Interrogative slifting constructions in English

1. Introduction

This paper presents an analysis of sentences like (1) and (2), discussed parenthetically
in several sources, but not analysed extensively in any published work as far as we are
aware (Ross 1973, Kayne 2000, Lahiri 2002, Reis 2002, Horvath 2007). We refer to such
sentences as wh-slifting constructions in the spirit of Ross (1973).

(1)  How old is she, did she say?
(2)  Where did John go, do you think?

The main goal of this paper is to argue that sentences such as (1) and (2) are not
covert scope marking (partial wh-movement) constructions (pace Horvath 1998, Kayne
2000 and Lahiri 2002), nor instances of embedded clause pied-piping (Ross 1973). We
argue instead that such questions are a species of interrogative slifting constructions,
whose membership also includes slifting of yes/no questions as in (3).

(3) Is Raul coming, do you think?

We show that questions like those in (1)-(3) are akin to declarative slifting sentences,
but more restricted than the latter particularly in the kinds of evidential predicates that
participate. We argue, contra Ross (1973), that the slifted clause—the question on the
left in (1)-(3)—1is not first merged as the complement of the main clause, but that the two
clauses are merged together in a small clause headed by an evidential morpheme, which
takes the main clause as its specifier. Adapting Collins and Branigan’s (1997) and
Suiier’s (2000) analyses of direct quotation structures, we propose that the slifted clause
is coindexed with a null operator in the main clause. Different word order possibilities
for interrogative slifting constructions—that is, slifting of the entire clause or only a
portion thereof —are argued to reflect movement of slifted clause material to a focus
position above the evidential phrase. This proposal, which partially reconciles questions
like (1)-(3) with quotative constructions, accounts for several word order, binding and
presuppositional properties of interrogative slifting constructions that distinguish them
from scope marking constructions, Basque-type clausal pied piping constructions as well
as declarative slifting sentences.

The discussion is organised as follows. Section 2 of this paper considers the viability
of two other approaches to questions like (1) and (2) suggested in the literature—
complement clause pied-piping, and indirect dependency scope-marking analyses—and
argues that neither approach provides an empirically adequate description of the English
constructions in (1) and (2). Section 3 compares questions like (1)-(3) to declarative
slifting constructions. Section 4 develops a syntactic analysis of interrogative slifting
constructions.

2. Scope marking and clausal pied piping approaches

In this section, we consider and ultimately reject two possible analyses of sentences
such as (1) and (2) that have been proposed for similar phenomena cross-linguistically.
One possibility that we consider is that sentences such as (1) and (2) are cases of finite
clause pied piping of the Basque type as analysed by Ortiz de Urbina (1989, 1993) and
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Arregi (2003). (See also Echepare 1997.) The possibility of such an analysis for
questions like (1) and (2) is raised but not considered in detail by Horvath (2007).

In Basque, the pied-piped clause appears in the same left-peripheral position—Ieft
adjacent to the main verb—which non-pied-piping wh-phrases also occupy. Examples of
clausal pied piping and long wh-movement in Basque are provided in (4) and (5),
respectively.'

(4) [Se  idatzi rabela Jon-ek | pentzate su?
[what written  has Jon-ERG ] you-think
‘What do you think Jon wrote?’ (Clausal pied piping: Arregi 2003)

(5) Se  pentzate su[ tidatzi rabela Jon-ek ]?
what you-think [ written has Jon-ERG |
‘What do you think Jon wrote?’ (long wh-movement: Arregi 2003)

Ortiz de Urbina (1989, 1993) and Arregi (2003) argue that clausal pied-piping is
derived from the same underlying structure that feeds long wh-movement and that the
two constructions have the same LFs. Ortiz de Urbina (1993) proposes that the
difference between the two structures is feature percolation, that is, that in clausal pied-
piping contexts, the relevant wh-feature raises out of the wh-phrase to a dominating
node—CP—with the consequence that the whole CP raises. Below we present evidence
against a similar kind of approach to the relationship between wh-slifting sentences and
long wh-movement sentences in English.

A second possibility proposed by Kayne (2000:277, n.107) and Lahiri (2002) is that
sentences such as (1) and (2) are akin to scope marking constructions, which have been
discussed in a considerable body of literature on languages including German, Hindi,
Hungarian, Passamaquody, Romani, and Warlpiri (Herburger 1994, Beck 1996, Lahiri
2002, Dayal 2000, McDaniel 1989, Horvath 1997, 2000, Bruening 2004, Legate 2011).
In such constructions, the scope of a wh-word originating in an embedded clause seems
to correspond to the surface position of a second wh-phrase in the higher clause —kyaa in
the Hindi example in (6) and was in the German example in (7).

(6) Raam kyaa soctaa hai [ ki Ramaa-ne kisko dekha ].
Raam what thinks [ that Ramaa.ERG who saw |
‘Who does Raam think that Ramaa saw?’

(Hindi: Dayal 2000)

(7) Was glaubt [ Hans [ [ mit wem ] [ Jakob jetzt spricht ] | ]
wh think Hans with whom Jakob now talking
‘With whom does Hans think that Jakob is now talking?’

(German: McDaniel 1989)

Recent literature on such sentences has pursued one of two main types of approaches.
One, the direct dependency approach, takes the higher of the two wh-items to be a non-
scope-bearing expletive element; at LF, the lower of the two wh-items raises to the matrix

" Arregi’s data are from the Ondarroa dialect of Basque (see Arregi 2003, fn.1)
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CP to take matrix scope. A consequence of this approach is that long distance wh-
questions and scope marking constructions are predicted to have identical LFs and
behave similarly in terms of constraints on movement (Beck and Berman 2000).

A second type of account, the indirect dependency approach, takes the higher wh-
word not to be an expletive element but rather a wh-quantifier over propositions—the set
of possible answers to the matrix question—restricted by the embedded wh-question. On
this approach, a sentence like (7) will mean something like ‘“What propositions p, such
that p is a possible answer to “With whom is Jakob talking now?” are such that Hans
thinks that p.”> The syntactic relationship between the higher wh-phrase and the
embedded question is characterized in different ways by different proponents of this
analysis. Herburger (1994) and Bruening (2004) propose that the higher wh-phrase is
merged as a constituent with the lower CP, taking the lower CP as its sister. Horvath
(2000) and Lahiri (2002), on the other hand, propose that the lower CP adjoins to the
higher wh-phrase at LF where it provides the restriction for the higher wh-quantifier.

In a footnote discussion, Kayne (2000: 276-7, n.107) proposes that English sentences
like (1) and (2) have a derivation similar to that for Hindi/German scope-marking
sentences on some indirect dependency approaches. (Lahiri (2002) also suggests that
these sentences might be analysed as scope-marking sentences but does not spell out a
proposal.) Specifically, Kayne proposes that in such sentences, the sister of the matrix
verb is a constituent consisting of a null operator and the lower CP, as in (8). The
operator will be a silent version of German was and Hindi kyaa in the above examples.

(8) V[ Op [CP]]

Kayne proposes that the null wh-operator in (8) moves to the left periphery of the
matrix clause. At this point in the derivation, the structure will resemble the surface
orders in Hindi and German partial wh-movement sentences as in (6) and (7), on
approaches that take the two wh-phrases to be generated as a constituent (Herburger 1994,
Bruening 2004). The English construction in (1) and (2) will however differ from
“overt” scope marking languages like German and Hindi in two key ways: first, the
higher wh-operator will be silent in English but not German/Hindi; and second, the
English sentences will involve an additional overt movement step that will raise the lower
clause to the left periphery of the matrix clause. This derivation is illustrated in (9).

(9) [CP [Op]....V [ <Op> [<CP>]]]1]

Superficially, English sentences such as (1) and (2) appear more closely akin to
Basque sentences such as (4) in that they involve overt clausal movement to the left
periphery of the main clause and have no overt additional wh-word. In the following
discussion, we review five sets of facts about wh-slifting sentences in English, which
suggest that neither a naive clausal pied-piping approach nor a scope marking approach is
empirically adequate.

* This is also the meaning of the English counterpart (i).
(i) What does Hans think? Who is Jakob talking with now?
In German and Hindi the construction is clearly a single complex sentence, though.
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2.1 Presuppositions of the raised clause

A first problem for a pure clausal pied-piping account concerns presuppositions of the
raised clause. Herburger (1994) notes that (6) presupposes that Raamaa actually saw
someone, unlike in counterpart long wh-movement questions. English behaves similarly.
Consider, for example a context in which (10) has just been uttered.

(10) John didn’t go anywhere, but Mary thinks that he went somewhere.

In this context, (11) (with stress on think) but not (12) (with any stress pattern) will be
a felicitous response.

(11) Where does she think John went?
(12) #[Where did John go] does she think?

In contrast, Arregi reports that the Basque example in (13) does not presuppose that
Jon actually killed someone.

(13) [cp Sein il banela Jonek]; pentzaten dau Miren-ek t;?
[cp who.ABS killed had  Jon-ERG]; thinks  aux Miren-ERG t;
‘Who does Miren think Jon killed?’ (Arregi 2003)

In terms of presuppositions of the raised clause, then, English wh-slifts behave like
scope marking constructions and unlike Basque clausal pied piping.

2.2 Selecting bridge verbs/predicates

Lahiri (2002) notes that in Hindi, the set of bridge verbs/predicates available in scope
marking constructions is smaller than those that typically allow for wh-extraction, and are
restricted to a handful of verbs of saying and cognition (Lahiri 2002: 517). Similarly,
English wh-slifting questions are fully natural only with a similarly limited set of verbs
(think, believe, suppose, suspect), and marginal with predicates like claim and be possible
that happily tolerate long wh-movement as illustrated in (14)-(17).

(14)  *[Which book did she steal] is it possible?
(15) Which book is it possible that she stole?

(16)  ??[What did the robbers take] do you claim?
(17) What do you claim that the robbers took?

This contrast is again problematic for the clausal pied piping approach, which predicts
no selectional differences between the two constructions if they are derived from the
same underlying structure and share a common LF. Restrictions on the sets of main
clause predicates that allow wh-slifting are discussed in detail in section 4.

2.3 Negation



Wh-slifting questions also differ from long wh-movement questions in their
sensitivity to sentential negation in the higher clause. While long wi-movement is fine
across negation, wh-slifting is blocked, as illustrated in (18).

(18) a. Who don’t you think/do you not think [ <who> will come ]?
b. *[ Who will come ] don’t you think/do you not think?

In this respect, wh-scope marking constructions again behave similarly. As noted by
Rizzi (1992) and in much subsequent literature, wh-scope marking constructions are
generally poor when the higher clause contains sentential negation, unlike counterpart
long wh-movement constructions (Horvath 1997, Beck and Berman 2000, Dayal 2000,
Arregi 2003, Bruening 2004). We illustrate this with the German example in (19) from
Dayal (1994).

(19) a. *Was glaubst du nicht, mit wem Maria gesprochen hat?

what believe younot with whom Maria talked has
b. Mit wem glaubst du nicht, dass Maria gesprochen hat?
with whom believe you not that Maria talked has

‘Who don’t you think that Maria talked to?’
(Dayal 1994)

Beck (1996) proposes that the contrast in (19) is a consequence of a filter that blocks
LF movement but not overt movement across a negative quantifier, the Minimal Negative
Structure Constraint (MSNC). On direct and indirect scope marking approaches, this
constraint is violated when the wh-phrase in the lower clause raises at LF to the position
of was in the higher clause. The long wh-movement sentence in (19b) does not run afoul
of this filter since raising of the relevant wh-phrase is overt. Note that in (18), the clause
containing the wh-phrase raises past negation overtly, so this movement cannot be the
source of the degradation of (18b) on Beck’s approach. However, recall that, on Kayne’s
(2000) analysis in (8), the silent operator raises to the left periphery of the matrix clause.
If, contra Kayne (2000), we take this movement to be at LF, then (18b) is correctly
excluded on Beck’s approach.

The contrast in (18) is more problematic for a ‘simple’ clausal pied-piping approach
(i.e. without null operator movement), which predicts similar derivations and LFs for the
two kinds of structures. In fact, Arregi (2003) shows that Basque clausal pied-piping
constructions are similarly constrained: while long distance wh-movement is possible
across sentential negation in a higher clause, clausal pied-piping is poor.

(20) a. *[cp Seinjun danik]es tau esan Miren-ek #cp?
[cp who gone has ] not has said Miren-ERG fcp
‘Who didn’t Miren say left?’
b. Sein; estau esan Mirenek [cp ¢ jun danik]?
Who, not has said Miren-ERG [cp #; gone has ]
‘Who didn’t Miren say left?’
(Arregi 2003)



Arregi also explains the contrast in (20) in terms of Beck’s MNSC. In particular,
Arregi proposes that pied-piped clauses such as (20) involve LF extraction of the wh-
word to the left periphery of the matrix clause where it scopes, followed by obligatory
reconstruction of remnant CP. In sentences like (20b), these assumptions will mean that
the negative morpheme es will intervene between the wh-word in the matrix CP and its
reconstructed trace, in violation of Beck’s proposed filter.

An obstacle to extending this approach to the English wh-slifting contrast in (18),
comes from the absence of condition C violations in English, suggesting that the
preposed clause does not obligatorily reconstruct. In the well-formed example in (21),
the R-expression John is coindexed with a pronoun in the matrix clause, suggesting that
John is not c-commanded by the pronoun at LF. This fact seems to indicate that the
preposed clause in English does not obligatorily reconstruct unlike in Arregi’s proposal
for Basque.

(21)  [What did John; buy ] did he; say?

The effect of negation in questions like (18) therefore remains problematic for a
clausal pied piping or direct dependency approach to English wh-slifting, which takes
wh-slifting and long wh-movement to have similar derivations and LFs.

2.4 Root clause properties

The three sets of properties of wh-slifting just discussed are all consistent with
analyses of scope marking constructions found in the literature. These properties of
scope-marking constructions in German and Hindi especially, have all in fact been cited
in favour of an indirect dependency approach to scope marking in much of the literature
discussed above. Again, the fact that these properties suggest a different LF or syntactic
differences between long wh-movement and scope marking constructions makes a direct
dependency approach to these constructions problematic. Nevertheless, two additional
properties of wh-slifting, which we describe in the following discussion, are predicted by
neither clausal pied-piping nor scope-marking approaches.

A first such property of wh-slifting constructions is the root-clause behaviour of the
slifted question. As noted by Lahiri (2002), subject auxiliary inversion (SAI) is
obligatory in both clauses in non-subject wh-questions.

(22) [ How old is she ] do you think?
(23) *[ How old she is ] do you think? (no SAI in lower clause)
(24) *[ [How old ] is she ] you think? (no SAI in upper clause)

SAI does not apply in the embedded clause in long wh-movement contexts:
(25) *How old do you claim is she?
In contrast, German scope marking constructions are not root-clause-like in word

order. (26) shows that the lower clause in scope-marking constructions cannot have main
clause verb-second (V2) word order in the absence of a sentence boundary pause.



(26) a. Was glaubst du, mit wem Maria gesprochen hat?
what believe you with whom Maria talked has
b. *Was glaubst du, mit wem hat Maria gesprochen?
what believe you with whom has Maria talked
‘Who don’t you think that Maria talked to?’

A second kind of root clause behaviour of wh-slifted clauses is the fact that they
cannot be embedded questions. (27) shows that long wh-movement is fine in embedded
questions, but wh-slifting is poor, with or without subject-aux inversion in the main
clause.

(27) a. Iwonder how old you think she is.
b. *I wonder how old is she (do) you think.

German scope-marking constructions, on the other hand are fine in embedded
questions.

(28) Ich weiss nicht was er denkt welches Buch sie gelesen hat.
I  knownot what he thinks which book she read has.
‘I don’t know which book he thinks she read.’
(Beck and Berman 2000:25)

2.5 Person restrictions

An additional way in which English questions like (1) and (2) differ from
German/Hindi scope marking constructions and Basque-type clausal pied piping
sentences is in terms of person restrictions on the main clause subject. Lahiri (2002: 506)
notes that subjects other than pronominal you are degraded in wh-slifting questions, as
illustrated in (29) and (30).

(29) 7?7 Who did John see does Bill believe?  (Lahiri 2002: 506)
(30) ?? How old is she do the judges suppose?

In section 3 below, we show that this restriction is not absolute: (29) and (30)
improve somewhat in discourse contexts where it is presupposed that the main clause
subject has a belief about the issue raised in the slifted clause. What is important for
present purposes, however, is that neither scope marking constructions nor Basque
clausal pied piping constructions are restricted in this way. (31) and (32) are examples
from the literature showing that scope marking constructions in Hindi and German,
respectively, are fine with non-second person subjects out of the blue.

(31) rameS kyaa soctaa hai ki raam-ne kitnii kitabeN paRhiiN?
Rames what thinks that Ram-ERG how many books read-PST
‘How many books does Rames think that Ram read?’

(Lahiri 2002:520)

(32) Was glaubt Karl mit wem Maria gesprochen hat?
What thinks Karl with whom Maria spoken has
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‘Who does Karl think that Maria has spoken to?’
(Dayal 2000: 158)

Similarly, clausal pied-piping is fine out of the blue with non-second person subjects
in the higher clause.

(33) [Nor-k irabazi-ko duela] esan du Jon-ek?
Who-ERG Win-FUT AUX  say AUX Jon-ERG.
‘Who does Jon think will win?’

We return to these person restrictions below. To summarize, in this section we have
compared questions like (1) and (2) to scope marking constructions in several languages
and embedded clause pied-piping of the Basque type. We have shown that neither a
Basque-type complement clause pied piping approach, nor indirect dependency
approaches to scope marking constructions (as suggested by Kayne 2000) are empirically
adequate for expressing key properties of these constructions. In the next section, we
propose that interrogative slifting constructions are more usefully analyzed as a close
cousin of declarative slifting sentences.

3. The relationship between wh-slifting and declarative slifting
In this section, we compare sentences like (1) and (2) to declarative slifting sentences
as in (34)-(36), first described by Ross (1973).

(34) Max is a Martian, I believe. (Ross 1973:131)
(35) There are 11 planets, Max thinks (Ross 1973:138)
(36) There was something funny about Venus, it seems to me. (Ross 1973:138)

Ross includes yes/no slifting questions in his analysis in discussing examples like
(37).

(37) Do extraterrestrials exist, do you think? (Ross 1973:149)

In the discussion below, we show that yes/no interrogative slifts behave similarly to
the wh-slifting questions in (1) and (2). We show also that while interrogative slifting
constructions are akin to declarative slifting sentences like (34)-(36), the former are more
restricted in several ways including especially the class of main clause predicates that
allow for slifting.

A focus of much of the literature on declarative slifting has been the relationship
between the main clause and the slift. In particular, two main approaches to this issue
have been proposed in the literature. Ross’ (1973) analysis was that that slifting
sentences were transformationally derived from sentences where the slift is generated as
the complement of the main clause—the clause on the right in (34)-(36). Specifically, the
rule deletes the complementizer that and adjoins the lower clause to the top node of the
lower as in (38).

(38) [so0 [s2 Max is a Martian] [s; I feel]] (Adapted from Ross 1973: 134)



Working in more contemporary frameworks, Reinhart (1983), Corver and Thiersch
(2001) and Rooryck (2001) recast this idea in terms of movement of the slift as in (40). In
the following discussion we will refer to this approach as the clausal movement
approach.

(39) Clausal movement approach
[cp [Max is a Martian] [ C [, I feel <Max is a Martian>.]]]

A second approach, proposed first by Jackendoff (1972) is that the two clauses are
base generated in the order in which they appear in (34)-(36) where the clause on the
right is a parenthetical adjunct to the main assertion to its left. A variant of this approach
by Collins and Branigan (1997) and Corver and Thiersch (2001), assumes that the slifted
clause (or part thereof) is anaphorically linked to an operator, first merged as the
complement of the matrix predicate. We will shortly see reason for thinking that this
analysis, if correct, involves movement of the operator to the left periphery of the matrix
clause, as in (40). We refer to this approach henceforth as the null operator approach.

(40) Null operator approach
[cp Max is a Martian]; [cp Opi [tp I feel <Opi>]]

We consider virtues of these two approaches to wh-slifting as we compare declarative
slifting and wh-slifting in the discussion below. We begin by discussing shared
properties of these two constructions.

3.1 Shared properties of declarative slifting and wh-slifting

Only predicates that take clausal complements allow slifting. Ross (1973) reports
that only predicates that take that-clause complements allow slifting. (41), for example,
illustrates that complement clause-taking predicates like discover and think allow for
slifting, while predicates like detect and call out which don’t take clausal complements
are poor.

(41) Hilda; has been brainwashed, I’ve discovered/I think/*I’ve detected/*She; called out.

Grimshaw (2010) suggests a correction to Ross’ generalization, pointing out that
predicates taking interrogative complements like wonder also participate in slifting with
interrogative complements. The correct generalization therefore seems to be that only
predicates that take declarative complements take declarative slifts, and only predicates
that take interrogative complements allow for interrogative slifts.

(42) How old is she, I wonder/* I think.
(43) Hilda has been brainwashed, *I wonder/ I think.

In addition, slifting is impossible in contexts in which another element, like so
occupies the complement position of the matrix clause:



(44) Hilda has been brainwashed, I think (*so).
(45) Where did John go, do you think (*s0)?

Ross (1973) originally cited these selectional restrictions in support of the
transformational/movement analysis discussed above. These facts are nevertheless
equally compatible with a null operator analysis, whereby the slifted element is linked to
an operator first merged as the complement of main clause predicate as in (40) (Collins &
Branigan 1997, Corver and Thiersch 2001).

Island effects. A second kind of evidence cited by Ross for raising of the slifted
clause is that it gives rise to complex DP-island and coordinate-island violations, as in
(46) and (47). (For the moment, we remain agnostic about whether the complement of
the slifting predicate is occupied by a copy of the slifted clause or an operator, and
represent the gap position with an underscore.)

(46) Max has a tuba, I believe (*your claim) that Pete pointed out .  (Ross 1973:151)
(47) *Max has a tuba, Ted is reading a book and will find out . (Ross 1973:151)

Parallel examples are difficult to construct for wh-slifting, owing to additional
restrictions on slifting predicates, which we discuss shortly. Nevertheless, most speakers
find a difference between (48) and (49), suggesting a wh-island effect for wh-slifting
sentences.

(48) 2How old is she, do you think she said _ ?°
(49) *How old is she, do you wonder whether she said _ ?

Assuming that subjacency is a condition on movement, the facts in (46)-(49) suggest
movement of some island-sensitive element out of the relevant islands in these examples.
These facts, however, shed no light on what this element might be on the two approaches
discussed above. On Ross’ movement analysis, it is the slift itself, which moves out of
the islands in (46)-(49). On approaches that assume a null operator mediating the
relationship between the slift and the matrix clause, it is presumably raising of the null
operator that gives rise to these effects.

Backwards binding. The shared properties of declarative and wh-slifting discussed so
far have not helped in adjudicating between the clausal movement and null operator
approaches outlined above. Evidence from two kinds of anaphoric dependencies,
however, is more revealing, and disfavours a clausal movement approach. The first set of
facts comes from anaphor and variable binding. As noted by several authors, backwards

* Interrogative slifting predicates with an embedded clause, such as (48), are difficult for
many speakers for reasons to be made clear shortly, but can be improved with appropriate
discourse scaffolding. Consider (48) in the following context. The addressee of (48) has
just gone on a blind date and is now home reporting to his/her roommate how the date
went, but doesn’t remember all the details. The roommate interrupts the report to ask
(48).
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variable binding is generally poor in declarative sentences such as (50) (Corver and
Thiersch 2001, Grimshaw 2010).*

(50) */??His; mother is beautiful, everyone; thinks.
As shown in (51), backwards binding with interrogative slifting is similarly bad.
(51) *How old is his; mother, does everyone; think?

These facts contrast with the much-studied availability of backwards binding in wh-
questions and topicalizations.

(52) Which picture of himself; does everyone; like best.
(53) Kiss her; mother, every girl; will gladly do.

Similarly, backwards anaphor binding is generally unavailable for most speakers in
both declarative slifting and wh-slifting examples, though some speakers accept it
marginally.

(54) */? That picture of herself is good, she thinks.
(55)*/? Which picture of himself; was downloaded most did he; think?

The unavailability of backwards binding in these examples, therefore suggests no
possibility of reconstruction of the slifted clause to a first-merged position below main
clause.” This is an awkward fact for the clausal movement approach given the
availability of variable/anaphor binding under reconstruction in other A’-movement
contexts.

Tense agreement. Similarly problematic facts for the clausal movement approach
come from sequence of tense dependencies as noted by Reinhart (1983).° Consider the

* Reinhart (1983) and Corver and Thiersch (2001) in fact proposes that binding is
sensitive to the interpretation of the slifting sentence. Specifically, Reinhart distinguishes
between a “subject oriented” (free indirect discourse) interpretation, and a ‘“speaker
oriented” parenthetical interpetation. “Subject oriented” interpretations will not be
relevant to the interrogative slifting constructions focussed on here and we set discussion
of these facts aside here.

> Compare the absence of a Principle C effect in (21), which also shows that the slift does
not reconstruct, i.e. has not undergone movement.

% Sequence of tense facts were discussed originally by Ross (1973), who invoked these
facts in support of a transformational account. Specifically, Ross notes that when some
main clause predicates is in the past tense, the slifted clause must also be in the past, as in
Ross’ example in (i).

(1) There was/*is something funny about Venus, it seemed to me.  (Ross 1973: 139)
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dialogues in (56) and (57), which we use to stifle a free indirect discourse reading. In
such a context, the past modal would in the slifted clause is fine on an interpretation
where the coming by event is located after the utterance time. In contrast, would in the
lower clause in the counterpart wh-slifting example in (57) cannot have this same
interpretation, plausibly because it cannot establish the requisite dependency with a
matrix T providing the evaluation point (Giorgi 2009).

(56) A: Ruth said she would come by at 5, and it’s 5.40 now.
B: She said (she’d/she’ll) come at 6.

(57) A: Ruth said she would come by at 5, and it’s 5.40 now.
B: (She’ll/ ?She’d) come by at 6, she said.

Note, in contrast, that backwards tense agreement is fine in clausal topicalization
sentences.

(58) That John would come by later, they assured us.
(59) When John would come by exactly, they didn’t say.

Tense agreement in wh-slifting sentences is similarly constrained. The long wh-
movement context in (60) can have an interpretation where the coming by event is after
the utterance time, but this same interpretation is out in the slifting example in (61).

(60) When did you say you would come by?
(61)  *[When would you come by], did you say?

Absence of tense agreement is therefore mysterious if the slifted clause is first merged
as a complement of the slifting predicate as in the clausal movement approach.

3.2 Differences between declarative slifting and interrogative slifting

The discussion so far has described several ways that sentences like (1) and (2) are
unlike wh-scope marking constructions and Basque-type clausal pied-piping
constructions, and suggested ways that such sentences are akin to declarative slifting
sentences. In this section we discuss several differences between declarative slifting and
interrogative slifting, which suggest that the two are partially different phenomena.

Restrictions on slifting predicates. A first difference between interrogative and
declarative slifting not noted in any of the literature as far as we are aware is that the class
of predicates that allows for interrogative slifting is much more restricted than those that
allow for declarative slifting. Hooper’s (1975) extensive discussion of root and non-root
assertion types lists 66 predicates that allow for slifting. These include verbs of saying
and belief, be obvious/likely/clear/likely, factives, raising verbs like seem/appear as well
as manner of speaking verbs. A sample of these is shown in (62).

As we discuss below, many predicates, like seem that allow for declarative slifting do not
allow wh-slifting. Our focus in this paper is not declarative slifing and we set aside the
nature of the tense facts in Ross’ example.

12



(62) some predicates that allow declarative slifting

I think/suppose/believe/expect/guess/imagine/figure/predict/reckon
I say/insist/declare/maintain/promise/mutter/shout.

Max is I hope.
a it seems/appears
Martian it's obvious/clear/possible/likely/evident.

I realize/regret/admit/don’t deny/ve discovered.

The set that allows for interrogative slifting is much more restricted as shown in (63).
This set includes say and verbs of belief, but excludes factives, manner of speaking verbs
and predicates like be obvious/clear/likely/probable.

(63) some predicates that do and don’t allow interrogative slifting

do you think/suppose/believe/expect/guess/imagine/figure/predict/reckon?

How did you say/*insist/*declare/*maintain/*promise/*mutter/*shout?
old *do you hope

is ?does it seem/appear?

she *1s it obvious/clear/possible/likely/evident?

*do you realize/regret/admit/don’t you deny/have you discovered?

An initially appealing approach to the difference in the behaviour of the predicates in
(62) and (63) is to relate it to constraints on long wh-movement. If wh-slifting
constructions are derived in a way similar to long wh-movement constructions, then we
might expect representational or interpretive constraints accounting for island effects
generally to apply in wh-slifting contexts as well. Indeed, as shown in (64)-(66),
predicates like be obvious/clear/possible/likely as well as the factive and manner of
speaking verbs are all degraded in long wh-movement sentences akin to (63).

(64) How old is it *obvious/*clear/?likely/?possible she is <how old>?
(65) How old do you *realize/*admit/*regret she is <how old>?
(66) How old did you *mutter/*shout she is <how old>?

Nevertheless, such an account leaves unexplained the fact that verbs like hope,
maintain, promise, which are all transparent to long wh-extraction are poor with wh-
slifting.

(67) How old do you hope/maintain/promise she is <how old>?

The difference in the behaviour of the predicates in (62) and (63) appears rather to be
related to evidential meaning, as suggested by work on slifting in English and slifting and
embedded V2 in German (Hooper 1975, Rooryck 2001, Simons 2007, Truckenbrodt
2006, Davis et al. 2007, Scheffler 2009). In particular, predicates that allow for
interrogative slifting appear to fall into one of two main classes. The largest class, in the
top row in (63), are verbs like think, suppose etc. that describe a salient participant’s
beliefs about the proposition described in the slift. In addition, the verb say participates
(with both an indirect speech and reported belief interpretation—Would you say...?), but
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not manner of speaking verbs. Scheffler (2009) suggests that many predicates that allow
for embedded V2 and slifting in German have the function of hedging the epistemic
commitment of the speaker (for declarative slifting) or hearer (in the case of interrogative
slifting) to the truth of proposition in slifted clause. That is, an interrogative slifting
construction with think/believe/guess invites the hearer to assume a lower evidentiary
threshold in answering the question in the slifted clause, in a way perhaps akin to the
adoption of a higher alpha-value in inferential statistics. Factive predicates like know,
and those like hope or promise, which do not invite the hearer to lower his or her
evidentiary criterial value in this way are not felicitous as wh-slifting predicates. (See also
Davis et al. 2007 and Lassiter 2011 for a discussion of the probabilistic pragmatics of
evidentials and modality more generally.)

Something more, however, is needed to explain the unavailability of wh-slifting with
predicates like be likely/possible/probable, and seem/appear, which have a similar
evidential contribution to the epistemic verbs in (63), but are marginal or downright bad
with interrogative slifting. The difference between these classes of predicates and the
belief/say verbs in (63) is that the former are incomplete as evidentials in that they do not
explicitly describe sources of evidence—a relevant participant’s beliefs or speech—for
the proposition described in the slift (Rooryck 2001). Similarly, note that slifting
predicates with seem/appear are acceptable for most speakers with an experiencer PP, as
in (68) and (69), but generally marginal otherwise.

(68) How likely is Mexico to win the World Cup, does it seem ?(to you)?
(69) Is Marta the world’s best footballer, does it appear ?(to you)?

The incompatibility of negation in the main clause with interrogative slifting might be
explained in similar terms. That is, we suggest that questions like (18b), repeated here,
are bad because the negated belief/saying predicates cannot easily be epistemic/evidential
hedges in the way just described (Scheffler 2009).

(18) a. Who don’t you think/do you not think [ <who> will come ]?
b. *[ Who will come ] don’t you think/do you not think?

To summarize, interrogative slifting clauses are strictly limited to evidential
predicates of a certain sort, namely those that describe sources of belief or indirect speech
relevant to the evidential evaluation of the proposition described in the slift. Declarative
slifting, which co-occurs with factives and a wide range of verbs of saying, are not
constrained in this way.

Defocussing. A second way in which interrogative slifting constructions are more
restricted than declarative slifting sentences is that in the former, but not the latter, the
parenthetical main clause must be defocussed, that is, refer to discourse-old information.
(70) and (71) show that in interrogative slifting constructions, material in the main clause
can never be stressed unlike counterpart long wh-extractions.

(70) How old is she, did you/*YOU say/*SAY.’

7 Probably relevant here is the fact that the main clause in both declarative and wh-slifting
sentences typically co-occurs with an intonational downstep. We do not attempt here to
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(71) How old did you/YOU say/SAY she is.
Declarative slifting main clauses, on the other hand, freely permit stressed material.
(72) She was with Bill, HENRY thinks at least.

In addition, speakers typically prefer pronouns to full DPs as the subject of the slifted
clause. As discussed earlier, Lahiri (2002: 506) reported that subjects other than
pronominal you are degraded in interrogative slifting constructions, as illustrated in the
contrast between (29), repeated here, and (73).

(29) 7?7 Who did John see does Bill believe? (Lahiri 2002: 506)
(73) Who did John see do you believe?

We return to the person effect that Lahiri notes shortly. For the moment, let us focus
on two facts suggesting that the contrast between (29) and (73) is partly attributable to the
fact that the parenthetical main clause material must be discourse-old. First, (29) is
immediately more natural for most speakers if the main clause subject is a third person
pronoun rather than Bill.

(74) ?Who did John; see does hey believe?

Second, note that Lahiri’s example in (29), becomes much more natural in a context in
which it is presupposed that Bill has a belief about a set of alleged events. In the context
of A’s utterance in (75), for example, a question like (29), B’s response, is fine for many
speakers.

(75) A: Bill thinks that John was present in the hotel at the time of the murder.
According to Bill, John was downstairs in the lobby reading a newspaper and

actually saw the murderer come in through the front door.
B: And who did John see, does Bill believe?

The interaction of this givenness constraint and its restriction to evidential
interpretations has the consequence that interrogative slifting clauses are restricted in
content to discourse-given descriptions of the hearer’s or a 3™ person’s epistemic
commitment to the proposition in the slift. For this reason, in the absence of some
rescuing context, interrogative slifting constructions are poor with adverbials and other
main clause material modifying the epistemic predicate as shown in (76)-(78). (See also
footnote 3.)

(76) Will Mexico score first, do you *often/*occasionally/*secretly believe?

spell out the syntax-to-prosody mapping of such constructions. See Dehé (2009) for
discussion.

(1) Who did John see [ | do you believe]?
(i1) Max is a Martian [ | I believe].
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(77) How old is she, do you *often/*occasionally/*secretly think?
(78) *How old is she, are you sorry to say?

Declarative slifting main clauses, on the other hand, are fine with modifiers of this
sort:

(79) Jules is a bit boring, I often/occasionally/secretly think.
(80) Omar is coming, I’m deeply sorry to say.

Person restrictions. Plausibly related to these constraints are person restrictions on
the subject/experiencer of the slifting clause. Hooper (1975) and Rooryck (2001) note
that declarative slifting sentences are often most natural in contexts where the subject of
the slifted clause is first person. For example, be afraid, with an epistemic meaning, is
degraded as a slifting predicate with second or third person subjects, but fine with first
person.

(81) Omar is coming, I’'m/?you’re/?Mary’s afraid.

For declarative slifting constructions, this effect is fairly weak in that many other
slifting verbs combine naturally with non-first-person subjects.

(82) Omar is coming, John believes/they’ve discovered.

Interrogative slifting constructions on the other hand are more restricted, with the
crucial additional difference that, out of the blue, it is second person arguments that are
typically preferred (Ross 1970, Lahiri 2002). Note, as illustrated in Ross’ example
below, this person restriction applies to the experiencer argument—that is to the
“evidential source”—rather than to the subject, for predicates where these are different.

(83) Are you drunk, does it seem (to you/?me)? (Ross 1973:49)

Nevertheless, as illustrated in (74) and (75) above, third person evidence sources are
also available, provided there is appropriate discourse scaffolding. The reason why a first
person main clause subject is usually infelicitous is that we do not usually ask other
people questions about our own epistemic commitment. Consider, however, a context in
which a family is in a queue to buy tickets at the cinema, debating whether to ask for
children’s price for a daughter, who is in fact too old for this price. In such a context,
(84) below, with we or [ as the matrix subject is perfect.

(84) How old is Amy, should we/I say?

The sensitivity of these person restrictions to clausal force— first person arguments
are somewhat preferred in declarative slifting and second person subjects are favoured in
interrogative slifting—is plausibly related to the givenness restriction discussed above
together with pragmatic properties of the embedded clause. As Simons (2007) notes,
declarative slifting sentences like (34)-(36) have the property that the slifted clause
constitutes the main point of the utterance (MPU). Unlike in other kinds of embeddings,
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the matrix clause is not the main point of the utterance but rather typically has an
evidential/quotative function.® In particular, Simons likens such slifting examples to
sentences like B’s answers in (85b-d), which can be felicitous responses to A’s question.
That is, in these question-answer pairs, like in the slifting examples in (34)-(36), the
embedded clause provides the main point of B’s response and the main clause is
interpreted as an evidential. Other predicates including most factives cannot felicitously
take main point embedded complements as illustrated in the (85¢) examples in this
dialogue.

(85) A: Who was Louise with last night? (Adapted from Simons 2007)
B:a. She was with Bill.
b. Henry thinks/believes/hopes that she was with Bill.
c. Henry said/suggested/promised that she was with Bill.
d. It’s clear/obvious/true that she was with Bill.
e. #Henry knows/regrets/found out that she was with Bill.

Interrogative slifting constructions are parallel to the declarative slifting examples in
(34)-(36) in that the slifted clause contains the main point of the utterance—the main
information request (MIR) in an interrogative context—while the main clause has an
evidential/quotative interpretation. (We provide a more formal characterization of MIR
in Section 4.)

We take these facts to underlie the relationship between interrogative/declarative
force and the subject person restrictions described above. In declarative slifting
sentences, the main point of the utterance is the proposition in the slifted clause, and the
speaker’s beliefs about that proposition are presupposed by the act of making this main
point (or “assertion” in Hooper and Thompson’s (1973) and Hooper’s (1975) analyses).
It is for this reason that first person arguments are somewhat more natural than other
persons as main clause subjects in declarative slifting sentences, that is, because the
speaker’s beliefs are made contextually relevant by the declarative speech act. Similarly,
in interrogative slifting contexts, the main information request in the slifted clause,
implicitly asks for the hearer’s beliefs about the set of propositions presupposed by the
act of asking the question to the hearer. Consequently, second person subjects are
particularly natural out of the blue in interrogative slifting sentences, since the hearer’s
beliefs about the set of propositions introduced by the question in the slift is presupposed.
As we have seen, for other subject persons to be presupposed as an evidential source,
additional contextual support is required. The fact that the person effect is stronger in
interrogative slifting constructions than in declarative slifting is a consequence of the fact
that the givenness requirement is stricter in the latter as noted earlier. We attempt to
formalize these restrictions in section 4.

¥ Simons’ approach is very close in spirit to that of Hooper and Thompson (1973) and
Hooper (1975) who take the slifted clause to be the assertion. However, Simons rejects
the notion of assertion in such cases since assertion involves a commitment to the truth of
a proposition and the function of the main clause predicate in many such cases is to
weaken the speaker’s epistemic commitment to the proposition in the slifted clause as
discussed above.
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Word order. A final key difference between declarative and interrogative slifting
concerns word order. One argument against the transformation/movement analysis,
which is discussed by Ross (1973) and recognized as a problem, is that the parenthetical
main clause can appear inside the slifted clause as a parenthetical, by the look of it.

(86) The children (she said) will (she said) come back (she said) in two days time
(she said).

Importantly, for our purposes, wh-slifting is more restricted in this regard. The only
well-formed alternative to final position of the main clause is immediately following the
initial wh-phrase, as in (87). We will come back to the question of how this ‘split-
parenthetical’ word order can be derived in section 4.

(87) When on earth (do you think) will (??do you think) the children (??do you think)
come back (do you think)?

To summarize, in this section, we have shown that interrogative slifting constructions
are close cousins of declarative slifting sentences, but are more restricted in three main
ways: first, the main clause in the former but not the latter must have an evidential
interpretation; second, interrogative main clause material must be discourse given; and
third, interrogative slifting is much less permissive in terms of parenthetical word orders
where the main clause appears interposed among slifted clause material. In the following
section we develop an analysis of these facts and other properties of interrogative slifting
constructions introduced in section 2.

4. An evidential small clause structure for interrogative slifting constructions

Our analysis of the properties of interrogative slifting sentences described in sections
2 and 3 will have two main components: first an account of root clause properties of the
slifted clause, and second a proposal that the slifted clause and the parenthetical main
clause are merged together in a small clause structure headed by a null evidential
morpheme. We discuss these two proposals in turn below.

4.1 Root clause properties

We follow Rizzi (1997) and much subsequent work in assuming that there is a Force
phrase available in the left periphery of the clause. Specifically, we assume that
illocutionary force is encoded syntactically only in certain finite clause types, including
(embedded) root clauses (Hooper and Thompson 1973, Vikner, 1995, Haegeman 2004,
2006, Zanuttini and Portner 2003, Heycock 2006, Julien 2008, Sheehan and Hinzen
2011). These are clauses that have illocutionary force in something like the original sense
going back to Austin (1965). That is, they assert (in the case of declaratives) the truth of
the proposition they contain, and thus entail a commitment to the truth of the sentence by
the speaker or, in the case of embedded root clauses, the matrix subject.

We propose that the presence of a Force morpheme atop the slifted clause in
interrogative slifting constructions explains certain root-clause behaviour of these clauses
discussed in sections 2 and 3. First, we assume that an interrogative force head, Force-
Q, is responsible for obligatory subject-aux inversion in English in triggering T-to-C
movement. More precisely, we assume that Force-Q selects a C with an unvalued V-
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feature, triggering verbal T-to-C movement. We assume, furthermore, that wh-questions
are made up of a proposition with a variable bound by a wh-operator, where the operator-
variable relation is derived by wh-movement. Assuming a Chomskyan (1995, 2001)
feature theory, we assume wh-movement is triggered by a [uWH] feature in the C-
domain. This much is true of main and embedded clause wh-questions alike, but main
clause questions (direct questions) in addition have a question force feature. On these
assumptions, slifted wh-questions in sentences like (1) and (2) will be derived as in (88).

(88) [FOI‘CC-Q [ C[uWH,uV] [TP John T [Vp £o0 where ]]]] 2>
[Force-Q [where[ did+T+Cpuwiiwg [tp John did+T [vp go where ]]]]

The fact that wh-slifting questions cannot be embedded questions, as illustrated in
(27), repeated here, is similarly attributable to the fact that predicates selecting embedded
questions, wonder, know, etc. require that their complements lack an interrogative force
feature.

(27) a. I wonder how old you think she is.
b. *I wonder how old is she do you think.

In this way, the assumption of a Force head in the slifted clause helps express the root
clause properties of slifts introduced in sections 2 and 3. Something further, however, is
needed to account for the pragmatic relationship between the slift and the parenthetical
main clause. On the standard view, the pragmatic contribution of interrogative force—
here encoded by Force-Q—is to make the expression a request for information. Note
however, the main clause, too, has subject-aux inversion and therefore has a Force
feature. So the interrogative slifting construction conveys two questions, two requests for
information. What is the relation between them? We have previously proposed, by
analogy with Simons’ (2007) account of declarative slifting, that the slift is the main
request for information (MIR) while the main clause is ‘parenthetical’, discourse-given,
with an evidential/quotative function. Simons (2007) defines the MPU as follows:

(89) The main point of utterance U of a declarative sentence S is the proposition p
communicated by U which renders U relevant.

As discussed earlier, Simons uses question-answer pairs to diagnose main point
content. We will define the MIR in a way analogous to the MPU. The following
working definition is sufficient for our purposes:

(90) The main information request of an utterance U of an interrogative sentence S is the
question Q denoted by S in Context C.

Following Hamblin (1973) and subsequent work, we take the denotation of a question
to be the set of alternative propositions that may be answers to the question.” The

? For clarity, we use the terminology of Groenendijk and Stokhof (1984) where the term
"Interrogative" is used to describe a class of syntactic forms and the term "question" their
semantic content.
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pragmatic function of the question is to request that the hearer identify the alternative
proposition that is the relevant true answer in the context. Just as in the case of the MPU
where the question diagnoses the MPU content in the answer, in the case of the MIR, the
answer diagnoses MIR content in the question. Thus, for the interrogative slifting
example in (91), yes will be a felicitous answer if did she say...? is the MIR and 45 is
felicitous if How old is she? is the MIR.

(91) How old is she, did she say?

Note that yes is not a felicitous answer to (91) without a heavy intonational break
between the two clauses, a partially distinct phenomenon that we do not consider here'".
Without such a break, only an answer responding to How old is she? will be felicitous,
suggesting that this must be the MIR. The question, then, is how to account for the
obligatory MIR-hood of the slift vis-a-vis the parenthetical clause. In the following
section, we consider this problem further in light of the external syntax of slifted clause
and in particular the syntactic relationship between the slift and the parenthetical main
clause.

4.2 The relationship between the slift and parenthetical main clause

We begin by considering the evidential interpretation of the parenthetical clause. The
most explicit syntactic approach to the evidential meaning of declarative slifting
sentences is by Rooryck (2001), who takes the relationship between the two clauses to be
mediated by an evidential head, MoodgigentialP (Cinque 1999). Specifically, Rooryck
proposes that the slift is merged as the complement of the main clause, and then raises to
the specifier of the evidential projection. The evidential interpretation of some main
clause verbs is a consequence of their raising to the Moodgyigentias head. This movement is
covert in most declarative slifting contexts where the subject precedes the verb but overt
in quotative inversion contexts. We illustrate these two possibilities in (92)-(93).

(92) [MoodEVidP [CP Jules is back] MoodEvig® <think> [Tp 1 [T’ think [Vp <] think CP>]]]
(Adapted from Rooryck 2001)

(93) [Moodevidp [cp Jules is back] moodevia Said [tp she [ <said> [vp <she said CP>]]]
(Adapted from Rooryck 2001)

For the purposes of modeling the properties of interrogative slifting sentences focused
on here, Rooryck’s approach has three main disadvantages. First, this account is not
particularly well suited to expressing the fact that the evidential and givenness restrictions

' For our purposes it is immaterial whether the set of alternatives includes all answers (as
suggested by Hamblin (1973) or, as Karttunen (1977) suggested, only its true answers.

" Wh-slifting constructions are pragmatically very similar to the interrogative
construction in (i), not uncommon in colloquial English as an alternative to interrogative
slifting. There are important differences, though, between the two constructions,
including the fact that the dual-question construction has a clear intonational break, the
say- sentence need not be defocussed, and it is less sensitive to person restrictions. We
conclude therefore that such utterances constitute a partially independent phenomenon
and set them aside here.
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in interrogative slifting constructions are properties of the parenthetical main clause as a
whole and not just the verb. Second, as noted in section 3, the absence of backwards
variable binding and sequence of tense is mysterious from the perspective of clausal
movement approaches like that illustrated in (92) and (93), where the slifted clause is first
merged as a complement of the main clause.  Third, it does not allow for a particularly
natural way of expressing split parenthetical word orders. To derive the order in (94) on
this approach, some further assumptions appear necessary, such as lowering of is back or
raising of the main clause followed by sub-extraction of Jules. None of the solutions
available appear trivial.

(94) Jules, she said, is back.

We follow Rooryck (2001) in taking the relationship between the parenthetical main
clause and the slift to be mediated by a silent evidential morpheme. We propose, though,
that these two clauses are initially merged together in a structural relationship opposite
that proposed by Rooryck: the parenthetical main clause is merged as the specifier of the
evidential head responsible for the evidential interpretation of this constituent; the slift is
merged as the complement of this head. We propose (along with Kayne (2000: 277) and
Lahiri (2002)) that a null operator is merged as the complement of the main clause
predicate and undergoes movement, akin to wh-movement, to the left periphery of that
clause. In the spirit of Collins and Branigan’s (1997) and Sufier’s (2000) approaches to
direct quotes, we propose that this null operator is coindexed with the slifted clause
(formally with the Force-Q feature which we have postulated at the head of the clause).

As suggested in Section 3, we propose that it is the null operator movement that is
responsible for the island effects inside the main clause. We illustrate this structure in
(95). We will continue calling it ‘the main clause’ even though it is now reduced to a
specifier argument of an evidential head.

(95) [Evidr [cp-o Opjqji Main clause Opjqi] [Evia Evid [cp-q Force-Q;...Slifted Clause 1]

Our proposal for slifting movement departs from two observations about information
structural constraints on interrogative slifting constructions made in section 3. First, we
noted that in interrogative slifting constructions, the main parenthetical clause must be
very strictly discourse-given, unlike in declarative slifting constructions. Second, we
noted that word order possibilities in ‘split parenthetical’ sentences are more constrained
in interrogative slifting constructions than in declaratives. As we noted in section 3,
declarative slifting constructions are relatively free in terms of the position in which the
parenthetical main clause may be interposed in the slift. We illustrate this in (96), which
presents in a different format the data in (86), above. The parenthetical main clause
appears in bold.

(96) a. The children, she said, will come back in two days time.
b. The children will, she said, come back in two days time.
c. The children will come back, she said, in two days time.
d. The children will come back in two days time, she said.
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The different word orders illustrated in (96), however, have different focus properties.
For example, as an answer to a question focussing the entire embedded clause, What did
Ann say? the most natural word order, of those shown in (96) is (96d). Similarly, (96b) is
most natural with a verum focus interpretation, and stress on will. As an answer to a
question focussing the subject of the slifted clause, Who did Ann say will come back in
two days time, main sentence stress falls on the children and the most natural word orders
are (96a), with the parenthetical main clause interposed to the right of the subject, and
(96d); (96b,c) are somewhat less natural. These facts, at first glance suggest that the
generalization is that the parenthetical main clause appears most naturally either to the
right of the focus-bearing constituent or to the right of the slifted clause as a whole (96d).
But note, however, that as an answer to a question focussing the temporal adverbial,
When did Ann say the children will come back?, the most natural placements for the
parenthetical main clause are either at the end of the slifted clause, (96d), or before the
focused constituent, (96¢). We do not attempt to offer a complete account of the focus
facts in declarative slifting sentences, which would take the discussion afield. We infer
from these facts, however, that declarative slifting word orders are constrained by
stress/focus properties of the slifted clause.

Similar facts are observed by Suiier (2000) in her discussion of quotative word orders
in Spanish. Sufier notes that in ‘split quotation” word orders—that is, where the quotative
verb interposes inside quoted material —the portion of the quote before the quotative verb
tends to be stressed, while the material following the quote has a flatter intonational
contour. Sufler proposes that in such cases, the stressed material is linked to a null
operator in the specifier position of a focus head high in the main clause.

(97) “Claro,” comprendi¢ el viejo, “les ha dicho el médico que me queda poco...”
“Of course,” understood the old man “the doctor has told them that I have little
time left.
(Sufier 2000)"*

In section 3, we noted that interrogative slifting constructions are more restricted than
declarative slifting constructions in allowing the parenthetical main clause to appear
either following the slifted clause or to the right of the wh-phrase, as in (87), repeated
here.

(87) When on earth (do you think) will (??do you think) the children (??do you think)
come back (do you think)?

We adapt Suifier’s proposal for quotative constructions in proposing that slifting
movement involves movement to a focus position above the evidential head.
Specifically, we propose that the focus head probes a focus feature in the slift. In the
case of wh-slifting questions, this feature will be a property of the wh-phrase; in the case
of yes/no interrogative slifting, we assume it is a property of a null operator in the left
periphery of the slifted clause (‘null whether’; Larson 1985). By virtue of this agree
relation, the slifted phrase may then raise to FocusP, assuming the presence of a
movement-triggering (EPP/edge) feature. We illustrate this movement in (98).

"2 Sufier took this example from Sampedro (1995).
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(98) [FocusP [CP-Q FOI‘CG-Qi Slift] Focus [EvidP [CP-Q Op[Q]i Main clause[Top] Op [Q]i] [Evid
EVid[Top] <Sllft>]]]

We assume further that this focus head selects for a complement with topic properties
(Rizzi 1997). Specifically, let us assume that the evidential head has a topic feature,
which requires that the parenthetical main clause in its spec be discourse-given. We
assume that the movement of the slift to the focus position is related to its status as MIR.
That is, the fact that the slift but not the parenthetical main clause bear focus features
determines its interpretation as MIR. (See Simons 2007 fn.8 for likeminded remarks on
declarative slifting.)

On this approach, the unavailability of backwards binding described in section 3 is a
consequence of the fact that the intended antecedent in the main clause never c-
commands the slifted clause, since it is first merged into the structure in the specifier of
EvidP. In addition, this account now lets us explain the word order patterns in (87).
Specifically, let us assume that, when the focus head probes the focus feature in the slift,
this feature may either pied-pipe the entire clause or just its local constituent in spec, CP.
In the former case the, entire slifted clause will front, and in the latter case, just the wh-
phrase will move, yielding the two word order possibilities shown in (87). Other split-
parenthetical word orders are correctly excluded on this approach, since the raised
constituents are not foci, and are not pied-pipable by the focus-bearing feature since they
are non-constituents (without further assumptions of remnant movement, for example).
Finally, this approach helps explain the difference between wh-slifting and long wh-
movement constructions in terms of presupposition projection, that is, the fact that in the
latter case the presuppositions of the embedded clause do not survive at the matrix level.
On the present approach, this is explained as a consequence of the fact that slifted clause
is not a true embedding and its presuppositions are therefore not blocked/plugged in the
usual way (Karttunen 1973).

An important question raised by this analysis is how to explain why declarative
slifting sentences are less constrained in terms of evidential and old information
interpretations. We do not attempt to provide a detailed account of declarative slifting
constructions, whose distribution is in many respects more complex than that of
interrogative slifting constructions, as shown in section 3. The present analysis, however,
suggests that the parenthetical main clause in declarative slifting constructions can
occupy a projection distinct from EvidP in (98), given its greater range of predicates that
these constructions allow and the fact that these clauses needn’t be defocussed.
Similarly, the fact that different focus interpretations are available for the word orders in
(96), suggests that slifting movement in declarative contexts may (sometimes) target a
position other than FocusP. Future work might usefully examine focus properties of
declarative slifting constructions in English more carefully.

5. Conclusion

This paper provides an account of “wh-slifting” constructions, which have been
discussed parenthetically in some literature but nowhere in detail. We argue that these
sentences are not covert scope marking constructions nor instances of embedded clause
pied piping (with that-deletion) as suggested in previous literature (Ross 1973, Horvath
1998, Kayne 2000, Lahiri 2002). We show that such questions are akin to declarative
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slifting constructions, notwithstanding additional restrictions on evidential interpretations
on the parenthetical main clause in such constructions. Drawing on Rooryck’s (2001)
analysis of declarative slifting and Collins and Branigan’s (1997) approach to quotative
constructions, we propose that the slifted clause and the so called “main clause” are
merged in a small clause structure headed by an evidential morpheme, where the slifted
clause is coindexed with a null operator in the main clause, now analyzed as the specifier
of the evidential head. Our discussion has also described, but not analyzed in detail, an
interaction between clausal force (interrogative vs. declarative) and evidential and
information structural-restrictions on slifting constructions. Future work might usefully
examine the nature of such interactions from a cross-linguistic perspective.
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