


Nanzan Linguistics 13: Research Results and Activities 2017

When the pied-piped bigger constituent is potentially neither the first nor the final survivor,
it cannot be affected by PE nor by the hanging topic strategy, as shown by the question-answer
pairs in (37), cited from Chung (2015):

(37) Q:  John-i nwukwu-evkey [eti-ey  sal-nun chinkwu]-lul encey
John-Nom who-Dat where-at live-Rel friend-Acc  when
sokayhayss-no?
introduced-Q[+WH]

‘(Lit.)To whom did John introduce the friend who lives where?’

Al: Mary-eykey [Seoul-ey sal-nun chinkwu]-lul ecey
Mary-Dat  Seoul-in live-Rel friend-Acc  yesterday

‘(Lit.) the friend who lives in Seoul, to Mary, yesterday’

A2: *Mary-eykey [Seoul-ey sal-nun chinkwu] ecey

A3: *Mary-eykey [Seoul-ey sal-nun] ecey

A4: *Mary-eykey Seoul-ey ecey

A5: *Mary-eykey Seoul ecey (Chung (2015))

In these question-answer pairs, the second pied-piped bigger constituent cannot have the
internal answer phrase QR-ed nor scrambled from it. Note further that unlike the first survivors
in general, the internal answer phrase cannot capitalize on the hanging topic strategy that would
yield (37A5) because the strategy applies only to the leftmost pied-piped constituent, not to the
medial nor to the final one.

We now turn to complex MF answers where the second (i.e. final) FA survivor evidently
cannot be derived via Move. The relevant example representing them is in (38A), where the
Genitive-marked answer phrase serves as the second FA survivor. As argued above, the
Genitive-marked answer phrase is immobile because its movement would violate the Left
Branch Condition, and thus, as noted by Park (2013) and Chung (2014, 2015), it may occur as
a survivor when it is part of the final pied-piped bigger constituent, as in (38):

(38) Q:  Cheli-ka  mwues-ul [nwukwu-uy oppa-eykey] cwuess-no?
Cheli-Nom what-Acc who-Gen  brother-Dat gave-Q[+WH]

‘What did Cheli give to whose brother?

Al: sakwa-lul [Yengi-uy oppa-eykey].
apple-Acc Yengi-Gen brother-Dat

‘(Lit.) Cheli gave an apple to Yengi’s brother.’
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A2: sakwa-lul [ Yengi-uy oppa]

A3: sakwa-lul [Yengi-uy]

A4:  sakwa-lul [ Yengi]'!

The second pied-piped bigger constituent may subsequently have its right periphery elided via
PE, leaving behind only the Genitive-marked FA survivor, without violating the Left Branch
Condition, thereby with (38A3) and (38A4) ruled in.

When the Genitive-marked answer phrase is contained in the first pied-piped bigger
constituent, it cannot take advantage of PE, therefore yielding the unacceptable MF answer as
in (39A3):

(39) Q:  Cheli-ka  [nwukwu-uy oppa-eykey| mwues-ul cwuess-no?
Cheli-Nom who-Gen  brother-Dat what-Acc gave-Q[+WH]

‘What did Cheli give to whose brother?’

Al: [Yengi-uy oppa-eykey]| sakwa-lul
Yengi-Gen brother-Dat apple-Acc

‘(Lit.) Cheli gave an apple to Yenghi’s brother.*

A2: [Yengi-uy oppa-eykey] sakwa

A3: *[Yengi-uy] sakwa-lul

A4: *[Yengi] sakwa-lul

This confirms the thesis that either extraction out of or application of PE to the first pied-piped
bigger constituent is illegal. Note that the hanging topic strategy would yield (39A4). Since it
does not involve any movement, (39A4) should be fine, but it is not. We conjecture tentatively
that the hanging topic strategy can apply to the argument NP with the structural Case marker,
but not to the NP with the Genitive marker.

The following example as an FA answer in (40A1) has the pied-piped bigger constituent
containing the Genitive-marked answer phrase that serves as the second survivor:

(40) Q: nwu-ka [nwukwu-uy oppa-eykey] mwues-ul cwuess-no?
who-Nom who-Gen  brother-Dat what-Acc  gave-Q[+WH]

‘Who gave what to whose brother ?’

' Some Korean speakers may disagree on the acceptability of (38A4). See the relevant discussion in
Chung (2015: 581, fn. 5).
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Al: Cheli-ka [Yengi-uy oppa-eykey]| sakwa-lul
Cheli-Nom Yengi-Gen brother-Dat apple-Acc

‘(Lit.) Cheli gave an apple to Yenghi’s brother.*

A2: Cheli-ka [ Yengi-uy oppa-eykey] sakwa

A3: *Cheli-ka [ Yengi-uy] sakwa-lul

A4: *Cheli-ka [ Yengi] sakwa-lul

The question-answer pairs in (40) are analogous to those in (39), in that neither the Genitive-
marked FA survivor as in (40A3) nor the FA survivor without the Genitive-marker as in (40A4)
is allowed, as predicted by our proposed analysis.

We have seen that the answer phrase surviving from the final pied-piped bigger constituent
is located at its left edge. Now we turn to examine whether the answer phrase can be embedded
further within the final pied-piped bigger constituent. First of all, the following two examples
in (41) and (42) show that it can be. In other words, it does not have to be at the left periphery
of the final pied-piped bigger constituent:

(41) Q:  cheli-nun nwukwu-eykey [ﬁinswu-ka etten umsik-ul
Cheli-Top who-Dat Minswu-Nom which food-Acc
mekesste-n kos-ul] sokayhayss-no?
ate-Rel place-Acc recommended-Q[+WH]

“To whom did Cheli recommend a place where Minswu ate which food?’

A:  yengi-evkey pwulkoki-lul.
Yengi-Dat  grilled beef-Acc

‘Chel recommended to Yengi a place where Minswu had eaten grilled beef.’

(42) Q:  cheli-nun nwukwu-evkey [sensayngnim-i eti-eyse palphyohasin
Cheli-Top who-Dat professor-Nom where-in presented-Rel
nonmwun-ul] chwuchenhayss-no?
paper-Acc  recommended-Q[+WH]

“To whom did Cheli recommend a paper that his professor presented where?’

A:  minswu-eykey SICOGG-eyse
minswu-Dat  SICOGG-at

‘Cheli recommended to Minswu a paper that his professor presented at SICOGG.’

These examples show that the Nominative Case-marked phrase does not constitute an
intervener within an island when the answer phrase in it is QRed to the left edge of the island.
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After its QR, meeting the condition in (25) the first answer phrase in (41) and (42) undergoes
post-QR absorption together with the second pied-piped bigger constituent, afterwards being
fed into PE.

However, when the answer phrase within the final pied-piped bigger constituent is
embedded further into the finite embedded clause, the resultant MF sentence becomes degraded
substantially, as in (43) and (44).

(43) Q: ?*cheli-nun nwukwu-eykey [hninswu-kal [\sensayngnim-i eti-eyse
Cheli-Top who-Dat Miswu-Nom professor-Nom where-in
palphyohasyess-tako] malha-n nonmwun-ul] chwuchenhayss-no?
presented-Subord said-Rel paper-Acc ~ recommended-Q[+WH]

“To whom did Cheli recommend a paper that Miswu said that his professor presented
where?’

A: *yengi-eykey SICOGG-eyse.
Yengi-Dat SICOGG-at

‘Cheli recommended to Yengi a paper that Miswu said that his professor presented

at SICOGG”’
(44) Q: 7*tamtangkemsa-nun nwukwu-eykey [[[
prosecutor-in-charge-Top who-Dat Yongcwun-Nom

[nwukwu-wa kyelhonhantanun] kisa-lul yuphohan]

who-with  get married-REL article-Acc circulated-Rel

salam-ul  chacko issnun] kyengchalkwan-ul mannakey hayss-no?
person-Acc look for-Rel  policeman-Acc  meet did-Q[+WH]

‘For whom did the prosecutor in charge arrange to meet the policeman who was
looking for the person who circulated the newspaper article that Yongcwun was going
to get married to whom?’

A: *maynice-eykey swucin-iwa.
manager-Dat Swucin-with

“The prosecutor in charge arranged for the manager to meet the
policeman who was looking for the person who circulated the newspaper
article that Yongcwun was going to get married to Swucin.’

Since the preceding question sentences in (43) and (44) themselves are difficult to process, it is
not easy to determine why the resultant MF answers in (43) and (44) become worse in
acceptability. It suffices to note that the final pied-piped bigger constituent does not have to
house the answer phrase at its left periphery, but it is obligatory to put it at the highest level of
clause. We suggest that, like its corresponding QP, the answer phrase inside the final pied-piped
bigger constituent is also quantificational, thus being clause-bounded (May, 1977, 1985;
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Reinhart, 1991; Fox, 2000). In other words, the final pied-piped constituent that is one of the
elements for the MF formation is quantificational, and its quantificational features stem from
the answer phrase in it. Indeed the answer phrase in it is quantificational and is clause-bounded
in QR. Thus, the degradedness of (43) and (44) is due to the fact that the final pied-piped bigger
constituent cannot inherit quantificational features from the QP inside it.

Pursuing this line of analysis for MF formation in Korean, we now return to (22Q) and
(22A1), which are repeated as (45Q) and (45A1), with (45A2) and (45A3) newly added:

(45) Q: nwu-ka |[cheli-ka  nwukwu-lul ttaylyess-ta-ko] malhayss-no?
who-Nom Cheli-Nom who-Acc hit-Decl-Subord said-Q[+WH]

‘Who said Cheli hit who?’

Al: *yengi-ka  cinswu-lul
Yengi-Nom Cinswu-Acc

‘(Lit.) Yengi said Cheli hit Cinswu.’
A2: [yengi-ka] [cheli-ka cinswu-lul ttaylyesstako]

A3 [yengi-ka] [cinswu-lul eheli-ka-ttaylyesstake]

The problematic aspect of (45A1) goes as follows. Suppose that the matrix subject answer
phrase and the embedded complement clause are paired together to form the MF answer as in
(45A2), which is fine. Note at this point that the embedded object answer phrase would serve
as the second FA survivor if PE elided the right periphery of the embedded complement clause,
as in (45A3). If these steps of operation were permitted, (45A1) would be ruled in, contrary to
fact.

To address this problem, we suggest following Higginbotham and May (1981)"? that, as
have been assumed up to now, two (or more) quantificational NPs including pied-piped ones
undergo QR and feed further into syntactic absorption, but an embedded complement clause is
not quantificational, thus not undergoing QR nor subsequently feeding into absorption. This
means that there is a crucial difference between a pied-piped answer NP/PP (such as the ones
that have been used in the examples throughout the paper) and a pied-piped answer CP (such
as the embedded complement clause in (45A2)). On the one hand, the pied-piped answer phrase
such as the relative head NP may inherit quantificational features via QR-driven percolation
from the answer phrase embedded within the RC. On the other hand, the pied-piped
complement clause answer CP fails to do so from the answer phrase embedded within it. This

12 Higginbotham and May (1981) propose a mechanism that forms at LF an "absorbed" NP that binds
two trace positions. Schematically, syntactic absorption builds one NP from two adjoined NP's at LF.
This syntactic operation is formulated in (i) below.

(1) Syntactic Absorption: ... [ NP; [ NP;j ... ===> .. [ NP;NPj] 4, . . .
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failure is reasonably rooted in the mismatch between the answer phrase and the embedded
complement clause in terms of semantic denotation. The relative head NP denotes an entity, but
the complement clause CP denotes a proposition. There is no mismatch of such kind between
the relative head NP and the answer phrase embedded within the relative clause; they are entity-
denoting. Note that feature percolation via QR also has a consequence on the application of PE.
Since the QR-driven feature percolation connects the relative clause-internal answer phrase
with the relative head NP, only the former phrase part of the resultant MF answer is sufficient
enough to recover (the content of) the latter. Thus, in compliance with the recoverability
condition on ellipsis, the latter together with its neighboring elements may be part of the portion
undergoing PE.

Remember, however, that though percolation-triggered PE cannot apply to (45A2) to derive
(45A3), the following MF answer (repeated from (22A2)) responding to (45Q) improves
substantially in acceptability:

(46) ?cinswu-lul  yengi-ka
Cinswu-Acc Yengi-Nom

‘(Lit.) Yengi said Cheli hit Cinswu.’

We have argued that (46), where the first potential FA survivor is switched around in word order
with the second one, is derived by scrambling the latter over the former, as scrambling out of
the complement clause of non-island structure is allowed.

4. Conclusion

This paper has provided an analysis of fragment answers (FA(s)) in Korean in the single
FA construction and the multiple FA construction alike. The key ingredient governing the
distribution of FAs in the two constructions is the (scope) parallelism condition on ellipsis that
dictates that the syntactic behavior of answer phrases is parallel to that of their QP correlates.
In the single FA construction, the argument QP can be associated in a long-distance way, even
over an island, with the Q particle in the matrix clause. In a parallel fashion, the answer phrase
responding to it can undergo a long-distance movement out of the clause to be deleted. By
contrast, in the multiple FA construction, two or more question phrases (QPs)/answer phrases
are quantificational, thus being in principle clause-bounded in their scope-taking/ellipsis-
escaping movement. In other words, multiple answer phrases (and their QP correlates) initially
undergo overt QR, followed by absorption. Since QR feeding into absorption is clause-
bounded, when an answer phrase is embedded within an island structure like a RC, it can take
advantage of the so-called pied-piping strategy. Thus the pied-piped bigger constituent
containing it enters into post-QR absorption with another answer phrase. This is the usual
derivation of MF answers in Korean, but two additional operations apply and change the
resulting forms of MF answers in Korean. One is peripheral ellipsis (PE), which applies to the
final potential answer phrase constituent, eliding its right periphery. As now generally agreed,
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Fragmenting is an operation of eliding TP, but PE can apply to elide additional elements
immediately to the left of the elided TP. The other is scrambling that is readily available to
Korean. One feature that distinguishes scrambling from QR-driven absorption is that in the MF
formation, the former is word order changing, but the latter is word order-preserving. To boot,
though scrambling is island-sensitive, it is not governed by the clause-mate condition that QR-
driven absorption respects. All in all, in the MF formation both QR-driven absorption and
scrambling combine together (the constituents containing) answer phrases, and the final answer
phrase may undergo an additional process of PE.
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