A note onWhat forsplit*

Thomas Leu

1 Introduction
1.1 What for split: the phenomenon

The so-calledvhat for construction, exemplified in (1), is widespread across Geio? It has
the distribution of an interrogative noun phrase and cesgisthe counterparts afhat for, an
indefinite noun phrase, and demonstrably an often silemtiomal nominal e.gSORT(cf. Leu to
appear).

One property of thevhat for phrase that has intrigued syntacticians since Den Besf81]1
is the fact that it can surface in a discontinuous fashio, the phenomenon that is referred to as
“what forsplit”.

Q) a. [Wasfur ein Buch]hast du gelesen? German
whatfora book haveyouread
‘What kind of / which book did you read?’

b. [Was]hast du [fUr ein Buch]gelesen?
what haveyoufor a book read

In the present paper | will discuss a range of phenomena (iMast- and North-Germanic
languages, with an emphasis on Swiss German) that bear anéhesis ofwhat for split. The
paper has two parts. In section 2 | will discuss the mechaoiswhat for split In part following
Abels (2003) and Leu (2003), | will propose that the splisas by leftward movement flir ein
Buch], extracting out of the larger constitugdmtas fir ein Buch] followed by leftward movement
of the remnanf{was t;,,cinpucr], Much in the spirit of proposals by Androutsopoulou (1997),
Starke (2001), Abels (2003), and Leu (2005) for other spilitstructions in Greek, French, Slavic,

*For useful discussion and judgments | am grateful to KlauslgbPhilipp Angermeyer, Lena Baunaz, Kersti
Bdrjars, Chris Collins, Marcel Den Dikken, Eric Haeberlingela Hauser, Catherine Hauser, Richard Kayne, Lisa
Levinson, @ystein Nilsen, Henk Van Riemsdijk, Laura Rimélana Savescu, Anne Schiffmann, Michal Starke, Anna
Szabolcsi, Annalena Wiklund, @ystein Vangsnes, Eytan gyaaid two anonymous NYUWPL reviewers, as well as
the audiences at CGSW 04 and GLOW 05. All errors are mine.

1t has been described for a variety of West Germanic and Stavidn languages. Icelandic and English seem to
lack it, but see Leu (to appear) footnote 15.
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and Swiss German. For this to be possilfig; ein buch]has to be a constituent. | will argue that
it is, only after DP-internal movement efasto the DP-left-periphery.

In section 3, | will argue that splitting can occur (A) in a Ipesition, giving rise to the familiar
mittelfeld strandedor NP, and (B) in the left periphery, giving rise to either a vacsi@plit or a
right peripherafor NP, depending on whether or not clausal piedpiping occurs.

Among the advantages of the analysis proposed are: thapitires a number of parallels
between left-peripheral and “right-extraposédi’ NPsnot previously observed (section 3); that it
handlesor NP extraposition without rightward movement (section 3); &mat it provides a way
to understand otherwise puzzling cases of Weak Island tbrg(section 3.3).

1.2 The make-up of the Germaniovhat for phrase

The internal structure of the Germamithat forphrase | am assuming is essentially the one argued
for in Leu (to appear).

(@)

What

forP/\\

ts for® SC a bOOk

—_
t SORT

The phrase is built out of two subcomponents: an indefinitenqahrase book and a modifier
(forP) which sits in a specifier position. ForP contains anterpart ofwhat for, and a functional
nominalSORT which in Swiss German and German is typically silent, butloa overt in Dutch,
Swedish, and Norwegian.

One important argument in favor of the structure in (2) ig tha NP followingfor is assigned
Case by an element to the leftfofr. In example (3a) for instanceit assigns dative Case to the
NP. Henceflr, which is an accusative Case assigner, as witnessed in the/mat for example
(3b), does not intervene in the Case-relation betweiand the NReinem Hund ‘g,; dog’.

3) a. Mit was fur ein-emHundhastdu gespielt?
with whatfor a-DAT dog haveyou played
‘What (kind of) dog did you play with?’
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b. Furwelch-en Kandidaterhastdu gestimmt?
for which-acc candidate haveyou voted

This is captured straightforwardlyfiir does not c-command the NP.

In Swiss German, the forP can occur not only as in (2), exdraglin (4a), but also embedded
in an adjectival structure, as in (4b) (see section 2.6).(4b), fur is followed by the adjectival-
izing morphemeig, which is in turn followed by adjectival inflection. In (4d)y contrastfur is
followed by an indefinite article (in singular noun phrases)

4) a. Wasfuresvelo hesch kauft? Swiss
whatfor a bicyclehave-youbought
b. Was fur-ig-a wi  hesch kauft?

whatfor-ADJ-AGRA wine have-youbought

Whether the forP is embedded in an adjectival structure trdnes not affect its internal
structure in any relevant way. The important point of (2),ickhis true for both (4a) and (4b),
is that[what for (SORT)]forms a constituent excluding the N®&) book] at some point in the
derivation (argued for in section 2.5Whatthen undergoes DP-internal movement (unless this
is blocked) to the left periphery of the DP, with the effectthow[what for (SORT)]no longer
forms a constituent, but instead there is a constitiigptfor (SORT) a book] This constituency
will be argued to be the necessary configuration for spgjtt;nbe possible.

2 What for-split

In this section the basic mechanismwatfat for split will be discussed. | will propose thathat
for split is derived by extraction of thior NP to the left ofwhat followed by movement of the
remnanfwhat t-p] to the left of thefor NP.

2.1 Splitting aswhat subextraction: the traditional view
The traditional view orwhat forsplit, as represented in (6), habatextract out of the specifier of
thewhat forphrase (Den Besten 1981, Bennis 1983, Den Besten 1985, IC@9#, Pafel 1996).

(5) Was hastdu fur Blcher gekauft? German
whathaveyoufor books bought

2AgrA in the glosses stands for strong adjectival agreement.
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(6) CP (traditional view)

was
hast

du
XP gekauft

F“’as fur Blcher

This view would be a priori compatible with the internal stiwre ofwhat for phrases that |
am assuming. Note though that in (6) the constituency betwee fir and NP is not as such
significant for the availability of splitting. This will be shown to be questionable. In section
2.2 examples of splitvhat for PPs are discussed, which illustrate the need for a revididneo
traditional approach to splitting. Section 2.5 containseav rargument thaivas has to undergo
DP-internal movement in order for a split derivation to begible, which falls out directly from
the structure in (2) combined with the splitting mechanisguad for in the next section, but not
from that in (6).

2.2 Aremnant movement analysis of splitting

In the traditionalwhatsubextraction approach tehat for split, what undergoes Wh-movement,
leaving thefor NP behind. This predicts that Wh-movementwafiat under splitting is incapable

of pied-piping any structure which the entwat for phrase is embedded in. This prediction
however is wrong. In particular, there are examples of syiiat for PPs (Abels 2003), as in the
examples (7a) and (7b) adapted from Abels’s (290a) and j29aucially, the NPsSacherand
Leutenare assigned Case kiperandmit respectively, and hence they must be in the complement
of that preposition at some point, as indicated by the trfee @asin (7a).

(7 a. [Uberwas t] der allesfiir SachenBescheid weiss! German
aboutwhat thatall forthings informationknows
“(It's amazing) how much the guy knows!”

b. [Mit was t] hast du dennflr Leuten gerechnet?
with what haveyou PRT for peoplebAT reckoned

Many instances oivhat for PPs do not seem to allow splitting, and | have nothing insight
to say about these. But the fact that there are acceptabieptas (in German and Swiss German)
is crucial, because (7) cannot, under common assumptiendetived by subextraction efas
The reason is thaiberandwasin (7a), andmit andwasin (7b) do not form a constituent at the

3|t plays a role only in terms of the ECP and subjacency in theitional approach.
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point where wh-movement applies, unléalles) fir Sachemndfir Leuten respectively, has first
moved out from within the complement dber/mit

(8) ey [ Mit [ was ‘[Fp fur Leuterpar 1]] - - -

Therefore (7) constitutes a strong argument that a remnamément analysis must be available
for at least some instanceswhat for split.*

If a remnant movement approach can in principle handle athimces ofvhat for split, and
if in addition it must be assumed for some of the cases, it ditwel superfluous to entertain the
possibility of an alternative derivation efhat for split> Therefore | propose, following Abels
(2003) and Leu (2003), that all instancesvdfat for split should be analyzed along the lines
illustrated in (9)°

(9) cP

whP

was twp
A

far I%Ucher
W{y\FP

T~
far I?;Ucher

[ /p fUr NP] subextracts out of thevhat for phrase. Subsequently the remn@mas t-p]
undergoes movement to the left pf fur NP] and wh-movement. The preposing step of the
remnanf{what txp] and the wh-movement step may in some cases be identical.

4Corver (1990:chapter 6, ft. 13) considers a kind of remnamtement analysis dbr NP extraposition. The idea
is that thefor NP extracts to the right into an independently generated RRtslthe left of the verb), and subsequently
the [what t;,,n p] is moved to Spec,CP. Corver rejects this possibility, argahat it would allow the derivation of
ill-formed sentences involving (other) DP-internal PR&lsas (i).

i.* lkvraag me af [wiensgeschiktheid;]; hij t; [voordit werk]; betwijfelde. Dutch
I wonderREFL PRTwhosecapability he of thatwork doubted

Note however that on the presently assumed internal syriteskat for (Leu to appear)for NP-extraction is not PP
extraction out of the complement of an N. Hence the strusttivat Corver is comparing are not comparable.
SThe question of course remains of what it is about UG thasraie direct subextraction efhat
5The proposals by den Besten and by Bennis involve reanabjsise category of the strandddr NP. In the
present proposal this effect is an automatic consequerjge-ofir NP] fronting.
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Aside from capturing the possibility of examples like (A)¢ck an analysis unifies the splitting
mechanism irwhat for split with analyses of other split constructions, such @&nEhcombien de
split as analyzed by Starke (20071):

(20) [A c?mbien t] tu as parlé [de photographes]a.cbmbieride photographd§’ French
A 1 |

“How many photographers did you talk to?”

and the splitting in French and (Swiss) German of the intative counterpart of Englissome-
thing prettyas analyzed in Leu (2005)°

(11) a. Du hast [etwas  schdnespekauft. German
you havesomethingoretty  bought
b. [\Nast] hast du [schones] w{as[schone]i gekauft?

“What did you buy (that’s pretty)’7”

2.3 P-stranding and pied-piping
A comparison with Scandinavian is interesting. Swedistves! (12)°

(12) a. Vad for enhundjagar hanmed? Swedish
whatfor a dog huntshe with

b.  Vad jagar hanmedfoér enhund?
whathuntshe with fora dog

Both are impossible in German and Swiss German. (12a) idgampgexample of the more general
difference, that Scandinavian languages allow P-strgnaider wh-movement, whereas German,
Swiss German, and Dutch do nétMore interesting is (12b). How are we to think of the possi-
bility of what for split leaving thefor NP in the complement of the preposition while extracting
what? The traditionalwhatsubextraction analysis would have a rather straightfaiveeccount;
however, remember that it is essentially impossible toveettie acceptable (7) on the traditional
approach (cf. section 2.2 above). Furthermore, the impiiggiof (12b) in Swiss German and
German would, on the traditional approach, be a priori $sirgg.

Let me at this point stipulate the assumption that P-stranidi allowed if the relation between
P and the extracting wh-constituent is not too close, andlldised if it is too close. Assume

’See also Kayne and Pollock (2001), in particular note 42.r@iesome speaker variation with regard to the
acceptability of (10), as pointed out to me by Lena Baunaz Xp.

8See also Androutsopoulou (1997) for Greek and Abels (2033 favic.

9For interesting discussion of modified indefinite pronowresRoehrs (2006).

0Swedish (12) are from Borjars (1992), and (14) from Kerstij& (p.c.). Norwegian is parallel to Swedish with
regard to the examples discussed in this section (Qysteigdres p.c.).

1with the exception of the cases involving R-pronouns (VaeniRidijk 1978).
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further that the syntactic correlate of such closenessasitmber and kind of (potentially non-
overt) projections intervening between overt P and theaesitig category?

Given these assumptions it is possible that the specifierviltich thefor NP moves when
extracting acrossvhat is lower than the overt preposition in Swedish. Hence $pjtin (12b)
proceeds exactly as it has been proposed to proceed in @Q)itbuthe landing site ofor NP
fronting still within the complement of B Hence (12b) has the following partial derivation.

(13) R .jagar hangp, med [Fptér en hund] [,.p vadFFp] 1?

In German and Swiss German, by contrast, the landing sfta &fP fronting is always outside
of the PP, i.e. above the overt preposition. The possilmfigxtraction of théor NP across a prepo-
sition seems highly constrained. When it succeeds, as & itho@), subsequent wh-movement of
the remnanthatphrase obligatorily piedpipes the preposition.

If the splitting mechanism proposed is indeed the only ordavle (at least fowhat forsplit),
then the existence of (12b) in a given language predicts tlagailability in that language of the
counterpart of German (7), repeated as (15), unless nmaijpipsitions into which thér NP can
front are assumed. This is borne out, as witnessed by thessitgtity in Swedish of (14b).

14 a. Med vad fér enhund]jagar han? Swedish
with whatfora dog huntshe

b. *Medvad jagar han[for enhund]?
with whathuntshe for a dog

(15) a. Uber was t] der allesfiir SachenBescheid weiss! German
about what thatall forthings informationknows
“(I's amazing) how much the guy knows!”

b. [Mit was t] hast du dennfir Leuten gerechnet?
with what haveyouPRT for people-DATreckoned

(14b), which is a counterpart of the only possitlkat for split PP structure in German (15) and
Swiss German, is unacceptable in Swedish and Norwegian.

Thinking of P/PP as a sequence of functional heads/projegtialong the lines of Koopman
(1997) (also Noonan (2005)), where languages may diffdr keigard to which heads are overt and
which ones are silent, the logic of the proposal can be repted as follows?

12See Abels (2003:p. 193) for discussion contrasting exitracif the complement of P and extractiont of the
complement of P.

13This is reminiscent of the claim in Bosk@v{2004) that languages that have Object Shift allow Q-flaigin
PP. BoSkow's PP-internal noun phrase movement, which strands thetifjea may be similar to théor NP fronting
argued for here, which also targets a position within PP ie@sh and Norwegian.

YThis highlights a point also raised by one reviewer, whidhafor NP fronting can only take place provided that
the remnanfwhat trp] subsequently moves even further to the left. In other wakgsnever find the ordet". . . for
NP ...what ...’ As of now | do not have an account for this.
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(16) [ P cer Wha}ttpp] V2L [ PswE [ [FP fOI NP] [ PoEr [th what ‘[Fp for NP ]]]]]

The for NP fronting step targets a position that is higher thapn; R (which is overt in German
and silent in Swedish), but lower thar, Pz (which is overt in Swedish but silent in German).
Subsequenivi-movement may pied-pipe the same projection in both langsiagamely PExr,
accounting for the patternsin (12) - (15).

2.4 Stranding site

The present analysis ofhat for split has a movement step (the movement offtiteNP out of the
what for phrase) which is absent in the traditiomathat subextraction analysis. This movement
can cross material above the projection hostigt e.g. the preposition in (7). Thus, while in the
traditional approach the strandfmat NP sits in its original pre-split position, the present proglos
predicts that the strandédr NP is in a higher position. If we make the (admittedly not innogs)
assumption that the pre-split position is the unmarkedtposof an indefinite noun phrase, we
find independent evidence for the extra movement step inoll@ning contrasts between thiar
NP and nonwhat forindefinites.

Swiss German displays an interesting kind of “doubling Vétldtscher 1993) when embed-
ding an infinitival complement undgaa, choo, laa, afaa (‘go, come, let, begiaspectively. The
double marks a fixed position in the clause. While indefingted bare noun complements of the
infinitive like in (17) readily surface to the right of the dale go,'®

a7 a. Ergat mora go flaischichaufa. Swiss
hegoestomorrowPCmeat buy
“He’ll go and buy some meat tomorrow.”

b. Ergat mora go esvelo poschta.
hegoestomorrowPCa bicyclebuy

thefur NP cannot strand in this position but only outside the scopgodfil8b) versus (18c).

(18) a.  Wagjfur flaisch]gasch mora go ichaufa? Swiss
whatfor meat go-youtomorrowPC buy
“What kind of meat are you going to buy tomorrow?”

b.  Was gasch mora [fur flaischp ichaufa?
c. ?* Was gasch morgo [fur flaisch] ichaufa?
d. 4 gasch morgdp IUr flaisch]go [ wnp was‘tpp] ichaufa? = (18b)

This shows that irwhat for split thefor NP must undergo a movement step (illustrated in (18d))
not necessary for otherwise comparable bare or indefiniie pbrases.

151 am glossinggo as a PC (Prepositional Complementizer). What exactly & mrihogonal to the present discus-
sion. See Schdnenberger and Penner (1995), Van Riems@ijR)2Glaser and Frey (2006) for discussion.



NYU Working Papers in Linguistics, Volume 1, Spring 2007 9

2.5 Pre-articles and DP-internalwhat movement

A cue to understanding the internal structurevbiat for phrases and one of the restrictions on the
availability of splitting comes from a somewhat marginakpbmenon which previously has not,
to my knowledge, been brought into the discussiowbét for. the leftmost (overt) element of a
what forphrase can behator, in some cases, an indefinite article.

The discussion in this section will provide evidence that phoposals by Bennis (1983) and
by Den Besten (1985), th@what for. . .] forms a constituent excluding the head noun at an early
point in the derivation, is correct. However, | will also shthat the split derivation necessitates a
DP-internal movement step wfhat, which will allow a splittable configuratiotf:1’

Some speakers of Swiss German (including the author) all®a)(where theig form of what
for (i.e. the adjectival form) is (optional§) preceded by an indefinite article (which is sensitive
to the gender features of the head noun (neuter in the casdaticycle)). The variant with an
overt indefinite article strongly resists splitting (198).

(29) a. (Y%esywas furt-ig -s  velo wotsch? Swiss
(@ whatfor-ADJ -NEU bicyclewant-you
“What kind of bicycle do you want?”

b. (*es)was wotsch furt-ig -s  velo?
(&) whatwant-youfor-ADJ -NEU bicycle

(19a) seems parallel to an ordinary modified indefinite nolrage, where the adjectivarbig
‘colored’ is the counterpart ovas furtig

(20) esfarb-ig -s velo Swiss
a color-ADJ -NEU bicycle
“a colored bicycle”

(19a), repeated as (21a), similarly has a demonstrativetequart which also contains an overt
adjectival suffix-ig (21b):

(21) a. (Y%eswas furt-ig -s  velo wotsch? Swiss
a whatfor-ADJ -NEU bicyclewant-you

16The theoretical counterpart of this movement step is Bé&nresnalysis, a mechanism by which multiple struc-
tural descriptions are simultaneously assigned to onailisging. For critical discussion of Bennis’s proposal see
Corver (1990:chapter 6).

"DP-internal movement ofhatis also argued for in Bennis et al. (1998).

8By “optionality” | simply mean that both the variant with amdthout are acceptable, not that they are identical
in any interesting sense. In fact, the variant with a prelarts more delicate, and seems restricted in ways that are
presently not clear to me.

1°The contrast between (19a) and (19b) also holds for speakersio not readily allow an initial indefinite article
in (19a).
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b. essert-ig -s  velo
a suchADJ-NEU bicycle
“a bicycle like this”

That sertigis parallel toflirtig is suggested by the parallelism of morphophonetic vanatiat
both items exhibit (as argued in Leu (to appear)).

(22) furtig, farig, furnig, futtig Swiss
sertig,serig,sernig,settig

A parallel picture obtains with the adverbial (i.e. the nghform of what for. Here as well
some speakers of Swiss German allow an (optional) initialtomdefinite article (in addition to
thefor NP internal indefinite article) (23a). Both indefinite artislevertly reflect sensitivity to the
gender features of the head noun. Again, the initial indiefiarticle is strictly incompatible with
splitting (23b,c)?°

(23) a. [ (Y%eswas furesvelo ]hesch kauft? Swiss
(@) whatfor a bicycle have-youbought
“What kind of bicycle did you buy?”
b. [ (*es)was ]| hesch furesvelo kauft?
(a) what have-youfor a bicyclebought

C. [was | hesch (*es)furesvelo kauft?
what have-youa) fora bicyclebought

The strong incompatibility of an overt initial indefinitet@te and splitting in both (19) and (23)
suggests that we are dealing with the same phenomenon iwdhexamples.
(23a), repeated as (24a), also has a demonstrative coaritEpb)?!

(24) a. [ (%es) [wasflr] es velo ]hesch kauft? Swiss
(@) whatfor a  bicycle have-youbought
b. (&/es) [s0'] es velo
(@) such a Dbicycle

“a bicycle like this”

20Judging from my informants, it seems that the initial indiédirarticle is more readily available in (19a) than in
(23a).

210ther examples of the kind where two indefinite articles aesent in the presence of some sort of uninflected
degree modifier include

i. esganz es[4q schonsyelo Swiss
anentirelya pretty bicycle
‘a really beautiful bike’

(see also Kallulliand Rothmayr (to appear) for Bavarian).
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(24a) is to (24b) like (21a) is to (21b) (repeated as (25a, b))

(25) a. (Yoes) [wasfurt] -ig-s velo wotsch? Swiss
€)) whatfor -ADJ-NEU bicyclewant-you
b. es [sert] -ig-s velo
a such -ADJ-NEU bicycle

If this is correct, it seems plausible thaas furin (24a) andsoin (24b) each form constituents
(as indicated by the brackets), and similaslgs fur(t)in (25a) andser(t)in (25b). If so, then the
non-splitability ofwasand|fur. . .] in these examples is immediately accounted for on the ptesen
proposal. In order fofur and the DP-internal material following it to extract acrosss they have
to form a constituent excludilgas Hencewashas to first move out of that constituent (forP in
(2)), into the left periphery of the DP. Subsequent to tfus NP can extract acrossas deriving
the split.

The DP-internal movement afhat seems to be incompatible with the overt initial indefinite
marker, suggesting that the DP-internal movemenwlbét targets a position higher than (or as
high as) the indefinite article. Possibly they are competorgthe same position/projection at
some level. Merger of the initial indefinite article may beulght of as rendering DP-intenahat
movement unnecessary (and therefore imposstbléh (24a) and (25a) an indefinite article is
merged, rendering extraction what out of forP impossible, thereby forgoing a split derivation
Wh-movement then piedpipes the entire phrase, includiegrtthial indefinite article, in a way
comparable (though not identical) to the waizat piedpipes the entire PP including P when em-
bedded under a preposition.

2.6 Intermediate conclusion

In summary, the conclusion to draw from this section is thiaat for split proceeds in (at least)
three steps. The first of these is DP internal movememwladt in which what moves out of
the projection headed by foand into a specifier of the extended projection of the headhou
Spec,whP. This step seems to be obligatory in most of theaeldanguages (hence the rarity
of the pre-article, just discussed), independently of Wwaetvhat and thefor NP will surface
discontinuously or not. It is a pre-condition for splittitmbe possible.

In a second step tHe-» for NP] fronts to a position to the left of whP. And finally the remnant
whP containing the trace ¢f-» for NP] moves to the left of that FP. This last step may coincide
with wh-movement to ForceP. In section 3 the last two stefido@iexamined in more detail.

22Another instance of essentially the same phenomenon maelmhtrast in German betweeimjeder ‘an every’
(cf. Roehrs (2007)) angéder ‘every; suggesting thge in jederalso undergoes a DP-internal movement step to the
DP left periphery, and that this movement step as well is mglementary distribution with oveein.
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3 Low and high splitting and “extraposition”

Having established the mechanism responsible for sgittirwill now argue that splitting can
occur at two positions: in the mittelfeld, giving rise to tfaeniliar mittelfeld for NP, and within
the left periphery, giving rise to either a vacuously spliat forphrase or tdor NP “extraposition,”
depending on whether the subsequent movemenhatinvolves extraction or piedpiping.

The appearance of a right-periphefat NP is analyzed as the result of leftward movement
of that for NP to a left peripheral position followed by movement of a c@nsint containing
everything that is to the right of tifer NP even further to the left.

Such a derivation is (of course) by no means unique to Gewelmat for split. Similar pro-
posals have been made for other constructions where anm@ssociated with a left-peripheral
position surfaces at the right edge, e.g. for constitueestgons in Nweh by Nkemnji (1995),
for Dutch imperatives by Koopman (to appear), and for s¢éedadtylistic inversion in French by
Kayne and Pollock (2001).

3.1 Three surface positions fofor NPs

In the previous sections we have distinguished split andspbihwhat for phrases (as in most of
the literature). It is useful however to think of this sudatifference not only in terms of splitting,
but also in terms of the position of ther NP. In this section | will do this and hence refer to what
we have been calling the non-split and the split variant figpleripheralfor NP and mittelfeldfor
NP respectively.

There are interpretive differences distinguishing ledtipheral (26a) and mittelfeld (26l)r
NPs. Some speakers of Swiss German, German, and Dutch incadalibw “right-extraposed® 2
for NPs as schematized in (26¢), which | will refer to as right-pkeralfor NPs 2°

(26) a. “Whatfor NPV, .............ooooae, ?”
Versus:
b.  “WhatVg,......... forNP............ ?"
Versus:
C. “What Vi ooovveioiiainnn for NP?”

A crucial question that arises is how right-periphdoalNPs pattern relative to left-peripheral and
to mittelfeld stranded ones.

ZRight-extraposition” is used as a purely descriptive term

2“More precisely, there are speakers both of Swiss German fabdtoh that do and speakers that do not allow
right-peripherafor NPs.

25In German, Swiss German and Dutch, (26b) and (26¢) are edsl &part in periphrastic tenses.
- (26b) has the ordgfor NP] (...) Vaon—finite-
- (26c) has the ordeY,,opn— finite [fOr NP].
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| will show that left-peripheral and right-peripherfalr NPs pattern together and against mit-
telfeld for NPs in interesting respects. | will discuss three propertibgiwvinvolve topicalization
of the for NP, and with respect to which (26a) and (26c¢) pattern togethdragainst (26b): A)
idiom/literal reading of N (exclamative/interrogative) subsection 3.2; B) weak island sensitivity,
in subsection 3.3; C) discourse-linking, in subsection Bwiill conclude that the right-peripheral
for NPis in a left-peripheral position with only one constituemée further to its left, namely the
entire clause from which it had been extracted. This uniés &nd right-peripherdr NPs by
ascribing their shared properties to the fact that theyeshguosition. It will simultaneously allow
a simple account of certain Weak Island obviationw/frat for splits.

3.2 ldiomatic versus literal N

Splitting can have an impact on the range of interpretatitbeshead noun allows. Compare the
idiom/exclamative versus literal/interrogative pair:

(27) a. Was bischdu fur en eseP! (idiom) Swiss
whatare youfor a donkey

b. #Was fur en esel bischdu? (literal)
whatfor a donkeyare you

(27a) is most naturally interpreted as similar in spirit tdoWw can you be so dumb!?”. (27b) in
contrast most naturally has the rather odd reading in whiehspeaker asks the hearer about the
subspecies of donkeys s/he (the hearer) belons to.

Compare left-peripheral, mittelfeld, and right-peripdieir en esel

(28) a. #Was furenesel binichnur gsi? (literal) Swiss
whatfor a donkeyam| only been

b.  Was binichnur furen esel gsi?!(idiom)
whatam| only for a donkeybeen

c. #Was binichnur gsi firen esel? (literal)
whatam| only beenfor a donkey

The right-peripheraliir NP (28c) patterns with the left-peripheral one (28a) and agdhme mit-
telfeld stranded one (28b). This crucially shows that thetr@st in (27) is not a split/non-split

26This similarly holds in Dutch (examples from Corver and Kep§2005)):

i. Wat benjij voorezel? (okidiomatic)
whatare youfor donkey

ii. Wat voorezel benijij? (literal)
whatfor donkeyare you

To the extent that in Dutch with a periphrastically tensedrterpart of this extraposition is available, it necesgari
has the literal reading (Marjo Van Koppen (p.c.)), just aSwiss German.
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contrast. Rather it is a contrast arising fréon NP movement to a mittelfeld position as opposed
to for NP movement to a left-peripheral position.

3.3 Weak Island sensitivity

The same point can be made with regard to Weak Island setysitivhat forsplit is sensitive to
Weak Islands (de Swart (1992), Vikner (1995), Beck (199@n¢bop (1998), among others), i.e. a
Weak Island inducer that intervenes between the mitteffietthdedor NP and the left-peripheral
whatdegrades the sentence rather strongly (29b), while inwikelidentical sentences movement
of the entirewhat for NPacross the Island inducer is at most slightly degraded (29a)

(29) a.  Wasfir es buachhesch nu nid glasa? Swiss
whatfor a book have-youstill notread
“What book haven’t you read yet?”
b. ?*Washesch nu nidfir es buachglasa?
whathave-youwetnotfor a book read

c. Washesch nu nid glaséafir es buach?
whathave-youwyetnotread for a book

Interestingly, negation does not induce a Weak Island eiifie(29c). This suggests that in (29¢),
contrary to (29b), negation does not structurally inteevbatweerwhatand thefor NP.27
A parallel pattern emerges with Wh-Islands.

(30) a. (?) Wasflr es buachfragschdich  6b sellsch  lasa? Swiss
whatfor a book ask-youyourselfwhethershould-youead

b. *Was fragschdich &b sellsch  fir es buachlasa?
whatask-youyourselfwhethershould-youor a book read

c. (?)Wasfragschdich  6b sellsch  lasafur es buach?
whatask-youyourselfwhethershould-youreadfor a book

The interrogative complementizéb does not seem to be intervening betwaesand the right-
peripheraffor NP in (30c). In other words, the right-periphefar NP and the left-peripherdbr

2TThis is also observed in Yiddish ((ia), from Vikner (1995)daSwedish (ib), where negation linearly intervenes
betweerwhatand the strandefir NP.

i a Vos hot Avrom nishtgekoyftfar a bikher? Yiddish
whathasAvrom not bought for abooks
b. Vad tomde du intefor flaska? Swedish

whatemptiedyou not for bottle

Hence these are also instances of left-peripheral sjjttih section 3.5.
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NP pattern together and against the mittelfeld stranfdedNP, in the case of (30) even across a
clause boundars?

3.4 Discourse-linked interpretation

A third set of facts making the same point comes from D-ligkiMittelfeld and left-peripheral
for NPs have been argued to differ with regard to D-linking (de $W882, Diesing 1992, Beck
1996, ljbema 1997). Let us construct a relevant examplesidenthe following context:

Context A:Hans and | have a common friend, Pumuckl, who likes receipimgjcards. Hans
always sends him an original one when he travels. Hans goesaation to the Swiss Alps. When
he comes back | ask him (31b) rather than (31a) or (31c):

(31) a. # Sowas fur nd chartd hesch am Pumucklgschickt? Swiss
so, what for a postcartiave-youo-thePumuckisent

b. So,was hesch am Pumucklfiir n& chartd gschickt?
so, whathave-youto-thePumucklfor a postcardsent

c. #Sowas hesch am Pumucklgschicktfir n charta?
so, whathave-youto-thePumuckisent  for a postcard

However, if we change the context only a little, the oppogitference results.

Context B:Same as above, plus: Hans calls me from his vacation andlolestnree postcards
to me, undecided which one he should send to Pumuckl. We habhgfore reaching a decision.
When he comes back | ask him (31a) or (31c) rather than (31b).

Here again, the right-peripherféir NP patterns with the left-peripheral one.

3.5 Analysis

The patterning observed above suggests that left-peapfeerNPs and right-peripherdbr NPs
have a derivation similar in respects not shared by mitteiigrandedor NPs.

3.5.1 A previous proposal

The contrasts noted in sections 3.2-3.4 have not previtnesg considered. Corver (1990:p.127ff.),
discussing Den Besten (1985), notes that, if after subetiraof wat, the constituentt,,,; voor
boeken becomes [-V], as Den Besten proposes, it will be accessl@gttaposition. This, Corver
submits, explains why extrapositionwdor boekenn (32) is fairly acceptable.

28The Weak Island examples show that the right-peripHerallP cannot be sitting in a low position, neither a low
complement position nor a low Topic position of the type di&sed in Cecchetto (1999) for Italian. Instead it must be
in a position higher than the Island inducer.
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(32) Wat heeftJangekochtvoor boeker? Dutch
whathas Janbought for books

However, this kind of analysis of apparent extrapositioeglnot explain the commonalities
of right-peripheral and left-peripherédr NPs observed in sections 3.2-3.4. Especially the fact
that both left- and right-peripherfdr NPs are much less sensitive to Weak Islands than mittelfeld
strandedor NPs is entirely unexpected under such a view.

3.5.2 Present proposal

Let me therefore propose an alternative analysis and stifgegghe derivation of left- and right-
peripheraffor NPs differ from the derivation of mittelfeld strandéor NPs in involving a certain
movement step not shared by the latter. The interpretivelaie of this movement step is that the
set of (kinds of) donkeys/books/postcards etc. is notedkas discourse given.

Syntactically, the movement must cross the Island induogi29) and (30), which in the case
of (30) marks a clause boundary. Hence making the assumibtadrthe extra movement step
involved in the derivation of left-peripherédr NPs and of right-peripherdbr NPs is the same, it
is most natural to think that the landing site of this movehségp is a specifier in the left periphery
of the (matrix) clause (compatible with Kayne (1994)).

Assuming a left periphery along the lines of Rizzi (1997)m proposing the following possi-
ble (partial) derivation for left-peripheral splittinggpresented in (33):

Partial derivation proposed for left-peripheral splittjn

1. what for NPmoves to the left periphery (to Spec,FocusP).

2. [ rp for NP] extracts out of thevhat for phrase (to a Topic position).

3. Theremnanwhat t-» moves across the position hosting the[l-R for NP] (to Spec,ForceP).
(33) ForceP

e TopP

A

FP FocP
T~

fir es buéch

—_—
Wastp hesch glasaf.p




NYU Working Papers in Linguistics, Volume 1, Spring 2007 17

Extraposition of théor NP as in (34a) is derived in exactly the same way except that mewe of
the remnanfwhat tzp] piedpipes the entire clause, more precisely FocP, to aiposd the left of
the topicalizedor NP. This is represented in (34b) and proceeds as folkSws:

Partial derivation proposed for right-peripherébr NP:
1. what for NPmoves to the left periphery (to Spec,FocusP).
2. [ rp for NP] extracts out of thevhat for phrase (to a Topic position).

3. Theremnanwhat t-» moves across the position hosting the[l-R for NP] (to Spec,ForceP),
piedpiping FocusP.

(34) a. Washesch glasgfur esbuach]?
whathave-youead for a book

b. ForceP
FocP
Force TopP
whP
_ Fod FinP FP
was 1FP - : : TOPO tFocP
hesch glasg,» flr es buach ‘

Grammars/languages may differ with regard to the avaitglahd (seeming) optionality of such
piedpiping.

4 Conclusion

| have discussed/hat for split drawing on a range of North- and West-Germanic langaagith
particular emphasis on Swiss German. | have argued thatatsie mechanism for splitting must

2°There are restrictions diir NP extraposition which | don’t understand. For example plstddjects do not readily
extrapose:

i. Was fur gleser sindabaghit?
whatfor glassesre down-fallen
ii. Was sindfir gleser abaghit?
iii. (?*) Was sind abaghitir gleser? (unstable judgment)
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consist of a fronting step of ther NP (i.e. the material which will end up stranded) across the
what followed by Wh-movement of the remndmthat tz 5] . | have then shown that in order ffmr

NP fronting to be possible, thehatfirst has to make a DP-internal leftward movement step. This
further supports the claim in Leu (to appear) that at aneastagevhatandfor form a constituent
that excludes the NP. | then proceeded to comparing lefpiperal, mittelfeld, and right-peripheral
for NPs with regard to a number of properties, and showed thapkipheral and right-peripheral
for NPs pattern together and against mittelfédd NPs. | concluded thatvhat for split sometimes
occurs (string-vacuously) even within the left periphenyd that “right-extraposition” of théor

NP involves left peripheral splitting and heavy pied-pipingthe remnanfwhat t- ] of the entire
clause around thier NP.
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