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Yu, Chong—Taek. 1999. The Deletion of Q-Feature of C. Linguistics
7-2, 143-162. The Q-feature of C checks the Q-feature of a non-wh~ or (a)
wh-phrase(s) through the Attract or Agree in syntax, deleting there right
after the new whole syntactic structure was copied into phonology. The
Q-feature of a non-wh-phrase is covertly Attracted from inner C to outer
C in C™™*X Al the non-wh- or wh-phrases move covertly or overtly to C
or Spec-CP for checking their Q-features. An EQ seems to have double
Specs-CP—inner Spec and outer Spec. English never permits more than one
lexical wh-phrase in the same CP. Nevertheless, the Q-feature of C can
Attract the Q-features of multiple wh-phrases. (Howon University)

1. Introduction

All  the grammatical operations—Merges or Moves—in the
computational system (Cu) are due to features. As mentioned in
Chomsky (1995), a checked uninterpretable F can delete, but a checked
interpretable F cannot. Chomsky's (1998) grammar is based on the
Strongly Cyclic Hypothesis (SCHi, by which everything is cyclic in
grammar; Spell-Out applies cyclically, and syntax and phonology
interact cyclically, i.e., never referring to earlier derivational stages/cycles.
In case of the Cyclic Spell-Out Hypothesis (CSH), the whole syntactic
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1) As assumed in Chomsky (1998), Shallow Structure (SS) is motivated by
various syntactic and semsntic implications of operations assumed to take
place in phonology. For example, the uninterpretable ¢ -feature of T should
delete right after checking of the subject and yet it shows up in PF. It may
be phonetically realized as a verbal suffix; so a stem and its inflectional affix
are allowed to be combined in phonology or at SS.
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structure is copied into phonology to form SS in phonology. Thus, the
uninterpretable F is copied into phonology right before it deletes in
syntax. The deletion of uninterpretable features by Agree means the
elimination of activation of the Attractor feature (=Probe) or the
Attracted feature (=Goal) for further Agree. This paper aims at
examining how the uninterpretable Q-features delete through the Attract
or Agree between Probe C and Goal non-wh- or wh-phrase.

First, it seems that Q-feature of a non-wh- or wh-phrase is covertly
deleted by the Attract of the uninterpretable Q-feature of C in syntax.
That is why every interrogative C has its own uninterpretable
Q-feature, even if it has EPP-feature optionally.2 I will ague that the
interrogative C that selects a complement containing a non-wh-phrase
has no EPP-feature which triggers Ancillary Merge, but it Attracts the
Q-feature of the non-wh-phrase due to its Suicidal Greed. I will also
argue that the interrogative C Attracts the Q-feature of a matrix
wh-subject as well as that of an echo wh-phrase.

Secondly, I will argue that if Superiority is satisfied by the first
instance of overt wh-movement in a multiple wh-phrases construction,
then the other Q-features of wh-phrases are covertly Attracted by the
Q-feature of C, following the Principle of Minimalist Compliance
(PMC)® and that if Superiority is satisfied by the first instance of
covert wh-movement in the construction, then the other Q-features of
wh-phrases are also covertly Attracted by the Q-feature of C, ’I‘qcking
in it.

2) The EPP feature of T is obligatory or language-universal, while the
EPP-feature of C, v, and D are optional or language-particular. Cheng (1991)
assumes that the optionality of the EPP feature of C is due to the lexical
property of C in a particular language, according to the parameter that if
(+Q}-feature of C is lexically realized as in Korean then C has no EPP
feature, whereas if [+Q]-feature of C is not lexically realized as in English
then C has EPP feature.

3) Richards (1997, 1998) assume that once an instance of movement to a
has obeyed a constraint on the distance between source and target, other
instances of movement to a need not obey the constraint.
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2. The Checking of Q-feature of a non-wh- or
wh-phrase

Chomsky (1957) assumes that interrogative sentences are derived
from a Kernel Sentence—a declarative sentence, as shown in (1):9

(1) a. he + will + kill + the bear (=He will kill the bear.)
b. will + he + kill + the bear (=Will he kill the bear?)
c. Past + he + kill + the bear (=Did he kill the bear?)
d. wh-he + will + kill + the bear
(=Who will kill the bear?)
e. wh-the bear + will + he + kill
(=What will he kill?)

(1a) is the Kernel Sentence, from which general questions {1b-c) are
derived by interrogative transformation. And special questions (1d-e) are
derived from (1b). This means that all the questions are derived from
declarative sentences.

Katz and Postal (1964) assumes that the underlying structure of
every question involves an interrogative element Q, from which a
question is derived by interrogative transformation. The Q indicates that
a sentence containing it is a quqstion. And a general question contains
wh—a questioned element? As assumed also in Jacobs & Rosenbaum

4) The rules that formulate questions:
a Xi + Xz +X3 = Xz +X; + X3 if only X; = Noun Phrase, X; = Tense
(-PreVerb) + Verb, amd X3 & Verb --- general questions
b. X + Noun Phrase + Y — wh-Noun Phrase + X + Y, X and/or Y may
be zero --- special questions
5) According to Karz & Postal (1964), a general question also contains wh
in additon to Q. In such a case, a sentential adverb ‘either--or’ s
assumed to combine with the wh For example, a direct question Did John
sleep? has an underlying structure such as Q + wh + either + or + John +
Past + sleep. Besides, Grimshaw (1993) assumes that yes-no questions
contain a kind of abstract question operator (Op) which is directly generated




146 Chong-Taek Yu

(1968), a dummy element Q plays the indicator’s role which asks an
underlying structure for interrogative transformation:

(2) a. Q—Jane will work (=Will Jane work?)
b. Q—Jim can go when (=When can Jim go?)

In (2a-b), the dummy element Q does not appear on each surface
structure. (2a) is derived by interrogative transformation, whereas (2b)
is derived by both interrogative transformation and wh-question
transformation.

I argue here that in Minimalist Theory, the Q-feature of C can be
motivated by the above theoretical evidences; every question has the
Q-feature of C to delete obligatorily through the Attract or Agree:

(3) The Q-feature of C checks the Q-feature of a non-wh- or (a)
wh-phrase(s) through the Attract or Agree in syntax, deleting
there right after the new whole syntactic structure was copied
into phonology.®)

Following the assumption (3), let us first consider the Attract of
Q-feature of a non-wh-phrase:

) a. [cp [ [™* FFmiay Didiey C) [t you t eat soup for lunch

yesterday]]]?

b. [ep [c [®™* FFyouw; Didi C] [1p youwp ti eat soup for lunch
yesterday]]]?

c. [er [c [®* FFuouwy Didi C] [1p you t eat soupy for lunch
yesterday]]1?

in Spec-CP (i.e. which is positioned in Spec-CP by merger rather than
movement).

6) In the Strongly Cyclic Model, Spell-Out applies cyclically and syntax
and phonology interact cyclically, i.e, never referring to earlier derivational
stages/cycles. See Chomsky (1998).
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d [cp [ [™™ FFaunaay Didi C] [1p you t eat soup for lunchey
yesterday]]1?

e. [cp [ [®™* FFiesteranysi Didi C] [1p you t eat soup for lunch
yesterday;]11?

Since above examples are general questions, they don’t include any
lexical wh-phrases. In other words, they include only the
non-wh-phrases to be Attracted by the Q-features of C. (4a) is a
typical yes-no question, in which the auxiliary verb Did is assumed to
have the general Q-feature. In this paper, I will call a verb with
Q-feature a non-wh-phrase. The Q-feature of Did is covertly Attracted
from inner C to outer C in C®™** right after Did was raised from T to
inmer C at SS.” The uninterpretable Q-feature of C in turn deletes in
syntax right after the new whole syntactic structure was copied into
phonology. Thus, (4a) follows the assumption® (3) without fail,
interacting cyclically in both syntax and phonology. Although the
questions (4b-e) have the same derivational structures as (4a), I assume
that the Q-feature of Did is transferred to you (similar to who) in (4b),
soup (similar to what) in (4c), lunch (similar to what) in (4d), and
yesterday (similar to when) in (4e), respectively. All of them are
assumed to have the quasi-special Q-features which are similar to
special Q-features. I will also call a (pro)noun a non-wh-phrase. Its
Q-feature is Attracted by the Q-feature of C from non-wh-phrase to
outer C in syntax right after Did was raised from T to inner C at SS.
The uninterpretable Q-feature of C deletes not to be active any longer
right after each new whole syntactic structure was copied into
phonology. At SS, a stress seems to be placed on you, soup, lunch,

7) By assuming that head movements apply at SS, we may reach a
generalization that there is no double attractor; that is, T is no longer a
double attractor of both ¢ -feature of the subject and V-feature of the verb.
Besides, head movements may not be Extension Merge. For example, V-to-1
Raising is a head movement as word-internal Local Merge. See Chomsky
(1998), and Yang 1998, 1999)
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and yesterday, respectively. As a result, each sentence has different
semantic content from the others after Spell-Out.
The diagrams of the above questions (4a-b) can be drawn like (5a-b)

below:

(5) a. CP

eat soup for Tunch
yesterday
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T
(Do-Support)
@ @ eat soup for lunch
yesterday

As proposed in Yun (1999),8 Do-support is applied as a tense-marker
at T in (5a-b).- The uninterpretable Q-feature of C Attracts either the
general Q-feature of Did in (58) or the quasi-special Q-feature of you
in (5b).

Let us now turn to the Attract of special Q-feature of a wh-phrase. I
assume strongly that a matrix wh-subject does not move to Spec-CP
for the Agree between Q-feature of its own and Q-feature of C, but it
remains in situ at Spec-TP:

(6) a. Who helped him?
b. Who did help him?
c. Whoi do you think t; helped him?

8) In the case of Do-support, Yun (1999) assumes that after the main verb
FF(verb) is raised to T, Do is added as the tense-maker of FF(verb).
However, I do not consider the raising of the main verb FF(verb) since it is
an infinitive verb without tense in a numeration.
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As mentioned in Radford (1997), it is neither necessary nor possible to
use an unstressed form of do in (6a). If we use a stressed form of do
as in (6b), which marks contrast or emphasis, two questions (6a-b) will
have different semantic contents from each other. i the matrix
wh-subject who in (6a) doesn’'t move to Spec-CP, it must remain in
situ at Spec-TP, and only its Q-feature moves covertly to C for
checking. This means that interrogative clauses with matrix wh-subjects
have the status of TPs, whereas the other types of interrogative clauses
with wh-phrases have the status of CPs. To our surprise, an embedded
wh-subject who in (6c) moves overtly to Spec-CP for the Agree
between Q-feature of its own and Q-feature of C.

If so, then it seems that the questions (6a, ¢) have the following
derivational structures:

(M a. lep e [c FFowbom Cl [1p [+ Whoyem [1®** FFepesi-wm T Lp

v FFqimx [v t [v helpedi-vam [vp [v [v t:] [op himol11111111117

b. ler [ Who; [c™** do C] [1p you think [cp [ t’; [c ®han C)

fre I+ t ™ FFoepediovm T] e [v FFauimk v & [y
helpedi-vim [ve [v [v ] [pp himwollIIN1110?

In (7a), the matrix wh-subject who remains in situ in Spec-TP, its
Q-feature Attracted by the Q-feature of C in terms of economy
principle® On the contrary, the embedded wh-subject who in (7b)
moves to Spec-CP so that its Q-feature may Agree with the Q-feature
of the matrix C. As assumed in Chomsky (1998), the Q-feature of who
is not deleted by the Agree between Goal who (=trace t) and Probe ®
whav in the embedded CP,1® since the Probe (=®ma) contains the

9) Radford (1997) offers an interesting answer to this question in terms of

the economy principle. In a wh-subject question, the requirement for a

question to have an interrogative specifier can be satisfied by simply

"~ projecting the clause as far as IP, since the relevant IP has the interrogative

operator wh-subject as its specifier: hence, the IP is interpretable as a

question ‘at LF without the need to project the structure any further into a
CP.
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defective Q-feature, ie. the “nonspecific Peripheral (=P-) feature.” On
the hand, the defective Q-feature of the Probe (=®uan) deletes through
such an Agree, since the Goal who (=trace t) contains no defective
formal feature. Their Q-features finally delete through the Agree between
Goal who and Probe C in the matrix CP, since they contain no defective
formal features.1l

Let us examine a non-wh-phrase and a wh-phrase such as ¥ and
whether in questions:

(8) a. We should not question if that he should live.
---1594, First Pt Contention (1843} 37
b. He asked if his wife was there.
--1895, Law Times Rep. LxxxIl. 6231
c. Whether does Doubting consist in embracing the Affirmative
or Negative Side of a Question?
1713, Berkeley Hylas &Phil. 1. (1725) 5
d. Whether do you demonstrate these things better in Homer or
Hesiod?
-3 1822, Shelley Ion Pr. Wks. (1888) 0. 115
e. Ech man loke whether that I ly.
--¢ 1395, Plowman’s T. 834
(Each man looks whether I lie down.)
f. Tell me whether any such bird be known to you.
+--1676, Ray Corr. (1848) 122

10) Yu (1997) assumes that a complementizer (comp) that is often omitted
in Middle and Modern English periods. When the comp that is omitted in an
embedded CP, an alternant of that with full features ®wurpsp remains
instead.

11) The Goal for Agree in wh-movement relations is activated by its
uninterpretable wh-feature. And the Probe for Agree in wh-movement
relations is activated by its uninterpretable wh-feature. Even the declarative C
(=that) may be assigned “nonspecific P-feature (=quasi-Q-feature)
contingent on assignment of the EPP-feature. The feature is the matching
feature for successive-cyclic wh-movement.
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In (8a-b), a lexical category § is the non-wh-phrase which is assumed
to contain an uninterpretable Q-feature. It was often used with a
conjunction that even in the early Modern English (ModE), as if it had
been a wh-phrase.!?) Since it is not a wh-phrase, it seems to me that i
cannot move to the Spec-CP for ancillary Merge. Therefore, I argue
that a Goal §f may be covertly Attracted by a Probe C in terms of the
above assumption (3). In (8c-d), a lexical category whether is the
wh-phrase which is also assumed to contain an uninterpretable
Q-feature. It had been used in the Spec-CP of a direct question from
Old English (OE) to late Modern English. Nevertheless, it is sure that
the initial whether is not used any longer in present English. In (8e-f),
whether is now used only in indirect questions just like § 1 argue
again that a Goal whether may be overtly raised from Probe C to
Spec-CP by the Q-feature of C:

(9) The Q-feature of § is checked by the Attract of Q-feature of C in
syntax, deleted there right after the new whole syntactic structure
was copied into phonology, whereas the Q-feature of whether is
checked by the Agree with the Q-feature of C in syntax, deleted
there right after the new whole syntactic structure was copied
into phonology

According to the above assumption (9), let us take a look at the
derivational structures of (8b, d, f), respectively:

(10) a. He asked [ce [c [c™ FFani ifi C] [1p his wife was there]l]
b. [cr [c- Whether; [c™ t; do C] [1» you t; demonstrate these
things better in Homer or Hesiod]]]
c. Tell me [cr [ Whether; [c™ t C] [tp any such bird be
known to youlll

12) Relative or conjunctive subordinants were often re-enforced by pat (=
that) or as. See Mossé (1952).
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The non-wh-phrase f in (10a) merges with inner C, and subsequently its
Q-feature is covertly Attracted to outer C by the Q-feature of C. In the
past, the wh-phrase Whether in (10b) is assumed to have merged with C
just like the non-wh-phrase f and moved to the Spec-CP just like all the
other wh-phrases. I argue that the wh-phrase whether in the indirect
question (10c) also merges with C just like the non-wh-phrase @ and
moves to Spec—CP just like all the other wh-phrases.

(11) All the non-wh- or wh-phrases move covertly or overtly to C or
Spec-CP for checking their Q-features in syntax.

I will turn to special questions such as echo questions (EQs).
According to Sobin (1990), there are two types of EQs in English,
classical or ‘syntactic’ EQs and ‘pseudo’ EQs.3 Let us consider a
declarative utterance and its two types of EQs!

(12) a. U; Bill married Greta Garbo.
b. E: Bill married who1?
c. E: Who did Bill marry 1 ?

The declarative utterance (12a) may be echoed in the two ways, as
shown in (12b-c). (12b) illustrates the syntactic EQ response—the
structure which is in certain critical respects the copy of U. In such an
EQ, any newly-introduced wh-phrase appears in situ. Another possible
EQ to (12a) is the pseudo EQ (12c)—the apparently normally
constructed question to which (12a) would be an answer. In this paper,
I wish to extend the Sobin’s assumption that all of the COMP positions
in EQs are [-wh], which contributes to the freezing of the
COMP-wh-movement dimension of a syntactic derivation. For all the

13) Sobin (1990) argues that the discourse context of an EQ is critical to
explaining its syntax. Hence, an abbreviation U indicates an utterance, and E or
*E indicates an acceptable or unacceptable EQ response to that utterance.
Besides, the final upward intonation { 1) is common to EQs of both types.
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wh-phrases in EQs to follow the assumption (11), an EQ seems to have
double Specs-CP—inner Spec and outer Spec—in the first clause
containing a non-wh- or wh-phrase. Therefore, I assume that the outer
Spec of an EQ is always vacuous so that any lexical wh-phrase cannot
move to it in both syntax and phonology.

If so, then the EQs (12b-c) may have the derivational structures such
as (13):

(13) a. [ep [c [c [c™ FFwhoii C] [1p Bill married whoill]1?
b. lcp [¢ [ whoi [c C] [1e Bill married t;111)?

In (13a-b), the derivational structures of EQs are basically different
from those of the other interrogative sentences, since the outer
Specs-CP of EQs are always vacuous. In the syntactic EQ (13a), the
Q-feature of the Probe C covertly Attracts the Q-feature of the Goal
who due to its Suicidal Greed, whereas in the pseudo EQ (13b), the
Goal who overtly moves to the inner Spec-CP for the Agree with the
Q-feature of C. As a result, the uninterpretable Q-feature of C deletes
in syntax right after the new whole syntactic structure was copied into
phonology.

Let us further examine declarative and interrogative utterances, and
their EQs:

(14) a. U: Mary believes that Bill dates Greta Garbo.
b. E: Mary believes that Bill dates who?
(15) a. U: Does Jill date Mozart?
b. E. Does Jill date Mozart?
c. *E Who does Jill date?
(16) a. Mary believes [cr [ [ [™™™ FFwhai C] [re Bill dates
whoty]1]]?
b. [cp [ o [c™* Does; C] [rp Jill ti date Mozart]]]]?
c. ler [ [c [™ Does; t'; C] [1p Jill t; date Mozart]]]}?
d. [cp [cWho; [ [™™* does; C] [+ Bill t; date t;]1]1?
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(14b) is the syntactic EQ of the declarative utterance (14a). Since the
embedded clause in the U is the first clause containing a wh-phrase, it
may have double Specs-CP, as represented in (16a). The outer Spec in
(16a) is always vacuous, so that the EQ (14b) is grammatical. (15b) is
also the syntactic EQ of the interrogative utterance (15a), but (15c) is
the pseudo EQ of (15a). (16b) is the derivational structure of the U
(15a), and (16c) is that of the EQ (15b). The ungrammatical EQ (16c)
makes us find the fact that the non-wh-phrase with Q-feature Does
can be copied in C™** for checking, whereas it cannot be copied into
the wh-phrase what. Both Does and what with Q-feature cannot
remain in the same C’, since they are assumed to be in a
complementary distribution with each other. Thus, if what in (16d) is
forced to move to the outer Spec-CP, the derivation crashes due to the
violation of the above assumption that the outer Spec of an EQ is
always vacuous.

3. The Checking of Q-features of multiple wh-phrases

As discussed in Koizumi (1994), multiple wh-fronting sentences in
Bulgarian and Romanian have different structures from those in
Serbo-Croatian and Czech.” BY tfie formher, all wh-phrases are located
to the left of the head of a @P;"“a’é‘ in (17a), while in the latter, only
one wh-phrase is located there:

(17) a. Bulgarian/Romanian: wh wh--wh C
b. Serbo-Croatian/Czech: wh C wh wh---

In case of Serbo-Croatian, seqtienites of preposed wh-phrases can be
interrupted by adverbs and/or éiitics, but the same is not true in
Bulgarian. .

Based on the Chomsky’s (1998) Strongly Cyclic Model of
Grammar, let us consider the derivations of (17):
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(18) a. Bulgarian/Romanian:
[cr [c wh [¢r whe-[c- wh [c C] (re---1010)
b. Serbo-Croatian/Czech: ‘
[ce [c wh [c C] [pur [Por' Wh [por Whe[pa Pol] [7p 11111}

In (18a), Goals—multiple wh-phrases—overtly Agree with the Probe
C, obeying the Principle of Minimal Compliance (PMC).149 The
Q-feature of the Probe C in Bulgarian/Romanian deletes through the
cyclic Agree with the Q-features of multiple wh-phrases. In (18b),
only one wh-phrase overtly Agrees with C like English C, but the
rest of multiple wh-phrases overtly Agree with Pol,19 obeying the
PMC. In two types of languages, muitiple wh-phrases overtly move
to the Specs-CP or Specs-PolP for  the Agree with C or Pol in
syntax. -
Let us look at the Agree or Attract of English multiple wh—phrases

(19) a. What did John buy where?
b. Where did John buy what?
c. *What did John say where he bought?
d. *Where did John say what he bought?
e. What moves where when in which language?
(20) a. [cp [c Whaty [c®™** FFwherew didi C) [rp John t buy ¢
whereti)]]? '
b. [cp [ Where; [™** FFiwatx didi C] [1e John t; buy whatti
t11?

14) Once an instance of movement to @ has obeyed a constraint on the
distance between source and target, other instances of movement to @ need not
obey the constraint. See Richards (1997, 1998).

15) Koizumi (1994) refers to the second complementizer type projection as
Polarity Phrase, or PolP. Culicover (1991) argues for the existence in English of
a second complementizer type position that he calls PolP. He also proposes that
PolP can appear not only as a complement to C but also as a complement to I,
in which case its specifier can function as the location of pre-V focus in
language like Hungarian. See also Authier (1992) and Johnson (1989).
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c. [ep [c Whate [®™ did; C] [rp John t say [ [c t'x [c
where; [c C] [rp he bought tx ;1111117

d. [cp [c Wherex [™** did; C] [1p John ¢ say [ [o t'x [c
what; [c C] [1r he bought t; tJ111111?

e lep o [®™ FFiwhatsi FFowherei FFcwhen FFn which tanguagem C)
[tr whatw) moves wherey) whenwo in which languagem]]]?

(20a-e) are the derivational structures of multiple wh-Questions (19a-e),
respectively. According to Kuno and Robinsion (1972),16) time and place
wh-phrases such as when and where can cross over another wh-phrase,
as shown in (20a-b). In fact, it seems that (20b) violates the Minimal
Link Condition (MLC). In (20a), FFiwhere) is covertly Attracted by the
Q-feature of C right after what was overtly raised to the Spec-CP by
the Q-feature of C, and in (20b), FFuna is covertly Attracted by the
Q-feature of C right after where was overtly raised to the Spec-CP by
the Q-feature of C. In (20c-d), what cannot cross over where, and
where cannot cross over what, either. That is why C in an English
clause never Agrees with more than one lexical wh-phrase in the same
CP unlike C in a Bulgarian or Romanian clause. Nevertheless, it can
Attract the Q-features of multiple wh-phrases in C™** as in (20e).
First of all, FF(whoy is covertly attracted by the Q-feature of C for
checking, since an interrogative-elsuse with a wh-subject has the status
of TP. By turns, FFioherei FFuund, and FFin which nguagey are covertly
Attracted by the Q-feature of C in C™*X, Tucking in C.I7

To promote a better understanding of the deletion of Q-feature of C,
let us take a careful look at the diagram of (20e):

PN

16) Confer Bach (1971) and Aoun and Li (1993)

17) Yun (1999) assumes that ‘who' is overtly moved to the initial position
of the sentence and three other wh-phrases are in situ.::© Wh-adjuncts also have
to move covertly to check their featires.
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what) moves
whereg;)

when

in which languageqm

As shown in the above diagram, C does not require the EPP-feature by
which the wh-subject what may be overtly raised to Spec-CP for
checking. Thus, all of the Q-features of multiple wh-phrases are covertly
Attracted by the Q-feature of C.

Let us examine the Agree or Attract of Q-features of multiple
wh-phrases in embedded clauses:18)

(22) a. Who do you think will say what?
b. [cp [c Who;j [c FF(whaux doi C] [1r you t; think [cp [c' t;
[c t'x ® e C] [rp t; will say whatuo]]11]]1?
(23) a.*What who do you think will say?

18) See Cole & Hermon (1994) and Yu (1998).
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b. [cp [cc Whatk [ Who; [ doi C] [tp you t; think [cp [c
t'x [c t'; [c ©wan C) [re t; will say whatwol111}?

(22-23b) are the derivational structures of (22-23a), respectively. In
(22b), the wh-subject who can be raised from the Spec-TP of the
embedded clause through the intermediate Spec-CP to the matrix
Spec-CP. As mentioned in Chomsky (1998), the Probe C (=@ (an) in
the embedded CP is active due to its uninterpretable nonspecific P-feature
(=quasi-Q—feature), and the Goal who is also active due to its
uninterpretable Q-feature. For the matrix CP, the Probe C is active due
to its uninterpretable Q-feature, and the Goal who is again active since
its uninterpretable Q-feature is not deleted due to the defectiveness of
the embedded C19 In short, a CP in an embedded clause has the
EPP-feature by which a wh-subject may be overtly raised to a matrix
Spec-CP for checking. As illustrated in (23b), English never permits
two lexical wh-phrases in the same CP.

Let us finally consider the Agree or Attract of Q-features of Korean
and Chinese muitiple wh-phrases:

(24) a. Sunhee-ka  enchey edise mues—ul sa- ss- upnikka?
Sunhee~NOM when where what-ACC buy PST-Q
(What did Sunhee buy where when?)
b. [cp [c' [c FFiencheyi FFiedisei FFimues-ux Cl [rp Sunhee-ka
encheyq ediseqj) mues-ulgo sa-ss-upnikka]]]?
(25) a. Ni xiangzhidao shei weishenmo cizhi.
You wonder who why resign
(you wonder who resigns why.)
b. [cp e [c C) Irp Ni  xiangzhidao [cp [¢ sheis [c

1990 The Goal for Agree in wh-movement relations is activated by its
uninterpretable wh(=Q)-feature. The Probe for Agree in wh-movement relations is
activated by its Q-feature. An uninterpretable feature of the Goal deletes if the
Probe contains no defective formal feature, whereas an uninterpretable feature of
the Probe deletes if the Goal contains no defective formal feature.
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weishenmo; [c C] [p ti t; cizhill]]]]]

c. [cp [c' [c FF@neik C] [vp Ni xiangzhidao [cp [c sheiicix)
[c- weishenmo; [c C] [rp ti t; cizhil]]]]]]?

d, [cp {c' [c FF(weishenmox Cl [Tp Ni xiangzhidao [cp [c shei;
[cr weishenmojix) [c C] [re ti t; cizhilll]}]]?

As assumed in the Cheng’s (1991), C in Korean questions seems to
have no EPP-feature since its Q-feature is lexically realized.2? In (24a),
the Q-feature of C is lexically realized by upnikka, due to which C does
not require EPP-feature for ancillary merge. As a result, all the multiple
wh-phrases in (24b)—F F(enchey), FFtedise), 8nd FF(mues-ur—are cyclically
Attracted by the same Q-features of C. According to Shi (1994), the
verb xiangzhidao (=want to know, wonder) in (25a-d) selects a
Q-complement, so that the Q-feature of C must be generated in the
embedded clause as in (25b). However, when the additional Q-feature of
C is generated in the matrix clause, the indirect question (24a) allows
two direct question readings through the Attract of either of
wh-phrases, as in (25c-d). It seems that C in a Chinese embedded
clause has the optional full or quasi-Q-feature. I wish to leave this
matter open.

4. Conclusion

Every question has the Q-feature of C, which checks the Q-feature
of a non-wh- or (a) wh-phrase(s) through the Attract or Agree in
syntax, deleting there right after the new whole syntactic structure was
copied into phonology.

In this paper, I call a verb or (pro)noun with Q-feature a non-wh-phrase.
Its Q-feature is covertly Attracted from inner C to outer C in C™
Interrogative clauses with matrix wh-subjects have the status of TPs,

20) In case of Cheng (1991), [+Q)-feature of C seems to include the selectional
feature of C, that is, EPP-feature.
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whereas the other types of interrogative clauses with wh—phrases have the
status of CPs. All the non-wh- or wh-phrases including § or whether move
cyclically to C or Spec—CP for the checking of their Q-features. An FQ seems
to have double Specs-CP—imner Spec and outer Spec—in the first clause
containing a non-wh- or wh-phrase. I assume that the outer Spec of an EQ is
always vacuous so that any lexical wh-phrase cannot move to it in both
syntax and phonology. English never permits more than one lexical
wh-phrase in the same CP. Nevertheless, the Q-feature of C can Attract
the Q-features of multiple wh-phrases. C in Korean questions seems to have
no EPP-feature since its Q-feature is lexically realized. As a result, multiple
wh-phrases are covertly Attracted by the same Q-feature of C. In case of
Chinese questions, if the additional Q-feature of C is generated in a matrix
clause, an indirect question allows two direct question readings through the
Attract of either of wh-phrases.
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