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Abstract

The central claim of this thesis is that the agent responsible for a variety of phenomena
surrounding wh-operators is not those operators themselves, but rather a distinct element that we
label a ‘Q(uestion)-particle’. In many languages, the Q-particle is phonologically empty, and so
its role in various phenomena has not yet been recognized. Most importantly, careful study of
these Q-particles reveals that the phenomenon known as ‘pied-piping’ does not exist, and that all
putative examples of it are actually instances of normal phrasal movement of the Q-particle.

This thesis starts from the demonstration that wh-fronting in Tlingit (Na-Dene; Alaska,
British Columbia, Yukon) does not involve a syntactic relationship between the interrogative C
and the wh-word. Rather, it involves a probe/Agree relation between C and an overt Q-particle
c-commanding the wh-word. Fronting of the wh-word in Tlingit wh-questions is a mere by-
product of fronting the projection of the Q-particle. From this core observation, a syntax and
semantics for Tlingit wh-questions is developed.

Given the strong similarity between the wh-constructions of Tlingit and those of more
widely studied languages, the analysis developed for Tlingit is then applied to a range of other
languages. It is found that such a ‘Q-based’ theory of wh-constructions holds a variety of
analytic consequences.

Regarding so-called ‘pied-piping structures’, the Q-based theory provides an analysis of
such structures where the very concept of ‘pied-piping’ is eliminated from the theory of
grammar. Furthermore, the Q-based theory provides a semantics for wh-questions that correctly
interprets pied-piping structures without recourse to any mechanisms beyond those needed for
wh-questions without pied-piping. Finally, the Q-based theory accounts for various constraints
on pied-piping, and correctly predicts the scope and limits of its variation across languages.

Beyond its treatment of pied-piping, the Q-based theory also provides a novel syntax and
semantics for multiple wh-questions, which successfully ties the presence of Superiority Effects
to the absence of Intervention Effects, and which correctly predicts a previously unnoticed
Intervention Effect in English. Moreover, it provides a novel, unified account of the ill-
formedness of left branch extractions, as well as of preposition stranding.
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Chapter 1

Introduction and Overview

1. Introduction
1.1 The Central Claim and the Main Character

The central theoretical claim of this thesis is that the ‘primary agent’ responsible for a variety of
phenomena surrounding wh-operators is not those wh-operators themselves, but rather a distinct
element bearing a special semantic (and sometimes syntactic) relationship to the wh-operator. In
many languages, this distinct element — which I dub a ‘Q(uestion)-particle’ because particular
instances of it have a tradition of being labeled as such — is phonologically empty, and for this
reason its role in a variety of phenomena has not been widely recognized. Instead, accounts of
these phenomena regularly have as their locus of explanation the wh-operator itself, a
perspective that necessitates a variety of complications to the theory of grammar, complications
which for decades have been tolerated and even sometimes treated as observed realities.

To help unpack this central claim, it will be useful to momentarily turn our attention to
what could be called the ‘main character’ of the thesis, the wh-questions of Tlingit, a Na-Dene
language of Alaska, British Columbia and the Yukon. As we will see, it is the wh-questions of
Tlingit, illustrated below, that provide the most direct evidence in support of our central
theoretical claim.

(1) Illustrative Examples of Wh-Questions in Tlingit

a. Waa sd sh tudinookw i éesh?
how Q he.feels your father

How is your father feeling? (Dauenhauer & Dauenhauer 2000; p. 138)
b. Daa sawé i éesh al’6on?

what Q.foc-part your father he.hunts.it

What is your father hunting? (Dauenhauer & Dauenhauer 2000; p. 186)

The Tlingit sentences under (1) nicely illustrate the general structure of the language’s
wh-questions, which may be schematized as in (2).

2) General Form of a Wh-Question in Tlingit

[s ... [[...wh-word...]sd ] (focus particle) ... Main-Predicate .... ]
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The schema in (2) encapsulates the following properties of wh-questions in Tlingit. First, the
wh-word must precede the main predicate of the wh-question, and is typically initial in the
clause. Secondly, the wh-word is followed by the Q-particle sd, which either directly follows the
wh-word or directly follows a phrase containing the wh-word. As a side-note here, the reader
should observe that the presence of this Q-particle sd can sometimes be obscured by its forming
a portmanteau with the ‘focus particles’ awé, dya, dyu, dhé, the two surfacing together as sawé,
saya, sayu, sahé. Finally, the remaining material of the sentence typically follows the wh-word,
with a strong tendency to follow the verb.

Although this structure might not seem shockingly unfamiliar, an extended argument of
this thesis is that, when examined carefully, the form of wh-questions in Tlingit challenges a
variety of widely-held, fundamental views regarding the nature of wh-fronting. To get a sense of
why this is so — and to eventually clarify our central theoretical claim — let us briefly review
some background regarding the theory of wh-fronting.

1.2 Some Shared, ‘Classic’ Assumptions in the Theory of Wh-Questions

Since at least the mid-1960’s, a fundamental question in the theory of wh-questions has been
“Why do wh-words have to front in the wh-questions of some languages?” Although there are
currently a great variety of answers to this question, they all seem to share a common form. This
common form is outlined under (3).

3) Structure Common to Nearly All Theories of Wh-Fronting

(1) Hypothesis 1:
Wh-words have a special property, X

(i)  Hypothesis 2:
The position that wh-words move to has a special property, Y.

(iii))  Hypothesis 3:
The grammar of the language entails that things bearing property X must be
located at positions bearing property Y.

That is, across many different frameworks and ideologies, linguists generally agree that wh-
words front in some languages because the wh-word has a ‘special property’ that requires it to be
located at the position that it fronts to. To substantiate the claim that so many different analyses
share the structure in (3), I outline below a variety of different theories of wh-fronting,
characterizing each in terms of its particular value for X, its value for Y, and its particular story
regarding why X must be located at Y.

4) Some Theories of Wh-Fronting, Characterized in Terms of the Structure in (3)

A GB Account (Pesetsky 1982, May 1985, Lasnik & Saito 1992)

X = the feature WH

Y = the feature COMP and the feature [+WH]

An LF filter (the ‘WH-Criterion’) requires that “all WHs be in a [+WH] COMP at LF.”
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An MP Account (Chomsky 2000)

X = an interpretable Q-feature [iQ]

Y = an uninterpretable Q-feature [#(] and an EPP feature.

Agreement between [iQ] and [uQ] is required for convergence. Because of the EPP
feature, such agreement triggers movement of the phrase bearing X to the position
bearing Y.

A Transformational Account (Chomsky 1957)

X = the output of a transformation Ty, that transforms an NP into a wh-word

Y = the position that Ty, targets

Given these definitions, only NPs at positions bearing property Y will be targeted by
transformation T,;. Since words with property X are trivially the output of T, it follows
that such words must necessarily be found at positions with property Y.

A GPSG Account (Bennett 1995) '

X = the feature [+Q]

Y = daughter of a root node bearing the feature [+Q]

A principle (the ‘Foot Feature Principle’) requires that a root node bearing the feature
[+Q)], such as the root node of a wh-question, have a daughter which is [+Q)].

An LFG Account (Falk 2001)
X = the feature WH
Y = Specifier of CP
An ID rule requires that a specifier of CP (as opposed to an adjunct of S) bear the
feature WH.

A Semantic Account (Karttunen 1977)

X = existential force

Y = scope above the ‘proto-question’

In order for a structure to be interpreted as a wh-question, the existential force
contributed by the wh-word must have scope above the ‘proto-question’.

A Pragmatic/Discourse-Structural Account (Horvath 1986, Kiss 1995)

X = New, Non-Presupposed Content

Y = Focus Position

General principles entail that new, non-presupposed content appear at the designated
Focus Position.

Although virtually every theory of wh-fronting possesses the ‘classic structure’ under (3),

theories having such a structure are immediately faced with a rather fundamental challenge: how

to analyze sentences like those in (5), where more than the maximal projection of the wh-word
undergoes fronting.

1 . . .

To my knowledge, there is no widely-held account in HPSG for why wh-words must front in the wh-questions of
languages like English. On the other hand, as discussed in Sag, Wasow & Bender (2003), in ‘Sign-Based
Construction Grammar’, which employs the HPSG formalism, there is such an account.
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(5 Some Pied-Piping Structures

a. [ Whose book ] did you read?
b. [ To whom ] did you speak?
c. [ How long a book ] did he write?

Although it’s often not explicitly recognized, sentences like those in (5) directly challenge the
view that a property of the wh-word is what’s directly responsible for the fronting seen in the
wh-question. After all, if it’s a property of the wh-word that motivates the fronting, how did this
property come to appear on the larger, fronted phrase, a phrase that doesn’t otherwise inherit the
properties of the wh-word? For example, we can see from sentences like (6) that a possessive
DP doesn’t inherit the number properties of a wh-possessor. How, then, does such a DP inherit
the special ‘wh-word properties’ that trigger the fronting seen in (5a)?

(6) [ Whose sisters ] are / *is interesting?

There is, of course, a commonly accepted answer to these questions, a theoretical
construct that renders sentences like those in (5) consistent with analyses bearing the ‘classic
structure’ under (3). This commonly accepted answer is that the structures in (5) all illustrate
something called ‘pied-piping’. Although details of implementation vary across frameworks,
generally speaking, the term ‘pied piping’ describes cases where an operation that targets the
features of a particular lexical item applies to a phrase properly containing the maximal
projection of that item. Therefore, to maintain that pied-piping exists is to maintain that there are
simply cases of this sort, that it is simply sometimes possible for an operation to apply to a
phrase that properly contains the maximal projection of the word whose features it is targeting.

Of course, what makes such cases possible — what mechanisms are responsible for pied-
piping — is a separate, subsequent question, and one that has received much focused attention
(Ross 1967, Sells 1985, Webelhuth 1992, Kayne 1994, Grimshaw 2000, Heck 2004, Horvath
2007). Here, a commonly accepted answer is that there is an operation, called ‘feature
percolation’, which serves to extend the special, movement-triggering features of the wh-word
out from its maximal projection and onto higher phrases. Again, there has been much work
exploring the nature of this hypothetical ‘percolation’ device, particularly the ways in which the
device appears to be constrained (Sells 1985, Webelhuth 1992, Grimshaw 2000, Heck 2004).
Curiously, however, the most basic question of whether pied-piping actually exists has not yet
(to my knowledge) received serious attention. This is largely due, I believe, to the ubiquity of
the explanatory structure in (3). After all, if the only analytic option is that the fronting in wh-
questions is directly triggered by a special property of wh-words, then the sentences in (5) clearly
show that pied-piping does exist. Indeed, in most introductory discussions of pied-piping, pied-
piping is presented as an observable phenomenon, a datum that must be explained, rather than as
a technical solution to an empirical challenge faced by a particular kind of analysis.

We find, then, that when we survey the vast literature on wh-questions, despite all the
variety over more specific issues, a shared, ‘classic’ picture clearly emerges, one where (a) the
fronting of wh-words in wh-questions directly results from a property born by the wh-word, and
(b) wh-questions where there is fronting of a phrase properly containing the maximal projection
of the wh-word reveal the existence of pied-piping.
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1.3  Tlingit Wh-Questions Force a New Approach

One of the central claims of this dissertation is that the wh-questions of Tlingit strongly
challenge this classic picture of wh-fronting. Specifically, we will see that the wh-questions of
Tlingit force a novel perspective, one where — contrary to the ‘classic’ assumptions in (3) — wh-
fronting is not directly triggered by any properties of the wh-word. Rather, such fronting is
found to result from the properties of a distinct, formal element, the aforementioned ‘Q-particle’.
In many languages, the crucial role played by this formal element is obscured by the fact that it is
phonologically invisible; for example, in English wh-questions, the Q-particle receives no overt
pronunciation. In other languages, however, Q-particles are overtly pronounced, the most
prominent example here being Tlingit, whose particle sa (illustrated in (1) and discussed under
(2)) I claim to be an instance of this element. These languages, which also include the wh-
fronting language Edo, as well as various wh-in-situ languages, provide us invaluable clues into
the important role played by Q-particles in wh-fronting, as well as other phenomena surrounding
wh-words.

As to the specific role played by Q-particles in triggering the fronting seen in wh-
questions (for which we will retain the descriptive label ‘wh-fronting”), the basic idea is roughly
sketched for Tlingit under (7); a more technical exposition will be provided later in Section 2 of
this chapter.

(7)  The Proposed Analysis of Wh-Questions in Tlingit

Daa s& 1 éesh al’6on?
what Q your father he.hunts.it
What is your father hunting?

IP CP
/\

DP VP ﬁ QP 1 IP
N — =
I éesh QP \Y% Daa sa /\

— T | i éesh t, al’6on
DP Q  aléon T |

N |
daa sa QP-Fronting

In outline, this analysis of Tlingit wh-questions runs as follows. First, as shown in the structure
above, the Q-particle sd must c-command the wh-word. Moreover, this Q-particle heads its own
projection, labeled a ‘QP’. Note that because of the c-command relation between the Q-particle
and the wh-word, this QP projection must necessarily contain the wh-word. Finally, and most
importantly, a careful examination of Tlingit wh-questions reveals that the ‘rule’ for forming wh-
questions in Tlingit is that the QP is fronted, and nothing about the wh-word specifically enters
into the rule at all. Nevertheless, because the QP necessarily contains the wh-word, such
obligatory fronting of the QP has as a secondary consequence the obligatory appearance of the
wh-word in the left periphery as well.
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Thus, although it 1s true that a wh-word must appear in the left periphery of a Tlingit wh-
question — and so the language is, descriptively speaking, a ‘wh-fronting’ language — this word
order is not due to an operation directly triggered by the features of the wh-word. Rather, the
movement operation is directly triggered by the features of the Q-particle that c-commands the
wh-word, the left-peripheral position of the wh-word being a secondary consequence of the
movement of Q-particle, given that the wh-word is contained inside the particle’s phrasal
projection. To foreshadow our later arguments, the principal evidence for this analysis in (7) is
the fact that the well-formedness of a Tlingit wh-question depends only upon the locality of the
QP to the left periphery; the locality of the wh-word is irrelevant. This fact, illustrated by
patterns like that under (8), suggests that the rules for forming wh-questions in Tlingit are
sensitive only to the position of the Q-particle, and therefore it is only the features of the Q-
particle that are referenced by those rules (cf. Hagstrom 1998, Kishimoto 2005).

(8) Wh-Operators May Be Inside Islands Iff Q-Particle is Outside the Island

a.[[ Waa kligéiyi ce] Xaat np] s4 1 tuwada  sigéo?
how it.is.big.REL fish Q your spirit it.is.glad
How big a fish do you want?
(A fish that is how big do you want?)

b. *[[ Waa sa kligéiyi  cp] xdat np] 1 tuwda sigoo?
how Q it.is.big.REL fish your spirit it.is.glad

Besides its empirical motivation by facts such as those in (8), the analysis in (7) also
receives some indirect support from the ways in which it simplifies the analysis of other aspects
of Tlingit grammar. For our present discussion, one of the most important of these concerns
cases where a phrase strictly larger than the maximal projection of the wh-word is fronted in a
wh-question, cases for which we will retain, as a purely descriptive label, the term ‘pied-piping
structures’. Because the ‘rules’ for wh-questions in Tlingit refer only to the QP, and not to the
wh-word itself, so-called pied-piping structures in Tlingit present no prima facie empirical
challenge. To see this, let us consider the pied-piping structures of Tlingit, illustrated below.

) Pied-Piping Structures in Tlingit

a. Aadoo yaagu sa ysiteen?
who  boat Q you.saw.it
Whose boat did you see?

b. Aadéo x’ashéeyi sa iya.aax?
who song Q youheard.it
Whose song did you hear?

c. Aadoéo teen sa  yigoot?

who with Q you.went
Who did you go with?
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When we examine these and many other structures, it becomes strikingly clear that the particle
sa always marks the right edge of whatever has been fronted in a Tlingit wh-question. For this
reason, we can adopt as our analysis of these structures the account illustrated under (10), which
holds that they are simply cases where the Q-particle has as its sister a phrase larger than the
maximal projection of the wh-word.

(10) Pied-Piping Structures Without Pied-Piping in Tlingit

Aadéo yaagu sa ysiteen?
who boat Q you.saw.it

Whose boat did you see?
IP Cp
/\ /\

DP VP ' QP, IP
pro QP \Y Aadéo yaagu sa

— | pro 4 ysiteen
DP, Q ysiteen T
DP, DP, sa QP-Fronting
AN

Aadéo yaagu

Under this analysis, then, a sentence like (9a) possesses a structure where the Q-particle sd is
sister to the complex DP aaddo yaagu ‘whose boat’, which properly contains the maximal
projection of the wh-word aaddéo ‘who’. These structures, then, can be derived by normal
phrasal movement of the QP, exactly as in the case of simple wh-questions like (7).

Moreover, since it is the QP — and not the wh-word — that bears the features triggering
‘wh-fronting’ in Tlingit, we find that the pied-piping structures of Tlingit are not cases where an
operation triggered by the features of a lexical item applies to a phrase properly containing the
maximal projection of that item. Thus, despite the (perhaps confusing) terminology, the ‘pied-
piping structures’ of Tlingit are not instances of (true) pied-piping. Furthermore, since the Q-
particle sd is never properly contained within the fronted constituent of a Tlingit wh-question, we
find that there simply aren’t any true cases of pied-piping in Tlingit. For this reason, the special
concept of ‘pied-piping’ can be eliminated without cost from our theory of Tlingit grammar, thus
simplifying the overall theory. By adopting the analysis in (7), then, we needn’t deviate from the
null hypothesis that if an operation (in Tlingit) targets the features of a given lexical item, then it
applies only to the maximal projection of that lexical item.

1.4  Two Broader Consequences for Grammatical Theory
Besides the advantages that the analysis in (7) brings to the theory of Tlingit grammar, we will
see that it also advances a variety of issues in grammatical theory more generally. Of course, for

this to be the case, the analysis in (7) must not simply be peculiar to Tlingit, but must rather
underlie the structure of wh-questions in many other languages. Indeed, a central claim of this
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thesis is that this analysis actually holds for all wh-fronting languages. Some initial motivation
for this ‘universalist’ position can be found in the following Gedankenexperiment. Suppose we
were to remove the particle sd from all the sentences of Tlingit. The result would be a language
that would not look significantly different from the well-known wh-fronting languages that all
linguists are familiar with.” Thus, it seems possible to view the wh-questions of these more
familiar wh-fronting languages as simply having the structure of Tlingit wh-questions, but with
phonologically null Q-particles. Furthermore, since we will see that the analysis in (7) must hold
for Tlingit wh-questions, it is most parsimonious to hold that all wh-fronting languages — even
English — receive this analysis, the only real variation across languages being whether their Q-
particles are or are not overtly pronounced. Otherwise, one would have to hold that two
superficially very similar languages — Tlingit and English — receive two very different underlying
syntactic analyses, which raises deeply challenging questions of learnability.

We will find, moreover, that beyond its offer of a simpler typology, the extension of the
analysis in (7) to all wh-fronting languages brings with it a variety of further results. One of the
most immediate of these is that the concept of ‘pied-piping’ may be entirely eliminated from the
theory of grammar. It will be shown that such an elimination carries conceptual and analytic
benefits, as (a) all extant theories of pied-piping require appeal to mechanisms beyond those
needed for simple wh-questions, and (b) many of the subtler facts that theories of pied-piping
seek to capture are best captured in a Q-based theory where there is no true pied-piping.

Another result (whose exposition requires little technical background) concerns the
theory of certain well-known conditions on the subextraction of wh-words. In brief, we will find
that certain apparent conditions on wh-movement can instead be seen as the result of
independently visible conditions on the placement of Q-particles. To begin to unpack this claim,
let us first observe an important property of wh-words functioning as indefinites in Tlingit. In
many languages, Q-particles appear with wh-words functioning as indefinites (Hagstrom 1998).
As sentences like (11) demonstrate, Tlingit falls into this pattern as well.

(11)  Wh-Indefinites in Tlingit Necessarily Co-Occur with the Q-Particle Sd

TIéil aaddo teen *(sda) xwagoot.
not who with Q Lwent
1 didn’t go with anyone.

Importantly, when the Q-particle sa appears with wh-indefinites, there are certain conditions on
where in the sentence the particle can go. For example, it cannot appear between a postposition
and its complement.

2 On the other hand, such a language would exhibit one property that would saliently distinguish it from most wh-
fronting languages we are familiar with. Given the possibility of structures like (8) in Tlingit, our hypothetical
language would appear to allow the pied-piping of islands. However, as we discuss in greater detail in Chapter 5,
English and all other well-known wh-fronting languages do not allow the pied-piping of islands. This variation will
receive extensive discussion in Chapter 5, where we propose that it follows from a rather superficial difference in
the morphology of the languages’ wh-words.
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(12) The Q-Particle S¢ Cannot Appear Between a P and its DP Complement

* Tléil aadéo sa teen xwagoot.
not who Q with Lwent

We will see in Chapter 2 that, as one might suspect, there is no fronting of the QP when the wh-
word 1s functioning as an indefinite. Therefore, the impossibility of sentences like (12) must
reflect a pure condition on the placement of the Q-particle, and not any property of the movement
relation itself. We must conclude, then, that within Tlingit grammar, there is simply some
condition that prevents a Q-particle from appearing between a P and its DP complement.

On its own, this condition on the placement of Q-particles might seem a rather parochial
result. However, given the analysis in (7), we find that it has auspicious consequences. Note
that, assuming the analysis in (7), this condition alone rules out postposition stranding in Tlingit.
As the diagram below shows, under the analysis in (7), postposition stranding would be derived
from a structure where a Q-particle appears between a P and its DP complement. However, such
a structure would violate the observed conditions on the placement of Q-particles, and is thus
predicted to be impossible. Given the impossibility of its ‘base’ structure, it follows that
postposition stranding in Tlingit cannot be derived. We find, then, that the ban on postposition
stranding in Tlingit is due to a property of the Q-particle, and not a property of the movement
relation itself.

(13)  Wh-Fronting Cannot Strand a Postposition

CP
/\
QP, IP
/\
DP Q
...wh-word... PP
. Impossible PP,
QP P Ruled out by Constraints on

| Q-Placement

We will see in Chapter 2 that similar explanations account for the ill-formedness in Tlingit of
various ‘left branch extractions’, phenomena which in other languages are also commonly
thought to reflect a property of the movement relation.

In its inability to strand adpositions and form left branch extractions, ‘wh-fronting’ in
Tlingit is very similar to that in other well-known wh-fronting languages. We should, of course,
seek a uniform account of these phenomena in a// wh-fronting languages. How strange it would
be, after all, if the independent conditions on Q-placement in Tlingit exactly reproduced the
conditions on movement responsible for these phenomena in other wh-fronting languages!
Moreover, given the evidence that the account in (13) is correct for Tlingit, it follows that we
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should pursue such an account for those phenomena in all other wh-fronting languages. We find,
then, that the nature of postposition stranding and left branch extractions in Tlingit provides
additional indirect support for our extending the analysis in (7) to all wh-fronting languages.
Moreover, under such a uniform account, we see that what have commonly been thought of as
constraints on movement — the inability to extract from PPs or ‘left branches’ — are ultimately the
secondary consequences of more basic conditions on the placement of Q-particles.’

1.5  The Overarching Research Project, and Further Major Consequences

The two results described in the subsection above illustrate and motivate the broader research
project undertaken in this thesis. As mentioned earlier, the perspective of this project is that the
formal element which in Tlingit is pronounced sd is a structural component of the wh-questions
of all human languages, including all wh-fronting languages. However, because of the
phonological invisibility of this ‘Q-particle’ in the most well-studied wh-fronting languages, the
important role played by this element in a variety of phenomena has not been recognized. For
this reason, many phenomena surrounding wh-questions have been incorrectly analyzed, often in
terms of the movement relation between the wh-word and the left-peripheral position that it
occupies. However, the overt appearance and behavior of the Q-particle sd in Tlingit wh-
questions and wh-indefinites gives us an invaluable empirical tool to factor out three possible
sources of explanation. These are listed below.

(14) The Sources of Explanation Under the Q-Based Analysis

(a) Conditions on the movement relation between the QP and the left-peripheral position
that it occupies.

(b) Conditions on the (initial) position of the Q-particle in the clause.
(c) Conditions on the relation between the Q-particle and the wh-word.
The research reported in the following chapters attempts to characterize the contribution

of each of these three factors to various phenomena related to wh-words. To the extent that such
a project proves to be feasible, and interesting results are obtained, additional support may be

3 On the other hand, one cannot dispute that there are extraction types besides wh-fronting which are unable to
extract from PPs or left branches. Indeed, this is the ultimate reason why the inability to extract from those two
environments is commonly thought to be a property of movement in general, and not simply some idiosyncratic
restriction on wh-fronting. One might worry, then, whether the account in (13) doesn’t incorrectly predict that
extractions from PP and left branches should be well-formed for all other types of movement constructions, like
focus-movement and relativization. If so, then our account in (13) would seem to be a huge step backwards,
abandoning the immensely successful program of cross-constructional generalizations begun by Ross (1967).

Unfortunately, a thorough discussion of this important issue will have to wait until Chapter 6. There, we
will see that the Q-based theory sketched in (13) can capture the cross-constructional ill-formedness of such
extractions by assuming that all the constructions in question also involve some sub-variant of the Q-movement
illustrated in (13). That is, besides the Q-particle found in wh-questions, there also exist separate, featurally distinct
instances of the category ‘Q’ in focus-movement constructions, relative clauses, etc. As we will later see, this idea
receives some independent support from recent work on focus-movement by Horvath (2000, 2005), who argues that
so-called ‘focus-movement’ is actually movement of a (null) focus-sensitive operator, sitting just above the fronted
phrase.
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adduced in favor of the Q-based approach. We have already been introduced to two of the major
results of this project. The following is a more complete list of the primary achievements of the
Q-based approach detailed here.

(15) Principal Results of the Q-Based Approach

* A theory of so-called ‘pied-piping structures’, wherein the operation of ‘feature
percolation’ and even the concept of ‘pied-piping’ itself are eliminated from the theory of
grammar. [Chapter 2, 4, 5]

* A semantics for wh-questions that correctly interprets pied-piping structures without
recourse to any mechanisms beyond those needed for wh-questions without pied-piping
structures. [Chapter 2, 4]

* A theory of the constraints on pied-piping structures which correctly predicts the scope
and limits of their variation across languages. [Chapter 5]

* A syntax and semantics for multiple wh-questions, which successfully ties the presence
of Superiority Effects to the absence of Intervention Effects, and which correctly predicts
a previously unnoticed Intervention Effect in English. [Chapter 4]

* A unified account of the ill-formedness of certain left branch extractions, as well as of
adposition stranding. [Chapter 2, 4]

* A typology of wh-question formation, under which wh-in-situ languages do not form a
homogeneous class, and which predicts subtle morphological features of wh-indefinites
from the structure of wh-questions. [Chapter 3]

As these results indicate, a general message of this thesis is that the introduction of the ‘QP’
projection in (7) introduces a new and highly versatile analytic tool, which the theoretician can
apply to older and newer puzzles. As we will see, many classic puzzles can be reconceived, and
approached in new ways, thanks to the introduction of this element, which generally opens up
many new analytic vistas for the linguist to explore. This thesis is therefore but one of
potentially many future studies that could examine and reach consensus on the properties of Q-
particles and the role that they play in a myriad of phenomena once thought to be specifically
tied to wh-operators themselves.

This thesis might also offer an object lesson in the role played by the study of endangered
languages in the development of linguistic theory. Often, when linguists are asked to explain the
importance of research into endangered and understudied languages, it is recognized that the
study of these languages advances linguistic theory by providing novel evidence to help
adjudicate between competing analyses that may otherwise be difficult to empirically
distinguish. In this way, careful documentation of endangered languages is seen to ‘broaden the
empirical database’ that theories of language must cover, and thereby shrinks the field of
potential analyses. However, it is often overlooked in these discussions that the study of such
languages can also serve to introduce new analyses, ones that may offer entirely new approaches
and perspectives to older, seemingly settled issues (cf. Matthewson 1996). That is, rather than
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shrink the space of potential analyses, careful study of these languages can reveal that the current
hypothesis space is too narrow, and fails to include hypotheses that would have otherwise never
been imagined for more well-studied languages. 1 will argue at length that the study of Tlingit
wh-questions presents us with precisely such a case, in that such study reveals that the analysis in
(7) must be one permitted by Universal Grammar, and so significantly affects the field of
hypotheses that linguists (and learners) must adjudicate between.

2. A More Technical Presentation of the Q-Based Analysis

The analysis sketched in (7) is vague on a number of details. The informality of the presentation
in (7) was intended both to ease the discussion, as well as to demonstrate that the main proposals
of this thesis possess very few architectural assumptions, and so can be exported into a variety of
more specific frameworks and formalisms. Of course, in order to make some of our
argumentation more rigid, we will have to adopt a more precise statement of our syntactic
hypotheses than what appears in (7). In this section, I will present a more fleshed-out picture of
the syntactic analysis I will be defending, so that one may gain a clearer idea of the theory that
will ultimately be proposed. By way of introduction, however, it will help to begin with some
recent proposals concerning wh-in-situ languages, which will provide our own proposals with
some clarifying context.

In recent work, an operation of ‘Q-movement’ has been argued to be central to the
formation of wh-questions in several wh-in-situ languages (Hagstrom 1998, Kishimoto 2005).
Under this analysis, the formation of wh-questions in these languages proceeds as follows.

(16) Q-Movement in Wh-In-Situ Languages

CP Qi

—_—
1P Co

XP Agree/

‘ - T~ Attract
Adjunction 4 XP Qg

AN |

...wh-word.... (Covert / Overt) Movement

The structure in (16) represents the following claims. A wh-word is obligatorily c-commanded
by a Q-particle, which adjoins to some phrase containing the wh-word. Under this analysis, it is
the Q-particle, and not the wh-word itself, which is probed by and Agrees with the interrogative
C head of the wh-question. More concretely, the interrogative C head bears an uninterpretable
instance of the interpretable Q-feature born by the Q-particle. The interrogative C must therefore
probe for an interpretable instance of the Q-feature. Upon reaching the adjoined Q-particle, the
interrogative C Agrees with the particle, eliminating its own uninterpretable instance of Q. This

32



Agreement then triggers movement of the Goal, the Q-particle, into the projection of C. In some
languages (e.g., Sinhala), this movement is usually covert; in others (e.g., Japanese), this

movement is always overt.*

Under the ‘classic’ theory of wh-fronting in (3), the analysis in (16) would seem to entail
that wh-questions in these wh-in-situ languages are syntactically quite different from wh-
questions in wh-fronting languages like English. After all, under the assumptions in (3), the left-
peripheral position of wh-words in wh-fronting languages reflects some syntactic relationship
between the interrogative C and the wh-word itself. That is, under these assumptions, the
derivation of wh-questions in wh-fronting language proceeds roughly as in (17).

(17)  Wh-Movement in Wh-Fronting Languages

CP
wh-word CP
A /\

Ewh Ip

Agree/

Attract
.................. p wh-word,

|
Overt Movement

Thus, under one particular view, the interrogative C head probes and Agrees with a wh-feature of
the wh-word itself. Since the wh-word is the Goal, the wh-word is then subsequently moved into
the projection of the interrogative C.

As we’ve seen, however, one of the principle claims of this thesis is that the analysis of
wh-fronting in (17) is incorrect. In its place, we will take up the view that wh-questions in wh-
fronting languages are formed in a manner nearly identical to that represented in (16); their only
difference from wh-questions in wh-in-situ languages is in the relationship between the Q-
particle and its sister. Specifically, I will extensively argue that in all so-called ‘wh-fronting’
languages, the left-peripheral position of wh-words in wh-questions has the structural character
represented below under (18).

* 1t should be noted that the Q-particle in (16) is not part of the functional projection of the wh-word itself. As we
will see, the sister of Q may contain lexical heads selecting for the wh-head. Thus, the analysis in (16) must be
distinguished from the competing claim that wh-in-situ involves pure ‘feature-movement’ of [+wh] up to the
projection of C (cf. Chomsky 1995).
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(18) Wh-Fronting as a Secondary Effect of Q-Movement

CP

QP; CP

Complementation /\

XP Q

PN

Q
Agree/ 2
... wh-word. .. Attract A

oo QP
¢ "

Overt Movement

The structure in (18) represents the following claims. As with wh-in-situ languages, a wh-word
in a wh-fronting language is associated with an obligatory Q-particle, which c-commands the
wh-word. In a wh-fronting language, however, this Q-particle takes as complement a phrase
containing the wh-word, and thus projects the category of the phrase minimally dominating Q
and Q’s sister. As with wh-in-situ languages, the interrogative C head probes for an interpretable
instance of the Q-feature born by the Q-particle, and not any feature of the wh-word itself. In a
wh-fronting language, however, the first node which the C encounters bearing this feature is the
QP projected by the Q-particle, and so the C head must Agree with this QP. As with wh-in-situ
languages, this Agreement then triggers movement of the Goal into the projection of C. In a wh-
fronting language, however, since the Goal is QP, the entire QP is moved into the periphery of
the clause. Because the wh-word is necessarily contained within the QP, the wh-word is fronted
into the periphery along with everything else inside the QP

We find, then, that the analysis in (18) more precisely implements the proposals vaguely
sketched under (7). Specifically, we have replaced the vague notion that ‘the rules for wh-
questions refer only to the QP’ with the more precise statement that the interrogative C in a
Tlingit wh-question probes for the Q-feature of the Q-particle, and not for any features of the
wh-word. Therefore, although different implementations of the proposals in (7) can be
imagined, 1 will adopt (18) as the specific statement of the proposed theory of wh-fronting.
Throughout the remainder of this thesis, and beginning in the next chapter, I will work to defend
the analysis in (18) as the correct theory of wh-fronting across all languages.

Before 1 begin this work, though, I will give a chapter-by-chapter outline of the
subsequent argumentation.

> Again, it should be noted that, just as in (16), the Q-particle in (18) is not part of the functional projection of the
wh-word, as its sister could contain a lexical head selecting for the wh-word. Thus, the proposal in (18) must be
distinguished from the less interesting claim that the wh-feature of a wh-word heads its own projection within the
functional projection of the wh-word.

34



3. Chapter Overview

Chapter 2
Wh-Fronting and Q-Movement in Tlingit

The goal of this chapter is to demonstrate that the analysis in (18) is required for Tlingit wh-
questions. It begins with a background introduction to the Tlingit language and people. It then
establishes that Tlingit is a ‘wh-fronting’ language. Next, it is argued that the Tlingit particle sd
should be labeled a ‘Q-particle’. Once these two claims have been established, I argue that it is
the particle sd — and not the wh-word itself — whose features are probed by the interrogative C of
a Tlingit wh-question. With this last point established, I conclude that the analysis in (18) is
required for Tlingit wh-questions.

Having established the analysis in (18), I discuss a range of constraints governing the
placement of the particle sd in the clause. These constraints are derived from a single condition,
dubbed the QP-Intervention Condition. This discussion will later be of much importance to our
discussion in Chapter 4 of left branch extraction and adposition stranding. Finally, I provide a
semantics for the structures generated by our syntactic theory, and point out some potentially
advantageous properties it has.

Chapter 3
Applications to the Theory of Wh-In-Situ Languages

In this chapter, I demonstrate the applications of our proposed theory of wh-fronting to the
analysis of wh-questions in wh-in-situ languages. I propose that wh-in-situ languages may be of
two different types: those where Q-particles are adjoined to their sister as in (16), and those
where QP fronting as in (18) occurs covertly. I tie this distinction between languages to a
concomitant distinction in the form of their wh-indefinites. I next demonstrate that the semantic
theory for wh-questions proposed in Chapter 2 for wh-fronting languages can be applied to the
wh-questions of wh-in-situ languages. Finally, I demonstrate that our semantic theory predicts
the existence of Intervention Effects in these languages in a manner akin to that proposed by
Beck (2006).

Chapter 4
Applications to the Theory of Wh-Fronting Languages, Part 1:
Pied-Piping and Intervention Effects

This chapter and its successor form the core of the dissertation, outlining how the analysis in (18)
ought to be applied to more widely-studied wh-fronting languages.

The chapter begins by providing a few brief, initial arguments for extending the analysis
in (18) to all other wh-fronting languages. These arguments include the fact that there are,
besides Tlingit, several other wh-fronting languages where (18) is motivated by the overt
structure of their wh-questions. In addition, extending the analysis in (18) to all wh-fronting
languages would provide a uniform account for certain ill-formed wh-extractions in the
languages of the world.
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After these initial considerations, attention is then turned to two specific phenomena that
provide support to the analysis in (18). The first is the phenomenon of pied-piping. It is shown
that under the analysis in (18), pied-piping structures can be analyzed as instances of normal
phrasal movement. Under this perspective, no special mechanisms are required to derive such
structures, and indeed the very concept of ‘pied-piping’ is eliminated from the theory of
grammar. Furthermore, it is shown that the semantics proposed in Chapter 2 correctly interprets
pied-piping structures without recourse to any mechanisms beyond those needed for wh-
questions without pied-piping structures, a distinct advantage over other semantic theories.

Finally, it is shown that extension of the analysis in (18) to all wh-fronting languages
would provide an account of the distribution of Intervention Effects and Superiority Effects
across languages, one that correctly ties the appearance of Superiority Effects in multiple wh-
questions to the insusceptibility of in-situ wh-operators to Intervention Effects. It is shown that
this Q-based account correctly predicts a previously unnoticed Intervention Effect in English.

Chapter 5
Applications to the Theory of Wh-Fronting Languages, Part 2:
Constraints on Pied-Piping and Secondary Wh-Fronting

This chapter continues and expands upon the discussion of pied-piping begun in Chapter 4. The
first and central topic of the chapter is the constraints on ‘pied-piping’. Unlike the pied-piping
structures of Tlingit, there appear to be rather stringent limits on the pied-piping structures of the
best-studied wh-fronting languages.

I take up the view, first proposed in Kratzer & Shimoyama (2002), that languages differ
in whether an Agreement relation holds between the Q-particle and the wh-word. Under this
assumption, the languages showing more limited pied-piping structures are found to be precisely
those showing Q/Wh-Agreement. I then demonstrate that many of the constraints governing
pied-piping structures in these languages result from constraints governing Q/Wh-Agreement,
one of the most important of which is dubbed the LP-Intervention Condition. A primary
consequence of the LP-In