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ABSTRACT

Much work in syntax has used the properties of wh-movement as a probe into the nature of
the derivation. One perennial issue is the nature of wh-in-situ. Is wh-in-situ related to its
scopal position by an operation like movement or by an entirely different process? If wh-
in-situ does undergo invisible movement, why is this movement invisible? If we assume a
derivational model, what is the relation between overt and covert movement in the
derivation?

In this thesis I will investigate the properties of multiple-wh questions in a number of
languages (particularly Bulgarian, Serbo-Croatian, Chinese, and Japanese), in an attempt to
find evidence for a particular answer to these questions. I will argue that the classic model
assumed by the Extended Standard Theory is essentially correct; there is covert movement,
and all covert movement follows all overt movement in the derivation (and is therefore
invisible because it takes place after the point in the derivation at which the representation is
interpreted by the phonological component).

One crucial aspect of the argument will involve investigation of the nature of additional-wh
effects. I will claim that additional-wh effects only appear when certain structural and
derivational conditions on the relation between the wh-movements involved are met, and
additional-wh effects can therefore be used to determine which wh-movement operations
precede which others.

Chapter 1 is an overview of some competing claims about the architecture of the grammar,
and a discussion of the nature of evidence that might help us to choose among these claims.
In Chapter 2 I discuss the distribution of wh-island effects in a number of languages,
arguing that the overt/covert distinction is in fact irrelevant to the distribution of wh-islands.
Chapter 3 is a discussion of the nature of Superiority effects in several languages. In
Chapter 4 I investigate the nature of feature strength and develop a version of Procrastinate
which is empirically distinct in several desirable ways from that developed by Chomsky
(1993). Finally, Chapter 5 discusses additional-wh effects in some detail.

Thesis Supervisor: David Pesetsky
Title: Professor of Linguistics
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Ang di lumilingon Who does not look back

sa pinanggalingan at where he came from
ay di makararating will not reach
sa paroroonan. where he is going.
--Tagalog proverb
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Abbreviations

The following is a list of the abbreviations used in the glosses in this thesis.

A actor (Austronesian; =logical subject)
ABS absolutive

AC agentive construction (Mayan; indicates extraction of subject)
ACC accusative
AGR agreement

AP antipassive
APPL applicative
ASP aspect

AT actor-topic
AUG augment

AUX auxiliary
CAUS causative

CL (noun) class
CoMP complementizer
CONDIT conditional
COP copula

DAT dative

DEF definite

DET determiner

DU dual

DUP duplicative
EMPH emphatic

ERG ergative

FACT factual

FEM feminine

FOC focus

FUT future

G goal (Austronesian; =logical object)



11 ’ Abbreviations

GEN genitive

GT goal-topic
HAB habitual

HON honorific

IMP imperfective
INDIC indicative
INST instrumental
IRR irrealis

LOC locative

M masculine
NEG negative, negation
NM nominalizer
NOM nominative
NONFUT non-future
OBJ object

OBL oblique

oM object marker
or object topicalization (Karitiana; indicates extraction of object)
PART participle
PERF perfective

PL plural

POSS possessive
PRES present

PREV preverb
PROG progressive
PUNC punctual

Q interrogative
R realis

REL relative

SG singular

SM subject marker
SRFL semireflexive
STAT stative

SUBJ subject
SUBIN subjunctive

T topic (Austronesian)
TNS tense

TOP topic

TRANS transitive
UNM unmarked case

In the discussion of Mohawk I have used Baker’s (1996) abbreviations for the Mohawk
agreement morphemes; the relevant abbreviations are:

1 first person s singular S subject

2 second person p plural o object

M masculine P possessor
F feminine

N neuter



Chagter One: Introduction

We can distinguish three main ways of forming multiple-wh questions in the
world’s languages. In some languages, such as Bulgarian, Romanian, Serbo-Croatian,
and Polish, all wh-words move to their scopal positions: |

Bulgarian (Boskovi¢ 1995a, 13)

) Kogo kakvo e pital Ivan?

whom what AUX asked Ivan

‘Who did Ivan ask what?’

In another class of languages, which includes Japanese, Korean, Chinese, and Tibetan,
wh-words typically remain in situ:

Japanese
(2) Tarco-ga dare-ni nani-o agetano?

Taroo NOM who DAT what ACC gave Q

‘Who did Taroo give what?’

Finally, there is a class of languages, including English, which mixes these two strategies,

moving one wh-word and leaving the rest in situ:
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3) Who did John give t what?
The right way of characterizing the differences between these languages has been a topic of
much discussion in the literature, and will be the main topic of this thesis.
1 Proposals

In this section I will outline some of the proposed accounts of the relevant
differences between the three classes of languages. I will try to show in an abstract way
the different predictions these proposals might make.
1.1 “T Modei”

One approach to the facts in (1-3) is defended in Huang (1982) and Lasnik and
Saito (1984), among many others. The approach is based crucially on certain aspects of

the architecture of the grammar given in (4), one of the basic assumptions of the Extended

D-st:Icture
S-structure

Phonological Form Logical Form

Standard Theory:
C)]

In (4), the syntactic component consists of a mapping from D-structure, the level of lexical
insertion, onto S-structure by means of transformations. The S-structure generated by this
process is then sent to Phonological Form (henceforth PF), where it is given a
representation usable by the articulatory-perceptual mechanisms responsible for speech,
and to Logical Form (henceforth LF), where it receives a semantic representation. This
approach has a more or less direct descendant in the architecture assumed by Chomsky

(1995):
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&)

PF¢ (SPELL-OUT)

LF
(5) differs from (4) in that no linguistically significant levels of D-structure and S-structure
are posited; rather, the derivation simply proceeds toward LF, and at some point in the
derivation (referred to as Spell-out) the representation is sent to PF. On this approach, no
linguistic conditions should refer specifically to the levels of representation known as S-
structure and D-structure in earlier models; conditions are to be stated with reference only to
LF and PF. I will refer to the pre-Spell-out part of the derivation as the overt syntax, and
to the post-Spell-out part as the covert syntax.

The proposal defended by Huang (1982) and Lasnik and Saito (1984) is that the
differences between languages illustrated in (1-3) have to do with the point in the derivation
at which wh-movement takes place. In some languages, such as Bulgarian, all wh-
movement takes place in the overt syntax, and therefore all wh-movement has an effect on
the phonological form of the sentence, since it is the representation created by movement in
the overt syntax which is sent to PF. Other languages, such as Japanese, perform all wh-
movement in the covert syntax; this wh-movement is therefore invisible, since the
representation sent to PF is not one to which wh-movement has applied. Finally, there are
languages like English, in which some movement is overt and the rest covert.

This approach to wh-movement has a number of salient properties which will
distinguish it from some of the other approaches which I will discuss shortly. One
property it has is that all overt movement precedes all covert movement; that is, in a
language like English, moved wh-words move before wh-words in situ. Another is that

languages like Bulgarian and languages like Japanese have in common the property that
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they perform all wh-movement in a single “component” of the derivation; in English, on the
other hand, some movement is overt and the rest is covert.
1.2 No Covert Movement

Another theory about the right way to distinguish among the classes of languages in
(1-3) has been proposed by, among others, Cole and Hermon (1994), Tsai (1994), and
Reinhart (1995). This approach claims that some or all cases of wh-in-situ should be
interpreted in situ, without assuming a process of covert movement which has anything in
common with overt movement. On an approach of this type, we do not expect the relation
between wh-in-situ and its scopal position to have any properties which are unique to
movement. Moreover, these theories differ from the one in the immediately previous
section in that they do not predict a similarity between languages of the Bulgarian type and
languages of the Japanese type; these languages have nothing in common, apart from the
negative property of not being languages of the English type. If there are syntactic
properties which are crucially sensitive to the timing of wh-movement, then we expect
Bulgarian and Japanese to behave differently, and neither should behave like English.
1.3 Single Output Syntax

A third type of theory about the distinction between moved wh-words and wh-in-
situ has been argued for by Bobaljik (1995), Brody (1995b), Groat and O’Neil (1996), and
Pesetsky (to appear). On this type of account, the architecture of the theory is very
different from that given in (4) and (5). The syntax produces a single representation,
which is interpreted, without further alteration, by both the semantic and the phonological

components.

(6)

PF, LF
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This account does regard both moved wh-words and wh-in-situ as being related to their
scopal positions by movement, but regards the distinction between overt and covert
movement as a purely phonological one. The idea is that movement chains may have either
their heads or their tails pronounced,; if the head of a chain is pronounced, the movement
has an effect on the phonological form and is therefore “overt”, while if the tail is
pronounced the chain cannot be detected from the phonology and is therefore “covert”.
These approaches differ from those in 1.1 in that overt movement does not necessarily
precede covert movement in the derivation; overt and covert movements may be
“interleaved”. The timing of wh-movement in the derivation, then, is the same in English,
Japanese, and Bulgarian; these languages differ only phonologically, on these approaches.
If there are syntactic properties which crucially rely on the order in which wh-movement
occurs in the derivation, these languages should all behave alike. In particular, there
should be no difference between English on the one hand and Bulgarian and Japanese on
the other, as there should on the theory given in 1.1.
1.4 Invisible Overt Movement

A ourth approach to the overt/covert distinction was proposed by Watanabe
(1992). Operating under the theoretical architecture in (4), Watanabe argues that the timing
of wh-movement in languages like Japanese is actually identical to that of English. He
postulates a type of movement which occurs in the overt component but which has no
effects on the phonological representation. His claim is that Japanese, like English,
performs one wh-movement to every interrogative CO in the overt syntax, and performs all
other wh-movement in the covert syntax. The difference between Japanese and English,
on his view, is a purely phonological one; Japanese overt wh-movement has no effect on
the phonology, and is thus indistinguishable phonologically from covert movement.
Watanabe does not discuss languages of the Bulgarian type, but without further elaboration
his theory would predict a contrast between Bulgarian on the one hand and Japanese and

English on the other. The differences between Japanese and English are purely



17 Chapter 1: Introduction

phonological on his view, as we have seen, but Bulgarian differs syntactically from both,
in that all of its wh-movement is in the overt component. If there are syntactic diagnostics
which make crucial reference to the timing of wh-movement, we expect to find, on this
theory, that Japanese and English pattern alike to the exclusion of Bulgarian.
1.5 Theoretical summary

The four theories sketched above do not by any means exhaust the range of
possibilities, or even the range of theories which have been suggested and defended. Still,
let us take these four as a starting point. The differences between the four theories sketched
above with respect to their claims about the relative timing of wh-movements may be
represented as follows (where the arrow represents the order in which operations take place

in the derivation):

) >

T modei (1.1):
All Bulgarian movement, All Japanese movement,
some English movement some English movement
No covert movement (1.2):
All Bulgarian movement,
some English movement
Single output syntax (1.3):
All Bulgarian movement,
all Japanese movement,
all English movement
Invisible overt movement (1.4):
All Bulgarian movement, Some Japanese movement,
some Japanese movement, some English movement

some English movement
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As noted in the text above, the theory outlined in 1.1 is the only one in which Bulgarian-
type languages and Japanese-type languages have something in common to the exclusion of
English; they are the languages in which all wh-movement occurs in a single part of the
derivation. In the theory in 1.2, the three languages have virtually nothing in common as
far as the timing of wh-movement is concerned. The theory in 1.3 equates all three
languages. Finally, the theory in 1.4 predicts that Japanese and English should behave
similarly to the exclusion of Bulgarian.

In this thesis I will investigate the properties of multiple wh-movement in these
languages and attempt to isolate phenomena which can serve as diagnostics for the timing
of wh-movement. I will try to show that Bulgarian and Japanese do indeed exhibit
syntactically similar behavior which differs from the behavior of English, and will offer an
account of the similarities and differences which makes crucial reference to properties of the
derivation. The account will thus be an argument for a “classic” theory of the type in 1.1,
in which both wh-in-situ and overtly moved wh-words are related to their scopal positions
via movement, and in which overt movement precedes covert movement in the derivation.
2 Assumptions

The thesis will be written in the framework of the Minimalist Program of Chomsky
(1993, 1995). I will assume a strongly derivational model in which syntactic trees are built
up out of lexical items via the operations Merge and Move. The derivation begins, I will
assume, with a Numeration consisting of a set of lexical items to be used.

Merge is a binary operation which takes two items, either lexical items from the
Numeration or more complex items created via previous syntactic operations, and makes
them into a single complex item with two parts. This complex item can then again be
Merged with additional structure to create more complex items, until all the lexical items in
the Numeration are used up.

At any point in the derivation, the operation Move may also be employed. Move, I

will assume, is an operation driven by a need to check a feature. I will be assuming
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Chomsky’s (1995) version of Move; on this version, features on syntactic heads act as
“attractors”, attracting features lower in the tree and forcing them to move into positions
which are local to the attractor. For poorly-understood reasons, attracted features often
“pied-pipe” material syntactically associated with them, so that entire phrasal categories
move rather than single features; the eventual hope would be to show that the amount of
material which must be pied-piped follows from independent properties of PF and/or of
LF. Chomsky’s (1995) claim is that movement in the covert syntax consists purely of
feature-movement, and that pied-piping of extraneous material occurs only in the overt
syntax. The truth of this claim will not be crucial to anything I will have to say.

Again following Chomsky (1995), I will assume a distinction between
“interpretable” and “uninterpretable” features, where the former are features which carry
some instructions for either PF or LF and the latter are purely “formal” features, with no
significance to the PF or LF interfaces. Because uninterpretable features have no
significance at the interfaces, they can (and arguably must, by a principle of Full
Interpretation) vanish when checked. Interpretable features, by contrast, continue to exist
after checking; thus, they can in principle be checked multiple times.

I will be assuming that the derivation obeys a principle of Cyclicity (which will be
discussed in chapter 3) which constrains the order in which operations may occur.
Cyclicity will effectively force the derivation to work “from the bottom up”, allowing only
those operations which make reference to a position at or near the top of the structure
created at the point in the derivation at which they occur. I will also assume that Move is
constrained by some kind of locality requirement of the Shortest Attract type, the nature of
which will be discussed further in chapters 3 and 5. I will assume that wh-movement is (at
least in principle) successive-cyclic, stopping in every intermediate Spec CP on the way to
the Spec CP which is its scopal position.

Finally, I will assume the theoretical architecture in (5). That is, I will try to show

that a simple account of the multiple-wh-movement facts in a number of languages can be
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constructed on the assumption that wh-in-situ does undergo a movement operation in the
covert syntax, and that all covert operations follow all overt operations. I will use “overt”
and “covert” throughout to refer to parts of the derivation; overt movement is movement
which precedes Spell-out, and covert movement is movement which follows Spell-out.
Thus, it is in principle possible for overt movement (of a null operator, for instance) to
have no effect on the phonological representation.

In the next chapter I will discuss certain properties of Subjacency. In particular, I
will give evidence that Subjacency constrains both overt and covert movement. This result
will have certain implications for our choice among the theoretical architectures discussed
above. If Subjacency only constrains movement relations, the fact that it constrains the
relation of wh-in-situ to CO suggests that this relation does indeed involve movement
(hence my use of the term “covert movement” to describe this relation), and thus argues
against those approaches which deny the existence of covert movement. Similarly, the
approach sketched in the next chapter will undermine theories assuming invisible overt
movement in languages like Japanese. The original motivation for this theory had to do
with the distribution of Subjacency effects in Japanese, and we will see that the relevant

facts can be captured without postulating invisible overt movement.
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1. Problems: levels and taxes

Baker (1970) noted that sentences of the following form are ambiguous in English:
€)) [Who asked [who bought what]]?
Here what can have scope either with the who in the embedded clause or with the who in
the matrix clause. The availability of the latter reading is somewhat surprising in light of
the ill-formedness of (2):
2) * [What did you ask [who bought]]?
That is, the process whereby what gets its scope in (1) is apparently immune to the
constraint which rules out (2). One can imagine a number of ways in which the contrast
between (2) and the wide-scope reading of (1) might be explained; I will concentrate here
on two.

The first, which has been fairly well accepted in much of the literature on this
problem, would be to say that the LF movement whereby what gets its scope in (1) is
immune to Subjacency. I will refer to approaches of this kind, which make crucial

reference to the level of representation on which movement takes place, as levels
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approaches. One argument for a levels approach comes from Huang (1982), who notes
that in Chinese, a language in which wh-movement is apparently not overt, no wh-island
effects are observed. The same is true in Tibetan!:
Chinese (Huang 1982, 267)
(3) a. Ni xiang-zhidao shei mai-le sheme?
you wonder who bought what
‘What do you wonder who bought?’
Tibetan (Ngawang Jorden, p.c.)
b. Khong-gi khyedrang-la [su -s gare gzigs-pa]
he ERG you DAT who ERG what buy that
bka’’dri- gnang- pa- red?
question do-HON PAST AGR
‘What did he ask you who bought?’

Brody (1995b) defends another possible way of accounting for the distinction
between (1) and (2). This approach effectively involves saying that Subjacency need only
be obeyed once per wh-comp; that is, in (1), the local movement of who to the matrix
Comp satisfies Subjacency, rendering all subsequent wh-movements to that site (for
instance, the movement of whar) immune to Subjacency. I will refer to this as the
Subjacency tax approach, the idea being that a well-formed movement must first pay a
“Subjacency tax”, after which movement is free of Subjacency. In Chapter 5 we will see
evidence for a general principle of grammar from which Subjacency tax phenomena, along
with a number of other similar phenomena, may be derived.

Evidence for such a Subjacency tax approach comes from the contrasts in (4) and

5):

1 Both of these examples, irrelevantly for our purposes, also have a reading in which both wh-words have
embedded scope.
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Japanese (Watanabe 1992)
4 a.?? John-wa [Mary-ga nani -o katta ka dooka] siritagatte-iru no?
John TOP Mary NOM what ACC bought whether know-want Q
‘What does John want to know whether Mary bought?
b. John-wa [Mary-ga nani -o katta ka dooka] dare -ni tazuneta no?
John TOP Mary NOM what ACC bought whether who DAT asked Q
‘Who did John ask whether Mary bought what?’
Bulgarian (Roumyana Izvorski, Ani Petkova, Roumyana Slabakova, p.c.)
(5) a. * Koja knigaj otre€e senatordt [mdlvata &e iska da zabrani tj]?
which book denied the-senator the-rumor that wanted to ban
‘Which book did the senator deny the rumor that he wanted to ban?”
b. 2 Koj senator koja knigaj otree [mdlvata &e iska dazabrani tj]?
which senator which book denied the-rumor that wanted to ban
‘Which senator denied the rumor that he wanted to ban which book?’
(4a) and (5a) are both Subjacency violations. In the (b) sentences we can see that adding
an additional wh-word outside the Subjacency island improves the structure in both cases,
as we expect on a Subjacency tax approach; the additional wh-word “pays the Subjacency
tax”, permitting a second, Subjacency-violating wh-movement which would be ill-formed
in isolation.

The Japanese data in (4) are the main motivation for Watanabe’s (1992) postulation
of invisible overt movement. Operating under the levels approach, Watanabe took the
parallelism between the data in (4) and the English facts in (1-2) as evidence that the timing
of wh-movement was the same in both cases; in particular, he claimed that the wh-
movement in (4a) is in fact overt, although it has no effects on the phonological
representation. It is unclear, however, how this approach could be extended to deal with
the Bulgarian data in (5). Here the problem for the levels approach is the opposite of that
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