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LERIS
- HEED multiple wh BEFISCIC 351 2 TCALIE ICHE £ % wh operator @ unvalued Q feature ([uQ] feature)(CBd L T
Chomsky (2015): POP+D ¥4 D F Cikii§ 5 .
© T NAPREE DRI OEHR%E 5 2 5 & 9 Chomsky (2013): POP OAE LK & | T EICHE T % wh
operator D[uQ] feature 13 7 X<Q, Q>IC XV 4 v 2 —7 = A ATHYI RfERBG 2 o5 LIRET 5,
- FA VEEFICR O N3 BRR & 45 & OE D [phi] feature agreement IZ b IR Z KT %,

1. 70V e REE DB TESMFIC D W T

(1) For a syntactic object SO to be interpreted, some information is necessary about it: what kind of object is it?
Labeling is the process of providing that information. (POP: 43)

() T _ADEDRRIERE A v 2 -7 2 4 RICH 2 B, (cf. POP)

() AVE =T 24 ZABERTE R HEEIXA v X —7 = 4 AT crash 35, (cf. Chomsky (1995a, b))

4) unvalued feature (I Z NWEMKRTIIA v 2 —7 = 4 RICHERDOERE 5 2 72\,

(5) Tluphi]lix SM 4 ¥ 2 =7 = 4 RICHEOEME 5 23, wh[uQlix CUSM 4 v £ —7 = 4 ZIZfEIR D
BRE G2 RV ®, L crash 25| 2T,

(6) ...an uninterpretable feature in the domain determines at the phase level that the derivation will crash.

(Chomsky (2000: 108))
(7 unvalued feature |3 uninterpretable T d 7z >, (pace Chomsky (2000, 2001), cf. EKS (2017))

(8) (3) 725 crash DEAETH V| (5), (6) % NLHKIZ crash D TIE R\,

2. wh operator D[uQ] feature

9) The Q feature of C is valued, so the corresponding feature of a wh-phrase must be unvalued...
(POP+: 13, note 16)
(10) wh operator (¥ quantificational force % FF7z 72\, (cf: Nishigauchi (1990: 22))
(1) wh operator (¥ unvalued quantificational feature [uQ] feature % FF0, (cf. POP+, Saito (2017))
(12)a.  What do you like?
b. [, what[uQ] [ do[Q] [« you like whatf#Q1]]] (a=<phi, phi>, f=do[Q], y=<Q, Q>)

(13) &) L 72 wh operator D [uQ] feature Diifi7= L /7
a. Agree IC X % feature-valuation: POP, POP+
b. <Q, Q>7 IO < morpho-phonological component T feature-assignment: Epstein, Kitahara, and
Seely (EKS) (2017, 2018)
(14)a.  Suppose, for a syntactic object SO, Minimal Search simultaneously finds the two heads: one bearing valued
features vF and the other bearing unvalued features uF. Then, the total information provided by these two heads,
is just VF (since uF is in effect superimposed on VvF, informally, analogous to “1+0=1"") and VF is taken to be

the label of SO (Chomsky 2013, 2015). (EKS (2017: 2))
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b.  If such information, namely VF, is sufficient for the assignment of the relevant morpho-phonological features
to uF, then it is redundant to have feature-valuation in the narrow syntax prior to the necessary feature-
assignment in the morphological component. (ibid.)

c. the feature-assignment to uF in the morpho-phonological component should be retained, while the feature-
valuation of uF in the narrow syntax should be eliminated. (ibid.)

(15) unvalued feature (¥, <F, uF>7 _ W IcHO % f v X —7 = 4 X (morpho-phonological component) T
assignment 2372 TN 5, (cf. EKS (2017, 2018))

3. multiple wh ZEIC
(16) FFED wh B DOYA. T IC[Q] feature 2° inherit & L7214, C 23HIBRE L5, (cf. POP+)
(17)a.  Who bought what?
b [s who[#Q][phi] [y T[Q][#phi] [s vhet«Qifphi} [ bought what[uQ]]]]]
(0=p=R-v*, y=T[Q][uphi], =<Q, Q>/<phi, phi>)
(18) Rl . JCAZIE ICHE £ 2 wh operator D[uQ] feature % & D X 5 I{ii 72 3~ D 22,

(19) <F, uF>7 _~ V% B 5 HEEP R D . ZORGEDOHFICZE D T X)L L [H U unvalued feature 23{F7ES %55
&, A v & —7 =4 A% unvalued feature IC<F, uF>7 L ICH D ¥ feature-assignment % 17 9 .
(20) a. *Tom bought what?  (#echo question)
b.  [c C [s Tom[phi] [, T[uphi] [p whef#Qifphi} [« bought what[xQ]]]]]]
(a=p=R-v*, y=T[uphi], 6=<phi, phi>, e=C)
(21)a.  Who bought what? (=(17a))
b. s who[#Q][phi] [, T[Q][#phi] [ whetsQifphi} [« bought what[#Q]]]]]
(a=B=R-v*, y=T[Q][uphi], $=<Q, Q>/<phi, phi>)
(22) wh operator (who) DFSENC X D | COREEIX T _vh b wh BERICTH 5 LIRAEE NS, BEIL 7w
wh operator (what) 1%, wh 8IS0 CTH 2REEDHICHFET 52 & T, 4 v 2 —7 = 4 L, what IC5E
1D Q feature % assign 32 Z & A TE, WK LRIREL 25,
(23) a.  Who argues that Tom bought what?
b. [5 who[#Q][phi] [y T[Q][uphi] [p argues [, that Tom bought what[#Q]]]]]
(0=C, p=R-v*, y=T[Q][uphi], 6=<Q, Q>/<phi, phi>)

(24) AHIE 1: feature-assignment @ unboundedness
7 ~LicHO < feature-assignment (3 (syntax IZ 1) 2 #{ETld 72\ 72 %) unbounded RIRETH %,
(25) a.  What do you like? (=(12a))
b. [y what[#Q] [ do[Q] [« you like what+Q1]]] (0=<phi, phi>, f=do[Q], y=<Q, Q>)

(26) wh operator @ copy 23FF2[uQ] feature IC D\ T
EKS (2017): [uQ] feature ¥ [+CI]72 D T, crash Z 5| X X 7 \> (variable & L THER T L 2),
ARFEFK: <Q, Q> 7 i X Y EEM D% assign X415 (copy IF variable & L TR X L 2),
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5. kam DIRGR
5.1 yes/no HEMISC
(27)a. *[p which dog do you wonder [, ¢ [, Cq John likes ¢']]] (POP+: 8)
b. At B, tis invisible for the reasons discussed in POP. Therefore a is labeled Q, the head of y, and is interpreted
as a yes-no question, with Aux-raising and rising intonation. (ibid.)
(28) Q feature 23 7 R NVIC 72 % & yes/no FEMIX, <Q, Q>H3 7 RN iC7x b & wh BT 5, (cf. POP+)
(29)a.  John wonders whether Mary likes him.

b.  [p whether[Q] [« Mary[phi] T[#phi] likes him]] (a=<phi, phi>, f=whether[Q])
(30)a.  John wonders who Mary likes.

b.  [p who[#Q] [« C[Q] Mary T likes]] (a=C[Q], p=<Q, Q>)
3D *Did Mary read which book? (Karttunen (1977: 12))

(32) HEFETIE C[Q]D 7 R Tld wh operator D[uQ] feature-assignment 13T 2 3. <Q, Q> T L 3 HEL,

52 HARFED wh BERIX
5.2.1 intervention effect
(33)a.  KERIZAEF 23 % H o 7= > REBIC T4 7z,

b. [« fEFHMA % E 5 7222[Q]] (0=2°[Q])
(34) In-situ languages have wh-particles. Languages with wh-particles are in-situ languages.  (Cheng (1997: 18))
(35) HAE 2: HARGEIC 31T % wh operator @ feature-assignment

HAGETIX. C{LEICH % whiuniversal particle % 7 =)L & 3 2 {i& O FICFETES % wh operator 13 %
NZ N D particle IZ)& U 72 Q feature % assign S L5,
(36)a. KEFIfTZE > AZKL T35 D?

b.  [p KEBIE[ M[#Q]Z H 7= AN]Z ¥R L T\» 3 D[Q]] (a=A, B=D[Q])
(37 a.  KEFIITZBEXTDHHEL 72,

b.  [p KREBIX[. f[2Q1% B~ T 3 [Q]H/E L 72] (0=%[Q], p=C)
(38)a.  KEFIITET 23 % D) Tl % B 5 72 2 REFIC =42 72 D?

b. [ KEBIX[. {ET-23% DJE CTl[#Q] % B - 72 2 [Q] R ERIC T 72 D[Q]] (0=%°[Q], B=2[Q])

c. ok: YA, FRIL, *) HEH-oZ23HNA X,
(39 a.  KENZWOFITIT>THRITHRNLD?
b. [ K[ W2 #QIFKITAT - TH[QIFKIC W2 D[Q]] (a=H[Q], B=D[Q])
c. ok: A, WERWLE, () FRIFIIToTHwiwn X,
(40) HAGED in-situ wh operator ICBJ L T, complex NP constraint (Xf#j2>3°, wh island condition/locality
restriction (18 < . (cf. Nishigauchi (1990), Saito (2017))
(41) HEE 3: feature-assignment I 2>2> % minimality
7 R HD < feature assignment 1%, wh operator & #x H UT > assigner 23T 9 o
(42)a. *REFIZAEF M2 E o 725 & 95 2 REBICF 272 D?
b, [p KEBIX[. fEF2MAI[Q)% EH o 722> £ 5 D [QIIREFIC =427 D[Q]] (0=2> &9 2[Q], p=D[Q])
43)  *REIZE > 725 & ) »fEFicsaar,
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(44) HIE 3 2253 b4 5 feature-assignment IC 35 1F % intervention effect
wh operator @ scope | feature-assignment ICBdH 2 7 RV HRIE L, FIFED 7 <o & KOs 23 i
B % IFF, interventioneffect IC X 0, X 0 Ef7D 7 _LEZIR L L 7= feature-assignment 23%51F H L%,

5.2.2 additional wh effect

(45) a. YKRESIZAEF M 2 EH o 722> &9 i ic =427z D2 (cf. Watanabe (1992))

b.  [p REBIX[. fEF23M[«Q]% B - 722> &£ 5 2 [Q]l#[#Q]IC 4272 D[Q]] (=72 5 2°[Q], B=P[Q])
(46) AR EITFER M 2 B_7Z2HEZ T E T2 (Nishigauchi (1990: 33), —&BIE1E)
47 Who wonders whether Mary loves WHOM? (Jayaseelan (2001: 78), note 19)

(48) wh operator IC A b L A53%H LI whisland Z#EZ 415,  (cf: Nishigauchi (1990), Jayaseelan (2001))
(49) dominance (Erteschik-Shir (1990))

DOM: A constituent ¢, of a sentence S, is dominant in S if and only if the speaker intends to direct the attention

of his/her hearer(s) to the intension of ¢, by uttering S. (Erteschik-Shir (1990: 120))
(50) Sentential Stress Rule (SSR): Place primary stress on the Dominant constituent of the sentence.  (ibid.: 121)
ShH Who remembers where we bought which book?
(52) who & which book 1T stress 2552 L 1L 5 Kf, 2 O D wh operator @ paring > dominance & 7z 9 . which
book 7* matrix scope & 5 Z LB TE 5, (cf. ibid.: 132)

(53) HETE 4: wh island PNIC & % wh operator 7° matrix scope % & 31 5 5&fF
wh operator @ pairng | dominance 235- 2 b N 7255, matrix D C 25 wh island ND wh ICT 7 & A F
5 Z LR TE, feature-assignment 23 FJREIC 72 5 (AAZEHR U (cf. Stechow (1996: 100))).
(54) b 5 —DDH[HEME: Kitagawa (2005)
wh operator (I emphatic prosody % ff:\>, scope (Z emphatic prosody IZ & O IRE X115,
- (i) wh operator | emphatic focus 23 [& 2>41, (ii) wh operator DA% D HLFE @ lexical accent 2° suppress X
L% (post-focal reduction),
(55) YaviiAT) =Ml EH oY S h b AIEmATZD? (Kitagawa (2005: 318), —HIEIE, cf. (42a))
(56) in-situ wh operator 2° wh island I sensitive 72 D%, CI 4 ¥ X —7 = 4 A TD intervention 73 [l >t
DA Vv E—=7 24 ZADOHN DB % 3Z1F % (dominance, emphatic prosody).

6. A
(57) (attributive @) JEZEIE Chomsky (2004)D$2Z 3 % pair-Merge I X D IREICEA I 5,

(58) a.*Which claim that John; was asleep was he; willing to discuss #? (Chomsky (1995a: 204), —HBEIE)

b. Which claim that John; made was he; willing to discuss #? (ibid., —&MEIE)
(59)  <Which claim [that John made]> was he willing to discuss
(60)  pair-Merge % %ZJ 7= (W CTHIH72) adjunct 1 separate plane T Merge ﬁ’ﬁbi’b (set-Merge % % \J

72) primary plane @ Syntactic Object & c-command 55 D HaB B R % /5 (X 72 s
(61)  der kleine rote Ball (M4 ik

the.m.sg small.m.sg red.m.sg ball.m.sg

‘the red small ball’
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(62) I rI: separate plane IC® 25 JEZ G2 L D X 9 1T primary plane IC 5 2 45 & agreement % 1T 5 D 23,
(63)  Therefore, there is an operation SIMPL that converts <a, > to {a, B}; in effect, it is part of X. Since SIMPL
applies at the stage of the derivation at which Spell-Out S-O applies, it is also in effect part of S-O.
(Chomsky (2004: 118))
(64)  pair-Merge % 2 J 7z %% 13 Transfer (Spell Out) ®—#8T&H % SIMPL I X Y primary plane ICZ8#1 X T

AV ER—7 x4 ATRRINB, (cf. Chomsky (2004))

(65) lexical item /¥ feature bundle T» 5, (cf. Chomsky (1995a, b))
(66) a. der <gan kleine[uphi] <gan rote[uphi] Ball[phi]>> (syntax)
b. der {gan kleine[#phi] {pan rote[#phi] Ball[phi]}} AVvE—=T7 4 R)

(67) TERFE L AF D Merge Tld, pair-Merge OFFEICK D ZFANR T XL D TRV E 7o T b4
D [phi] feature DEA 4 v & — 7 = 4 A T4 D [uphi] feature IC assign X 415,

7. B7% 2 Al null operator D (HBrHY) ZEH]
(68) a. the girl that John likes
b. [ythe [p girl <, op[uQ] that[REL] John likes epf#Q}>]] (a=<REL, REL>, f=girl, y=the)
(69)  null operator (338 Y] 72 T NV B HGHEIC T G35 72 O I EL
(70)  Chomsky (1977)iC & % null operator @ gE#L
a.*What did John deny [the rumor that Mary bought what]?
b.*the book op that John deny [the rumor that Mary bought ep]
(71)  BEERROEIERLT . T
TEBRIJEIREAT U B DRI
(72)  Kayne (1994)IC & % raising analysis
a.*the book that John deny the rumor that Mary bought
b. the book that John deny [the rumor that Mary bought beek]
> TP BARETN 2> & spell out fiZiE ¥ THENIT 5,
(73)  BREIOHE
a. the girl that John likes (=(68a))
b. [y the [ girl [, that[REL] John likes girl]]] (o=that[REL], p=girl, y=the)
(74)  FEERIEIEEA T TR SEHRETIO C 237 RV B b TSR BRI L LCRIRE 5,
FEERAYEIREST T & D RN >raising analysis Z 32 Z & T, TR OBE)IC X Y FHHA,

8. Fi¥
(75)a. 7 _XADPHEEDARUICOVTOEREA v 2 —7 24 RI2H 2 % £\ ) Chomsky (2013)DI_E % F v,
unvalued feature 234 ¥ X —7 = 4 A C feature-assignment % %ZJ % A[REMEIC D W CHFED in-situ wh
operator D [uQ] feature 1 £ 1 % 4 C Ciggam L 72,
b. HARGE% % 2 %2 1T, unboundedness > minimality 55 ® feature-assignment O R % 5&af L 72
c. MELEMMAZEAFICHILIRT 22T, —RMEFRICE DN S in-situ wh operator D [uQ] feature
DR & B & 4 & DD agreement O RE % #E—FICEH L 72,
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