Peter t, sproach]jl]]
with whom Peter  spoke

Wh-island
(17) *[cp was fragt [}p sie sich [cp warum; [;» Hans t, glaubt
WH asks  she herself why Hans beleives
[cp [rmt weml; [;» Jakob t; gesprochen hat}}}11]
with whom  Jakob spoken has

[Factive island
(18) ?2?[cp was East [ip du bedauert [cp [mit wem}; [jp du t;
wH have youregretted  with
gesprochen hast]}]} whom you
spoken have

Note that in all these cases “real’
, the “real” wh-phrase did no
¢ t
eﬁ(tracted out of the island. Under the analysis proposed here itg Tst
tfeinf;:zétuge bcxlllndl(e7 that is extracted out of the island Furtheli the
undle (i.e., the scope marker) is assoc: ith
4 _ iated with an
argument in all these. cases. Now consider the extraction of
arguments out of weak islands (examples from Gammon 1994).4

19) ? i ; ie si
(19) Nep [Vr‘?ltth we;n], fragt [;p sie sich [cp warum, [, Hans t; glaubt
ith whom asks she herself why Hans believes
[cr dass [ Jakob t, gesprochen hat]]]11]
that  Jakob spoken has

(20) {ep [rmt wem]; hast [ du bedauert [, dass {jp du t,
with whom have youregretted that  you
gesprochen hast]]]]
spoken have

(19) and (20) show that extraction of mit ‘wi
wem ‘with ’
weak 1slands does not lead to ungrammaticality. Hh whom” out of

4 o . .
PP phrases such as mur wem ‘with whom' seem to act as arguments in terms

of 1 ctfec j
\‘ 1slz}nd ctfects but are on a par with adjuncts with respect to the tensed clause
restriction, Le., can extract out of a tensed clause.
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In exploring an account for this asymmetry, Ga‘mn;%ri
considers how the scope marker chain can be interpreted as dG r'lven
referential chain in contrast with argument/referentxal Eham. . alture
the analysis developed in this paper, 1t appears that “pure teThat
movement” must be treated on a par with adjunct moveme;  roat
is, movement of the feature bundie alone (without S'uhse(?lénct
category movement) is considered to be on a par wit ?hlj,l ot
movement. The weak island effects displayed above can thus
explained.

3.5 Multiple questions

i remaining issue, which concerns multiple questions, as
&ﬁiﬁﬁg espell—out o% the feature bundle. Consider (21) ar}d [(22g._
(21) is the partial-strategy variant of (22). We see tha& the hrls :va o
phrase can undergo either “full” wh-movement ot ‘pamla‘ o
movement and the second wh-phrase is in-Situ (examples fro

McDaniel 1989).

(21) was, glaubst [1p du [ cp wann, [ jp Hans t, an welcher
wH think you  when Hans at which
Universitit studiert hat]}]

iversity studied has _ .
1‘1%2251‘% you think Hans studied at which unviersity”?

. glaubst [;p du [cp &, dass [;p Hans t, an welcher
@ :izg‘tiink e you “ that Hans  atwhich
Universitit studiert hat]]]
i ity studied has ) i
u\r;\i‘l'/lz‘;xﬁdg you think Hans studied at which university”?

aticality of (21) is expected since the second wh-phrase
Z;r?sgt;?/nilg-lsitu n gtypgcul multiple wh—guestxon and 1t 1s smépl};thi
case that for the wh-word wann ‘when’, the wh-feature l:ig (ejré(;)e
movement to the matrix, leaving the Awh—word 1n the embe eh .
Consider now the sentences in (23). In (23a)-(2§c), t 5 1r§
wh-phrase undergoes “full” wh-movement and the second wh-
phrase undergoes “partial” wh-movement.
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(23) a. *wer; glaubt [p t [p dass [;p ich meinte [ [mit weml;
who believe that I thought with whom
[ip Jakob t | gesprochen hat]]]]
Jakob talked has
‘Who believe that I thought that Jakob talked with whom?’

b. wer, glaubt ip t, [cp [mit wem]; [ ich meinte {cp t ; dass
[ip Jakob t | gesprochen hat]]]]]

c. wer, glaubt [jp t; [cp was [}p ich meinte [¢p [ mit wem];
[ip Jakob t, gesprochen hat]}]]]

(23a) contrasts with (23b)-(23c) in that the wh-phrase mif wem in
(23a) only moves to the lower embedding, leaving the highest
embedded CP empty. In (23b), the wh-phrase moves to the highest
embedding and (23c) has spelled out was in the highest embedding.
The questions that are raised by these sentences are: (i) in the
grammatical (23b) and (23c), there is no realization of the feature
bundle in the matrix (i.e., together with wer ‘who’); and (ii) if wh-
words can stay in-situ in multiple questions, why are they moved in
(23b) and (23¢)?

The question in (i) is associated with the nature of the spell-
out operation. Note that in all the other examples with an overt was,
there is no other wh-word in the CP. In other words, the feature
bundle is spelled out when it is alone in the projection, with nothing
to realize its existence. In contrast, in both (23b) and (23¢), there is
a wh-word in the matrix CP, and this is sufficient for the feature
bundle to be present in the CP without having to be spelled out. In
other words, the spell-out of features is a last resort mechanism.
The feature is allowed to be scattered and not spelled out only if
there is some other wh-phrase present overtly marking the sentence
as a question (see Cheng 1991). As for the question in (ii),
McDaniel notes that not all speakers accept multiple movement of
wh-words. For speakers who allow such multiple movement, they
might prefer overt movement of features rather than covert
movement of features (assuming that in-situ wh-words have covert
movement of features).

3.6 McDaniel (1989)

McDaniel (1989) argues that the scope marker was in German is a
wh-expletive base-generated in the Spec of CP. To account for the
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relationship between the scope marker and the wh-phrase, she
proposes to define Wh-chains and a revision of the Wh-criterion (cf.
Rizzi 1991) as in (24) and (25) respectively.

(24) Wh-Chains
A chain C= (ay, a2, ..., 8,) is @ Wh-chain iff:

(i) Va, ISi<n,alocally A-bar binds a,, 1,

(i) Va, I<i<n, ais a Wh-element,

(iil) ay is a variable in [P-internal position, and

(iv) for any scope marker a;, 1< <1, (Qjsqs - Ap.1) CONLAINS
a true Wh-phrase.

(25) Wh-criterion
If a language has syntactic Wh-movement, then, for every
Cspec x of a [+Wh] CP, there must be a Wh-chain such that its
head is in x; and for every Wh-phrase y in A-bar position, there
must be a Wh-chain which contains y and whose head is in the
Cspec from which y takes scope.

The definition of Wh-chains essentially ensures that if there is a
scope marker in the sentence, there must be a “true” Wh-phrase
associated with it (which is in turn associated with a variable). The
scope marker is thus a legitimate member of the chain containing a
wh-phrase. The revised ‘Wh-criterion ensures that if a wh-phrase
shows up in a [-wh] Spec of CP, there must be a scope marker in a
[+wh] Spec of CP from which the wh-phrase takes scope.

McDaniel proposes that the ungrammaticality in (2b) (i.e., in
cases where the scope marker and the wh-phrase has an intervening
CP without a scope marker) is an instance of Subjacency violations
with Subjacency as a condition on representation. It should be
noted that typically Subjacency violations are mild violations. In the
examples that we have seen concerning island violations, partial wh-
movement generates strong violations rather than mild violations. It
is thus unclear how a Subjacency account can explain the strong
violations. Furthermore, as we have seen, partial wh-movement 18
sensitive to both strong and weak islands. Again, it is unclear how
McDaniel can account for it using a Subjacency account.

Aside from the problems dealing with extraction data,
McDaniel’s definition on Wh-chains as well as Wh-criterion are
proposed to solely deal with the phenomenon associated with the
presence of a scope marker. Consider the definition in (24iv) for
example. This is necessarly to ensure that the scope marker is in a
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higher/c-commanding position than the “true” wh- i

respect to tge revised Wh-criterion, it is there to Zf&rﬁ;eghﬁgix}ﬁ
we have a “true” wh-phrase sitting in a [-wh] Spec of CP. Both of
these naturally follow from the proposal put forth here. With a
feature movement analysis, it naturally follows that the scoi)e marker
(1.3., the spelled out feature bundle) will end up in a position higher
zfm ¢-commanding the “true” wh-phrase. In addition, since the
eature bundle being extracted crucially involved the wh-feature, the
wh-phrase Fhat is left behind no longer has the wh-feature and
therefore will not cause any problem for a [-wh] CP.5 In other

N 1 ﬁ u[llptl()l s are Ileeded ull(iel
W()l(lS 0] addl‘ onal de nitions or ass

4 Seemingly “partial” movement languages

From the data in German on partial wh-movement, we can

summarize the surface i it
summar properties of partial wh-movement as

(26) (1) :?;/gwords ar(f not fronted to the clause from which they
e scope. Instead, they are fi i i
iy y are fronted to an intermediate
(i) An overt scope marker is in th iti i
/ € positio -
... word is supposed to land. d R which the wh
(i) A locality restriction ensures that a scope marker appears

in every i i i
in ev gwlgsg@edlate CP between the highest clause and

(i) and/or (ii) have been used as heuristics i i
d in grouping languages
aAgfglcaJm\:/dhi)n;loa\ﬁx:intéanguag%:l McDaniel (1986) fonsi%ersg Irazcilsi
' _ 0 be possible partial wh-movement langua
lC)aseddon (g), gnd Mahajan (1990) and subsequently Dayal %1953
302511 er Hindi to be on a par with German based on (ii) (see also
abel 1996 for other seemingly partal movement languages).

5 One may be concerned with the copy of the feature. However. it should b
Holed l!ml under a copy theory of movement, the copies no longer h‘ave> the sa :
status” as the original. In the account here, the copy essentially serves [mhe
phonological repair purpose. Thus. the fact that the feature bundle is gone f; ;
the wh-phrase does not affect the wh-phrase n this account. soneTom
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I will briefly examine Hindi below showing that th;rtca1 are
reasons to doubt that it has “partial” wh-movement of the kind we
see in German.

4.1 Whe-in-situ and fronting

irst pointed out that in Hindi, wh-words are allowed to
Et:)lfl (i)x‘:-lgit?xeof; to Endergo fronting. (27) shows that Hindi is sugul?g
to Chinese and Japanese in that it allows in-situ wh-words mf oh
direct and indirect questions. (27) shows the fronting of wh-
words.6 Examples are from Mahajan (1990).

(27) a. raam-ne kis-ko dekhnaa caahaa
Ram-erg who tosee want
‘Who did Ram want to see?’ )
b. raam-ne puuchaa [ki mohan-erg kis-ko dekhaa]
Ram-erg asked Mohan-erg who  saw
‘Ram asked who Mohan saw?’

-ne puuchaa [ki kisko mohan-ne dekhaa)
@9 2 gg-erg%sked [ who Mohan-erg saw
‘Ram asked who Mohan saw.’
b. kOn raam-ne puuchaa (ki aayaa hE]
who Ram-erg asked hZ‘IS come
‘Ram asked who has come.

4.2 Qvert Scope Marker

Hindi uses an overt scope marker in certain situations: wh—\;/ords
taking matrix scope are not allowed to stay in-situ in tensed clauses
unless an overt scope marker is present:

6 (28b) may seem like an impossible sentence given the fact that v.crbs ke
‘ask’ require a [+wh] complement clause. However. assuming Saito’s (1989)
claim that scrambling can be undone at LF, this sentence will not he

problematic.

42

LisA LAI-SHEN CHENG

(29) Hindi
a. *raam-ne kahaa ki kOn aayaa hE
Ram-erg said  who has come
‘Who did Ram say has come?
b. *raam-ne socaa ki kOn aayaa hE
Ram-erg thought who has come
‘Who did Ram think has come?’

To rescue this sentence, the language employs something that has
apparent affinity to was in German. kyaa ‘what' is found in the
matrix object position:

(30) a. raam-ne kyaa kahaa ki kOn aayaa hE
Ram-erg w said who come has
‘Who did Ram say has come?’
b. raam-ne kyaa socaa ki ravii-ne kis-ko dekhaa
Ram-erg wH thought Ravi-erg who saw
‘Who did Ram think that Ravi saw?’

However, there is an apparent difference between German
and Hindi. In German, the overt scope marker is closely associated
with the partial fronting of wh-words. In contrast, there is no direct
connection between the presence of the scope marker and the
fronting of the wh-words in Hindi. In contrast, we see the scope
markers even when the wh-words are “in-situ”.

We have seen that Hindi allows both wh-in-situ and wh-
fronting, Following Mahajan (1990), I assume that wh-fronting in
Hindi involves long distance scrambling of a wh-phrase (i.e., not to
Spec of CP). Hence, wh-fronting is not fronting to Spec of CP;
thus it can co-exist with wh-in-situ in the sense that the possibility of
leaving wh-words in-situ does not preclude the fronting
(scrambling) of wh-words. Furthermore, from the sentences in 27
as well as the fact that the wh-scope marker kyaa appears in an
object position, it appears that Hindi is a wh-in-situ language.
Hence, Hindi will not generate a structure comparable to German
partial wh-movement cases. There will be no overt movement of the
set of formal features to CP. The remaining question regarding

Hindi is the relationship between the scope marker kyaa and the wh-
word.

43

T e




"PARTIAL" WH-MOVEMENT

4.3 Mahajan (1990) and Dayal (1994)

As mentioned above, the scope marker kyaa marks the scope of wh-
words in tensed embedded clauses ((30b) is repeated below).
Mahajan (1990) proposes that kyaa is_the wh-counterpart of the
expletive yeh, which optionally appears in sentences suchas (31).

(30b) raam-ne kyaa socaa ki ravii-ne kis-ko dekhaa
Ram-erg WH thought Ravi-erg who saw
‘Who did Ram think that Ravi saw?’

(31) raam-ne (yeh) socaa hi mohan cor hE
Ram-erg this thought Mohan thief is
Ram thought that Mohan is a thief.’

In (31), yeh appears in an object position and the tensed clause is
extraposed to the right (for similar views on tensed complements in
Hindi see also Davison 1984 and Dayal 1994). Under such views,
kyaa is also an expletive in the object position. The difference
between kyaa and veh aside from the [+wh] feature of the former is
that kyaa must be present when the embedded clause has a wh-word
in it.

Mahajan (1990) considers the movement of the wh-words at
LF in Hindi (and perhaps in other languages as well) to be
adjunction to IP, on a par with Quantifier Raising. Further, for
sentences involving kyaa, he proposes that the complement clause
adjoins to kyaa at LF as an instance of expletive replacement
(following Chomsky 1991). Note that kyaa questions share with
German partial wh-movement in that when there are multiple
embeddings with the wh-word in the most embedded clause, not
only is kyaa obligatory in the matrix, it must be also present in every
intermediate embedding, as shown in (32).

(32) a*raam-ne socaa ki ravii-ne kyaa kahaa ki kOn sa aadmii
Ram-erg thought Ravi-erg  KYAA said which man
aayaa thaa
came

b.*raam-ne Kyaasocaa ki ravii-ne kahaa ki kOnsa aadmii
Ram-erg KYaa thought ~ Ravi-erg said which man
aayaa thaa
came
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c. raam-ne kyaasocaa kiravii-ne kyaa kahaa ki
Ram-erg KYAa thought  Ravi-erg Kyaa said
kOn sa aadmii aayaa thaa
whic_h man  came
‘Which man did Ram think that Ravi said came?’

Mahajan’s explanation for the multiple kyaa appearance is that “
overt kyaa is required (i) to ab. - ity Tor
the associate CPqto adj(()i)n.” (p.?grll; the ~wh feature of coMP (i) for

Dayal (1994) argues that Mahajan’s account and or direct
dependency accounts are problematic. In particular they are
problematic because of weak islands: sentences involvin'g a scope
snarker appears to be sensitive to negative islands but not factive
islands, both of which are weak islands. Consider the sentences
below (I will discuss German negative islands below):

(33) Utpal Lahiri (p.c.)
*}r{lam-ne kyaa nahii socaa ki ravii-ne kis-ko dekhaa
am-erg WH  NEG thought  Ravi-erg wh
‘Who did Ram think that Ravi saw?’ B RO saw

(34) fror_n Dayal (1994)
a. jaun Kyaa jaantaa hai meri kis-se  baat karegii
John wH  knows Mary who-with will-talk
‘Who does John know Mary will talk to?’
b. tum-ko kyaa pataa calaa meri kyuuN nahiiN aayegii
?'ou-Dat. WH  discovered Mary why not  will-come
Why did you discover that Mary won’t come?’

4.4 A solution

[ will argue here for an approach com izzi’

' 1 e fC parable to Rizzi’s (1992

account of negative islands. Let us first consider how a typicz(ll k}azz

(Iquestlon cﬁn bt;,l dtgrlved. Following Mahajan (1990) among others
assume that the finite complement in a tion i joi )

IP. The structure of (30b) ig (35). foaa question is adjoined to
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(35) CP
1P CP
PN
Ram/\IP ki Ip
VP 1 Ravi P
AN SN
kyaa thought VP I
N
who saw

i indi i in-situ language, the wh-feature of kyaa unde‘rgoe§
i:g\i:rggg? tlolsthagmatrix C a% LFg. Note that the wh-feature of wtho
cannot move all the way to the matrix C due to the ?xtraPQSL 1[(;11;
structure. Here I will assume thgt the wh-word 'wt}o in "
embedded clause can be interpreted in-situ along the lines propose
" Remk}[‘atitréilng;:;)ow to the weak islaqsl effects. I have r%c;tecti 1re1
section 3.4 that “pure feature movement (i.e., movement 0 c?a uge
bundle not followed by subsequent category movement) (cian e
considered on a par with adjunct movement. In other l\(zvqu s,d e
movement of the wh-feature of kyaa crossing a weak 1s zg :1
expected to generate violations.”? The problem raised bye z;1[)11\(,16
(1994) is particularly targeted towards the contrast between n ig e
islands and factive islands. If we examine the two gjlfferenlt is Hd di~
the contrast noted in Dayal (1994} follows lmmedmtely._ lf] dm as
kyaa questions violate negative islands but not factive islands, o8
shown by the contrast in (33) qnd (34) above. This cortlltrfas'ttxsenof
surprising given our analysis since movement of the wd - Ed u;der
kyaa does cross a negative island but nota factive 1sland. Cons
the factive examples in (34) again.

j kyaa jaantaa hai meri kis-se  baat karegti
Goe Jﬁ;lt?n W}ll-l Jknows Mary who-with W1}l—talk
“Who does John know Mary will talk to?

7 This account leads to questions regarding wh-in-situ since all :n-snuhwh—A\Jw)‘rdsl
are supposed to have “pure feature movement” Due to the length ot the paper.
will not be able to consider a tull range of n-situ questions here
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b. tum-ko kyaa pataa calaa meri kyuuN nahiiN aayegii
you-Dat wH  discovered Mary why not  will-come
‘Why did you discover that Mary won’t come?’

Regardless how one represents a factive island, it belongs to the
embedded clause, which movement of the kyaa wh-feature will not
Cross.

Note that in German, as noted by Dayal (1994), questions
involving the scope marker are also sensitive to negative islands:

(36) *was glaubst du nicht mit wem  Maria gesprochen hat
WH think you not with whom Maria spoken has
‘Who don’t you think Maria has spoken to?’

As we have indicated earlier, partial wh-movement is also sensitive
to factive islands (18). This shows again that German differs from
Hindi and it further supports our analysis. In German, the
movement of the wh-feature crosses the negative as well as the
factive islands under our analysis, since was is the spell-out of the
feature bundle associated with the wh-word in the sentence. In
Hindi, kyaa is the expletive associated with an extraposed clause
containing a wh-word.

In short, kyaa-questions do not have structures like was-
questions in German. However, it appears that kyaa-questions
indeed involve a Wh-expletive, though it is different from the type
of Wh-expletive proposed in McDaniel (1989). Specifically, in
McDaniel, Wh-expletives are associated with individual wh-words
which are displaced. In Hindi, the Wh-expletive kyaa is associated
with a clause which has a wh-word in it.

5 Conclusion

In the above sections, I have explored an analysis of partial wh-
movement as overt feature movement. This analysis provides
answers to the initial questions posed in section 2:

(37) a. Wh-scope marker is the overt spell-out of wh-feature (i.e.,
feature bundle containing a wh-feature).
b. Wh-feature undergoes successive cyclic movement, leaving
coptes at each embedded CP.
¢. The wh-phrase needs to undergo category movement for
PF convergence (i.e., for the repair strategy to take place).
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“half-way” d wh-phrase
-wh] CP can host a “half-way” move
¢ bAec[ax;Ze ]the actual wh-feature has left the wh-phratscies. doe 10
e. The locality effects displayed in partial movem;:[n
" the successive cyclic nature of feature movement.

This analysis also raises several u}terqstm%l lsssilslii.cgrrzéltl,
briefly point out three of them here. First, if this analy s correct.
i ¢ y'llj that there is overt feature movement without subseq al
category ovement. This is possible, according to the proposal
categorr)l'l mif the wh-word has a certain “morphological makek-)upas
oor ythe requirement of such feature scattering may not e1 s
However,{ Fris?an as discussed in Hiemstra (1986), there is atie
;1;;1{113; .wh?movemeht. On the surface, it appears to be similar to

type we see in German:

8) wat tinke jo wa’t ik sjoien haw (Hiemstra’s ex. lc)
9 wH think you who that-cl I seen hﬁve
“Who do you think (that) T have seen’

-1 i digm like the

isi s not appear to have a wh-indefinite para ©
gg:l%vnedsofw in Ggfman (Rint Sybe_sma, pc). Eﬁitlt;elr:r\iasz?;;

ded to determine the nature of partial wh-movemen : fon.

feece Second, in this analysis,the moved feature aiter snp; cll-out

acts as an XP with respect to verb second. We have Ct?]a[ dered

ment as X0-movement. Thus, the question fat arises

feature moﬁlow the feature bundle is considered an XP. Und Lhe

B wher;lran Structure theory of Chomsky (1995b), there 1s 1n 3]

BarCOP a}zf’ in the structure. However, if the move@ feagure t;‘un et

no as )l(P regarding verb second, the question is wihen tt)
?)(r:;iestss 22 an XP gI do not have any data to provide an answer

: on. i scope
this que;tifar.llly in this analysis, sentences with more than one scop

i ure
ker was in German are considered to _have copies pﬁ t&ee f[eiiw h]
gluarndle Note however that only fti;le ortgﬁnz}le gtrllle; ecg:rllfc:ible e ed
. i i e s
is raises the question ot how ' ! is spelled
fez?u;iayiﬁles rnature ochopies. 1 leave this question for futu
ou

research.
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Attract and the A-over-A Principle*

1 Introduction

It 1s proposed by Chomsky (1995), based on a suggestion made by
John Frampton, that the operation of movement be reinterpreted as
“attraction” “movement” of o to the neighborhood of K should be
thought of as K attracting the relevant features of o for the latter to
enter into a checking relation with K, rather than o moving to the
neighborhood of K to get its relevant features checked off
Chomsky (1995) defines this basic operation of human language
computation 1n the following form, incorporating the Minimal
Link Condition of Chomsky and Lasnik 1993 into the definition of
the operation itself, to avoid the well-known problem of
computational complexity arising with respect to economy
considerations (see Chomsky 1995 for a fuller discussion on these
matters, as well as expositions of technical concepts of the
minimalist program)

(1) Attract

K attracts F if F 1s the closest feature that can enter
Into a checking relation with a sublabe] of K (where
a sublabel of K 1s a feature of the zero-level
projection of the head H(K) of K)

(adapted from Chomsky 1995 297)

The purpose of this note 1s to explore further consequences of
Attract tor the theory of movement, suggesting, in a preliminary
form, what seems to be a promising direction to take More

* This s an tenim report of on going research focusing on the fundamental
wdeas that I m pursuing A larger work incorporating the content of this article 1s
In preparation  Portions ot the material 1n this paper have been presented at
colloqua at UCLA and the University of Washington in 1995 as well as at the
symposium  Locality in Minimalism’ held at the National Convention ot the
English Literary Society of Japan (May 1996) I'm grateful to the audiences ot
these occasions (particularly Soo-won Kim Anoop Mahajan, Fritz Newmeyer
Dominique Sportiche and Tim Stowell) for their commenis [ would also Iike
to thank the following colleagues for valuable (wnitten) comments Brian
Agbayant Robert Freidin Heizo Nakapima, Yuj: Takano Kazue Takeda, and
Akira Watanabe I have not been able to incorporate many ot the comments of
these people but will do so in the expanded version of this paper

Luther Chen ShengLiu and Kazue Takeda eds UCI Working Papers in
Lingustcs 3 51 67
© 1997 Naoki Fukui




