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AFeatureMovementAnalysisofSwipinginEnglish＊  
Hiroyukilwasaki   

l．IntrodⅦCtion  

TheaimofthispaperistopresentasomewhatnewanalysISOfwhatMerchant  

（2002）calls sw画ng（旦Iuiced逆h－WOrd主nversionwith旦rePOSitionsin坦Orthern  

Germanic）inEnglish，eXemPlifiedin（l）：   

（1）a． Loiswastalking，butIdon’tknowwhoto・  

b． Sheboughtarobe，butGodknowswhofbr・  

（Merchant（2002：294））  

In（1）、thoughthewh－elementwhoistheobjectoftheprepositions，itappearsbefbre  

the prepositions，nOt after them．This factleads us to consider swIPlng aS an  

interestlnglinguisticphenomenon，SinceitisnotcompatiblewithageneralprlnCiple  

inEnglishthataheadmustprecedeitscomplement．  

The analyses of swlplng Can be broadly dividedinto two classes：the  

Pied－Piping analysis（Merchant（2002））and the P－Stranding analysis（Hasegawa  

（2006），and Nakao（2007））．In fact，Sugisaki（2007）argues，referring to丘rst  

languageacquisitiondata，thattheP－StrandinganalysISissuperiortothepied－Piplng  

analysIS．ThesimilaritybetweenthetwoanalysesisthattheylnVOIvewh－CategOry  

movementin generatlng a SWIPlng SentenCe．However，thereis anotherway to  

derive thelinear order ofthe wh－elements and the prepositionsin（1）．More  

SPeCincally，1tCOuldbeachievedevenifthewh－elementsdonotmoveovertly・In  

this paper，lwouldlike to pursue the ftature movement approach，adaptlng the  

machinerylnVOIvedin the previous studies as usefultooIs fbrirnplementing my  

idea．  

The organization ofthe paperis as fb1lows．In section2，Ⅰwi11present  

propertiesofswIPlngtObeexplained．1nsection3，Twi11makeaproposalofhow  

the swIPlng SentenCeis derived，based onthe mechanismproposed byAgbayani  

（2006）．Insection4，Iwillshowthatthepropertiesofswipinglistedinsection2  

fbllowfrom the proposed derivation．In section5，Ⅰwi11glVe SOme PleCeS Of  

evidence supporting the proposaland polnt Out SOme remalnlng PrOblernS．In  

SeCtion6，aCOnClusionofthispaperwillbepresented．  

2．PropertiesofSwiping   

Inthissection，aSanrStStep，Ⅰwi11ident噂fburpropertiesofswipingwhich   

’IthankSuguruMikami，MaiOsawa，andAkihikoSakamotofbrhelpfblcommentsonthis  

Paper・Theusualdisclaimersapply・  
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anyadequateanalysISOfswIPlngmuStCaPture．  

First，Merchant（2002）observeS thatthewh－elements occurringin swiping  

sentencesarequltelimited・1considerthefbllowlng：   

（2）a． Hewasshouting，butitwasimpossibletotellwhoat・  

b・ Theywereargulng；Godonlyknowswhatabout・  
C． He’11beattheRedRoom，butIdon’tknowwhentill．  

d． Hesoldhisfarmandmovedaway，butno－Oneknowswhereto・  

e．％He’sbeenlivinginArizona，butIdon’tknowhowlongfbr・  

£ ％Sheboughtita11right，butdon’tevenaskhowm11Chfbr・  

g．％There’salotofcitiesonherlist，SOShe’lltravelingalot，butIdon’t  

knowhowmanyto．  

h． ＊Sheboughtarobefbroneofhernephews，butGodknowswhich  

（One）mr．  

i． ＊He’llbeattheRedRoom，butIdon’tknowwhattimeti11．  

j． ＊TheywereridinglnSOmebody’scar，butIdon’tknowwhosein・  

（Merchant（2002：29小296））  

Sentences（2かd），Wherethewh－elementswho，What，When，andwhereappear，areall  

acceptable・Whenthewh－elementsarehowlong，howmuch，andhowma7V，，aSin  

（2e－g），theacceptabilityvaries丘・OmSPeakertospeaker．Ontheotherhand，When  

theyarewhich桓nq），Whattime，andwhose，aSin（2h」），thesentencesaretota11y  

unacceptable． Merchant（2002）refbrs to the restriction on the wh－element  

OCCurringintheswipingsentenceas’theminimalitycondition，’asstatedin（3）：   

（3）Theminimalitycondition：  

Only’minimal’wh－OPeratOrSOCCurinswIPlng・ （Merchant（2002：297））  

The’minimalつwh－OPeratOrSin（3）meanheads，nOtPhrases．Giventhatthemost  

naturalexamplesofswipingin（2）includernOnOmOrPhemicwh－elements，COndition  

（3）cancorrectlyaccountfbrtheacceptabilityoftheswipingsentences．2，3  

However，Lasnik（2007）illustrates that the conditionin（3）is too strong，  

glVlngSOmeeXamPlesinwhichphrasalwh－elementsdooccur，Orlglnallyprovidedin  

Hartman（2007）：4   

（4）a． Hefbughtinthecivilwar，butIdon’tknowwhichsidefbr．   

1ThisfactisalsopointedoutbyCulicover（1999）．  
コMerchant（2002）adducesevidencetoshowthatthewh－elementoccurringintheswiping  

SentenCebehavessyntacticallylikeahead．SeeMerchant（2002）fbrdetaileddiscussion．   

3craenenbroeck（2004）suggeststhatthewh－elementshowmuchandhowmaγarealso  
monomorphemicinmany7anguages，afactpointedoutbyJasonMerchantintheirdiscussIOn．  

4lntheoriginalsentenceof（4b），thereisanapparenttypographicerror．Sentence（4b）in  
thispaperisaco］1ectedonebytheauthor．   
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b．Itappearstohavebeentranslated，butIcan’tte11whatlanguage丘om．  

（Lasnik（2007：3））  

lnthesentencesin（4），thewh－elementsconsistofthewh－WOrdsandthenouns，and  

therefbretheyarephrasal．Inlightofthisfhct，anyanalysISOfswlplngmuStallow  

notonlyheadwh－elementsbutalsophrasalonestooccurintheconstruCtion．  

Second，SWlplngOnlyoccursintheenvironmentwheresluicinglSinvoIved．  

Observethe丘）1lowlngSentenCeS：   

（5）a． Peterwenttothemovies，butIdon’tknowwhowith．  

（Merchant（2002：289））  

b． ＊Idon’tknowwhotoLoiswastalking．  

C． ＊Weknowwhenshespoke，butwedon’tknowwhataboutshedid．  

d． ＊WhataboutshewastalkingwasBuddenbrookT．  

e・ ＊TtwasThomasMannwhoaboutshewasspeaking．  

f． ＊Inna11ymettheguywhoaboutshewon’tshutup．  

g． ＊Ialwayshatewhowithhegoesout．  

（（5b－g）：Merchant（2002：298））  

Sentence（5a），in which theTPPelerwenltolhe moviesis absentinthe second  

COqjunct，iscompletelyimpeccable．Ontheotherhand，thesentencesin（5b－g）are  

derivedwithoutanyapplicationofsluicing；（5b）isanone11ipticalquestion，（5c）a  

questionwithVP－deletion，（5d）apseudocle氏sentence，（5e）acleftsentence，（5f）a  

relativeclause，and（5g）afreerelative sentence．Notethatthesentences are a11  

unacceptable．Merchant（2002）calls this restriction’the sluicing condition：as  

fbrmulatedin（6）：   

（6）Thesluicingcondition：  

SwiplngOnlyoccursinsluicing・  （Merchant（2002：298））  

Third，the prepositions selectlngthewh－elementsin swIPlngSentenCeSbear  

StreSS．Observethefbllowlng：   

（7）a． Edinvitedsomeone，butIdonつtknow（WHO／＊who）．  

b． Benwastalking，butIdon’tknow（toWHOM／＊TOwhom）．  

C． Benwastalking，butIdon’tknowi＊WHOto／whoTO〉．  

（Craenenbroeck（2004：27））  

ln（7a），Whichisanormalsluicingexample，thestressisplacedonthewh－element  

Who．Again，in（7b）、in which the prepositionis pied－Piped alongwith the  

Wh－element，thelatterhasstress．Interestingly，intheswipingexamplein（7c）．the  

StreSSShi氏stothepreposition．  

Fourth，SWIPlngis available only when thereis no antecedent fbr the   
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prepositionselectingthewh－element・5 considerthefbl－owlngSentenCeS：   

（8）a． Johnnxedit，butIdon’trememberwhatwith．  

b． Johnwastalking，butIdon’trememberwhoto．  

c． ＊JohntalkedtosorneOne，butIdon’trememberwhoto．  

（Nakao（2007：36））  

lnthesentencesin（8a，b），thereisnoprepositionintheantecedentclauseandboth  

Ofthemareacceptable．Incontrast，insentence（8c），thesameprepositionappears  

inbothcoruunctsanditisunacceptable．Thedi飴renceintheacceptabilityshows  

thatthecontentoftheprepositionselectingthewh－elementmustbefbcalized・  

Tbsumup，inthissection，IdescribedthefburpropertiesofswIPlng・lnthe  

nextsection，bearlngtheminmind，IwillpresentafbaturemovementanalysISOf  

SWIPlng・  

3．Af■roposal  

Asmentionedjustabove，inthissection，Iwillof托rthederivationofswIPlng・  

Befbredoingit，Twi11discussonemotivationfbrtheftaturemovementapproachto  

it，andoutlineAgbayani’s（2006）proposalofwh－mOVement，OnWhichtheproposed  

derivationofswIPlngrelies．   

j．ノ．d肋蜘〟如〃カr血穐α血rg肋ve椚e〃Jd即rOαC力  

Culicover（1999）makesaninterestingobservationthatthereisacloserelation  

betweentheexistenceofatraceandthestresspatternofthesentence．Observethe  

払1lowlng：   

（9）a． whohegavehisBOOKStot  

b． ＊whohegavehisbooksTOt  

C． WhatareyouLOOKINGatt  

5someexceptionstothisrestrictionaresuggestedbyRosen（1976），Craenenbroeck（2004），  
andNakao（2007）．Someexamplesaregivenin（i）：   

（i）a・   Howardsharestheapartmentwithsomeone，but‖1aVenOideawhowith．  

（Craenenbroeck（2004：28））  

b． ？Johntalkedtppyesterday［pptosomeone］，butIdon，tknowwhoto．  

Cf・＊Johntalked［pptosomeone］yesterday，butldon’tknowwhoto．  

（Nakao（2007：37））  

Merchant（2002）andNakao（2007）arguethatthesesentencescanbeaccom？Odatedbykeeping  
the PPs with someone and10SOmeOne OutSide the antecedent fbr TP－deletlOn．1n effbct，the  

PrePOSitions with and toin the second coJtlunCt have no antecedent and are fbcalized．  

Furthermore，they suggest that thisis achieved by the rightward movement ofthe PPs．The  

difftrenceintheaceeptabilityofthesentencesin（ib）verifiestheirsuggestion，Tnthispaper，  

however，ldonotdealwiththeseexceptions，becausethemainconcernhereishowthereversed  

＝nearorderoftheprepositionanditso句ectisderived．   
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d． ＊whatareyoulookingATt  

（Culicover（1999：138））  

Allthesentencesin（9）invoIvewh－mOVement・Comparingthesentencesin（9a，C）  

OnOnehandwiththosein（9b，d）ontheotherhand，WeCanreCOgnizethatthe  

expressions books andlooklng do bear stress，rather than the prepositions・  

Culicoverarguesthatthestresspatternisgovernedbytherulesas丘）1lows：6   

（10）a． Putthestressonarightbranch．  

b．1ftherightbranchisnull，Shifttotheclosestheadtothele魚．  

（Culicover（1999：139））  

Letushereshowhowtherulesderivethestresspatternfbundin（9）．First，rule  

（10a）putsthestressonthePPsto／att・TherightbranchofthePPsisoccupiedby  
thetrace，Whichisanu11element，andthenrule（10b）searchestheclosestheadto  

thelellof the prepositions．which arein the domain defined by rule（10a）．  

Obviously，in（9a、b）and（9c，d）、theelementswhichappearjusttothele氏ofthem  

arebooksandlooking、reSpeCtively・Tnthisway，therulescancorrectlyyieldthe  

desiredresult．   

Incontrasttothesentencesin（9a，C）、intheswipingsentence，thestressison  

thepreposition，aSalready observedin（7c）■ Connrm againthispointwiththe  

fbllowlngSentenCeS：   

（ll）a． Hegavehisbookstosomeone，butIfbrgetwhoTOt．（…＊WHOto）  

b． Hewaslookingatsomething，butIfbrgetwhatATt．（…＊WHATto）  

C． r・IegaveapictureorMarytosomeone，butTfbrgetwhoTOl・  

（…＊WHOto）  

（Culicover（1999：139））  

In the sentencesin（11），the prepositions must have stress，rather than the  

wh－elements．7 Giventheru1esin（10），iftherewerealsoatraceineachsentence，  

thestresswouldshifttothewh－elementinthesamemannerasitdidinthesentences  

in（9a，C）．Thestresspatternin（11），therefbre，SuggeStSthattherepresentationof  

theswIPlngSentenCeincludesnotrace，Whichinturnimpliesthatthederivationofit  

doesnotinvoIveanywh－mOVement．   

Itis ofparticularimportanceto note thatthepied－Piping analysis andthe  

P－Stranding analysIS OfswIPlng face afundamentalcontradiction to the above  

6Theru）esin（一0）correspondtoNeutralAccentPlacementandSwitchRuleformulatedin  
CulicoverandRochement（1983），reSpeCtively．Forf血herdetail，SeeCulicoverandRochement  
（1983）．  

7Giventheacceptabilityofsentences（7a．b），thereisnoru1einEnglishthatthewh－elements  
mustnothavestress．   
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implication，Since both analyses derive swIPlng SentenCeS Via wh－CategOry  

movement・ThisindicatesthatanovelapproachtoswIPlngmuStbeexplored・  
Returning to the sentencesin（ll），We are able toinftr a disturbing fhct．  

Giventherulesin（10），thestressedprepositionsmustbelocatedintherightmost  

positionwithinthePP．ThissuggeststhatintheswIPlngSentenCe，thepreposition  

Selectsnoo旬ect．Ifthisisthecase，thecharacterizationofswIPlngglVeninthe  

introductionisnolongeravailable，Sincethelinearorderofthewh－elementandthe  

PrePOSitionistrulylrrelevanttotheidiosyncrasyofit．However，thereisapleCeOf  

evidenceagainstit．Merchant（2002）observeSthatthewhqelementshowandwiu）  

donotoccurinswIPlngSentenCeSdespltethefactthattheyaremonomorphomic，  

and claims thatitis because they cannot be selected by a preposition．Itis  

Perfbctlyevidentthatweencounteraparadoxastowhetherornottheprepositionin  

theswIPlngSentenCehasitso旬ect．AsameanstoresoIveit，thefbaturemovement  

approachshouldbeaviablealternative．8   

j．2．dg∂り′α扉〝00句  

Agbayani（2006）makes aninteresting proposalthat a wh－Su句ect can be  

licensedbyftaturemovementandPFadjacencyofthewh－fbaturetoitscategory．  

The fbaturemovement，Whichhe calls MoveF，andPF aqacency are deflnedin  

（12a）and（12b），reSPeCtively：   

（12）a． AゐγgF  

TheftatureF（tobechecked）ofcategoryαisextractedoutofαand  

moves to the domain of a functionalhead H；F entersinto a  

CheckingrelationwithanuninterpretablefもatureofH．  

（Agbayani（2006：79））  

b・ X and Y are PF a句acentifno phonologlCalfbaturesinvervene  
betweenXandY  （Agbayani（2006：81））  

Asalluded to above，in thelicenslng meChanism ofthe wh－Su句ect，thereis a  

80nemaysuggestthattherepresentationcreatedbytheftaturemovementcanbeessentially  
Simi1artothatcreatedbythecategorymovement，aninstanceofwhichistherepresentationsof  

SentenCeS（9）・Ifthisisthecase，thefbrmerrepresentationisincompatiblewiththefhctthatthe  

StreSSedprepositionintheswlplngSentenCemuStbelocatedintherightmostpositionwithinthePP．  

PutmorespecificaHy，itis unclearhowthewh－itemwith scattered ftaturesisinsensitivetothe  

application ofrules（10）・Asa possible solution，Istipulatethatatrace，Whichis currently  

understood as acopy，isdi陥rerltin qualityfromanitemwith scattered ftatures，and thatthe  

StruCtureincludingthelatterisreanalyzedintoonewheretheitemhasnoparticularpositionatthe  

levelwherethestressisasslgnedtosomeelement・Thisstipulationmaybereasonable，glVenthat  

anitemwithscatteredfbaturescanneverbepronounced，WhileacopycaninprlnCiplebe・Since  

itisnotmymajnconcernheretodealwiththisinfulldetail，lomitanyfhrtherdiscussion．   
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COndition that the wh－ftature andits category must be aqacent at PF・For  

COnVenience，IreftrtotheconditionasthePFa可acencycondition．  

Accordingtohisproposal，fbrinstance，SentenCe（13a）isderivedasin（13b）：   

（13）a． Wholeft？  

CP ［叫√＼＼ 。′  

ト ．′′－∴ ＼、  

le氏  

（Agbayani（2006：82））  

IlisgenerallyassumedthatthcfunctionalcategoryChasanuninterpretablefbature、  

SPeCiIIcally，Q－Iもature（C仁Chomsky（2OOO））．Forthepurposeoffbaturechecking、  

SOmeelementwithawh－LもatureneedstomovetotheSpecofCP．Atthispoint，an  

economyconditionmustbemetwhichprefもrsthemovementofsomefbaturetothat  
O［itsentirecategory．Thus，in（13b），MoveFappliestothewh－Su叫ectwho，with  

Only the wh－fbature movlng tO the Spec of CP．Note herc that the fhnctional  

CategOryCisnotpronounced，i．e．，hasnophonologlCalftature．1tfbllows，then，  

thatthewh－fbatureanditscategorylSa叫acentatPFandthePFa叫acencycondition  
issatisfied．  

Agbayanils丘arneworkallowsustoimplementthestrategyreftrredtointhe  
last subsection：lr swIPlnglSlicensedin the same way as a wh－Su叫ect，thc  

Wh－element selected by the prepositionin the swIPlng SentenCe need not move  

entirelyatnarrowsyntax，andthewe11－fbrmednessofthesentencedependsonitsPF  

representation．1n the next subsection，Iwi11present the derivation ofswlplng  

withinhisframework．  

j．エ 乃7ピβピrルαfわ〃q′ぶw妙〃g   

IproposethatthederivationofswIPlngPrOCeedsasfbllows‥9   
（14）a．lJOiswastalking，butIdon’tknowwhoto．  （＝（1a））  

リThephrasemarkerin（14b）showstherelevantportionoftheoverallstruCtureOfsentence   
（14a）．  
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First，inordertochecktheQ－ftatureofthefunctionalcategoryC，thewh－ftatureof  

whomovestotheSpecofCP．Second，thePPtowhoright－aヰioinstotheCP・lt川  
Third，in PF，the TP－deletion takes place．Fina11y、in the 叫ioined PP，the  

prepositionmovestotherightinPF，SOthatitliesontherightsideofwho・12 Note  
that atthis pointofthe derivation，thereis nointervenlng elementbetween the  

wh－ftature and who，thus the derivation converges，with no violation ofthe PF  

aqjacencycondition．   

10 ThismovementofthePPisessentia11ythesameasPPExtrapositioninト王asegawa（2006）  
andPP－ShiftinNakao（2007）．FollowingNakao，Iassumethatthemovementdoesnotleavea  

COpy，althoughfbrexpositorypurpose，Iindicatetheor唱InalpositionofthcPPwithastandard  

notationrepresentlngCOPleS・   

11Areviewersuggeststhatatthispointofthederivation，thereseemstobenoreasonto  
excludetheapplicationofPied－PipePrOpOSedinAgbayani（2006），Whichisgivenin（i）：  

（i）アブeあP如  

Categoryαispied－PipedtoSpec，H．  

（Agbayani（2006：79））  

Agbayanistatesthatthisoperationappliestoastructureinwhichawh－ftaturemovlngtOtheSpec  

OfCP andits categoryare not a句acent，in orderto satisfythe PF a可acency condition．The  

reviewerpolntSOutthattheapplicationofPied－Pipehereisstronglymotivated，SinceatthispoInt，  

theyarenona句acent．  

Fromthediscussionin3・l，itisclearthatthispossibilityshouldberuledout，becausethe  

COmbinationofMoveFandPied－Pipeisequaltothewh・CategOrymOVement・ltisworthnoticing  
herethatHasegawa（2006）andNakao（2007）proposePPExtrapositionandPP－Sh軋respectively，  

in addition tothewh－CategOry mOVement・This meansthatthey produce a difrtrent semantic  
and／or phonologlCaleffbct斤om the wh－CategOry mOVement・Tn order to achieveitin the  
derivationin（14b），SOmeCOunterPartOfPPExtrapositionorPP－Sh胤i．e．therighト叫UnCtiontoCP，  

is necessary・Furthermore，in］ight ofthe factthat the wh－fbature movementin（14b）plays  

essentiallythesameroleasthewh－CategOrymOVement，thereisnonecessityfbrPied－Pipetobe  

appliedinthederivationin（14b）．   

12Forthejustincationofthismovement，SeeSeCtion4．   
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Theadequacyofthisderivationmustbeassessedbyhowwellitcapturesthe  

propertiesofswIPlngdescribedinsection2．Thus，inthenextsection，Ⅰwi1lshow  

thattheycanbeexplainedbytheproposedderivation．   

4．Explanation   

lnthissection，Twi11examinewhetherthepropertiesofswIPlngfb1lowftom  

thederivationproposedinthelastsection・  

Let us nrst fbcus on the nrst property，i．e．the fact that the wh－elements  

OCCurrlnglnSWIPlng SentenCeS CannOtbeonlyheads butphrases，Tb emphasiz  

distinctness of my analysis，itis worthwhile to summarize Merchant’s（2002）  

analysIS．Merchantfbrmulatestheminimalitycondition，WhichisalreadyglVenin  

（3），and accounts fbrit by assuming that the wh－element head－a4ioins to the  

SelectlngPrePOSitionatPF．Notethatsincethismovementisaheadmovement，the  

Wh－element must be a head．Given the acceptability ofthe sentencesin（4），  

however，itis obviousthatMerchant’sanalysISisemplrlCallylnadequate，because  

thewh－elementsincludedin（4）arePhrasal．Thecrucialproblemisthatithasno  

mechanism fbr deriving such sentences as（4）．In contrast，in the derivation  

depictedin（14b），inwhichthemovementoftheprepositionispostulatedinsteadof  

the PF headmovementofthe wh－element、thereis norestrictiononthetypes of  

Wh－elements．Thus，my analysISis emplrlCally desirableinthatit can generate  

boththesentencesin（2a－g）and（4）．13  

Next．Iturnmy attentiontothe secondproperty，i．e．the sluiclngCOndition  

Statedin（6）．1n the proposed derivation，this condition can berefbrmulatedin  

termsofthePFaqacencycondition．Recallthatin（14b），byvirtueofthedeletion  

OftheTP（andthePFmovementofthepreposition），thereisnointerveningelement  

between the wh－ftature andits category．Generalizing什om this example，itis  

naturalto state that TP－deletionis a suⅢcient condition fbr satisfying the PF  

a4jacencycondition・Giventhisstatement，letusconsiderexampleswhichdonot  

satisfythesluicingcondition，eSPeCiallythesentencesin（5b，C），rePeatedas（15）：］4   

（15）a．＊Idon’tknowwhotoLoiswastalking．   

13whi】eMerchantls（2002）analysissuf托rs什omtheundergenerationproblem，myanalysis  
hastheovergeneralizationproblern：Itcannotru］eoutthesentencesin（2h」）．Putdif托rently，it  

CannOtaCCOuntfbrthefhctthatnotal）phrasalwh－elementscanoccurinswIPlng．Unlesssome  

SPeCific filteris proposed which rules out such sentences，my analysis does not always work  

PrOPerly．lnaddition，myanalysISCannOtaCCOuntfbrtheidiolectalvariationonthejudgmentof  

thesentencesin（2e－g）．11eavetheseissuesopenfbrfutureresearch．   

＝Theun竺CCePtabJesentencesin（15）arederivedwithinMerchant，sframework・The  
proposed derivat］On，On the other hand，CannOt generate SuCh sentences at allfbr the reason  

mentionedjustbelow．   
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b．＊Weknowwhenshespoke，butwedon，tknowwhataboutshedid・  

Asalreadymentioned，SentenCe（15a）isanonellipticalquestionandsentence（15b）  

isaquestioninvoIvingVP－deletion・Withintheproposedderivation，theymustbe  

derivedasin（16a，b），reSPeCtively：  

b．  

VP   
v。P 】 kn。W。P／＼ 
。P  ／＼∠   

［wh］   C’＜about＞what＋about  

／八、  
（16）a．   

CP  

kn。WCP／＼ 
p，   

［wh］   C’＜to＞who＋to  

。 ／ヘヒp ナ  。 ／＼L」  

Shespoke＜aboutwhat＞  Loiswastalking＜towho＞   

In（16a），Sinceno deletion operationisapplied，eVery COmPOnentinthestructure  

remainsintact，andin（16b），OnlysheinTPstillremains，withVP－deletionapplied・  

Itisclearthatineachstructure，eVenafterthemovementoftheprepositionatPF、an  

intervenerexistsbetweenthewh－fbatureandthewh－element；TPasawholein（16a），  

and shein（16b）．This situation，Ofcourse，is avi01ation ofthe PF a句acency  

COndition，hencetheunacceptabilityofsentences（15）．  

Alternatively，Onemightarguethatifthewh－elementineachstruCturein（16）  

alsomovestotheSpecofCP；thePFa4iacencyconditioncanbesatis蔦ed．Infact，  

as mentionedin note11，Agbayani（2006）proposes the operation Pied－Pipe，an  

application of which yieldsthe movementin question．More relevant to the  

discussionhereisthatitmustbelocal．In（16），SincethePPsright－a4iointotheCP，  

themovementofthewhqelementsinthePPstotheSpecofCPisnotlocalatall．  

Thisway，theneitheroptioncanguaranteethePFa可acencybetweenawh－fbature  

andits category，andthe derivationproposedin thelast section can explain the  

sluicingconditionin（6）．15  

Atthispoint，Ihavethetwopropertiesle氏tobeexplained；SPeCincally，the   

15 
strictlyspeaking，aSfbrtheotherunacceptableexamplesin（5），itisimpossibletoconfh  

Whethermyexp）anationofthes】uicingconditionisalsoreasonable，SimplybecauseofapaucltyOf  

knowledgeofhowtheseparticuIarsentencesarederived・ltis，Ofcourse，OutSidethescopeorthis  

papertoproposethederivationofthem・However，itisveryunlikelythatitinvoIvesTP－deletion，  

WhichisessentialinderivingswlplngSentenCeS，mOreSpeCifically，1nSatisfyingthePFaqacency  

COndition．   
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factthattheprepositionselectlngthewh－elementbearsstressandthefactthatthe  

COntentofitmustbefbcalized．Trivially，thereisacloseconnectionbetweenthem：  

Focalizationoftheprepositionmotivatesthestrongpronunciationofit．Thus，itis  

naturaltoexplainonepropertylnaSSOCiationwiththeotherproperty．  

What thenin the proposed derivation establishes the fbcus status ofthe  

PrePOSition？Hasegawa（2006）assumesthatPPExtrapositionplaysthisrole．He  

glVeS an eXamPle which supports this assumption．Consider the fbllowlng  

SentenCeS：   

（17）a．＊SomeonetalkedtoJohn，butdon’tknowwho【toJohn］．  

b．？Someone talked toJohn about something，butIdon’tknow who  

【aboutwhat］．  

（Has喝aWa（2006：443））  

Hasegawaattributesthedi恥renceintheacceptabilityofthesentencesin（17）tothe  

PreSenCCOrabsenceofPPExtraposition．In（17a），intheabsenceoftheoperation，  

thebracketedPPisJuStarePetitionofthePPintheleftcoruunct，andtherefbreit  

CannOt be a fbcus element．Thisis why the sentenceis unacceptable．On the  

Otherhand，SentenCe（17b）ismuchmoreacceptablethansentence（17a），inspiteof  

the払ctthatthebracketedPPhereaswe11apparentlyhasitsantecedentintheleft  
COrt）unCt・Thisimprovement must be due to some operation which avoids the  

repetitionobservablein（17a）andguaranteesthefbcusstatusofthebracketedPP．  

He arguesthatitisPPExtrapositionthatachievesthis．RecallthatinnotelO，I  

assumedthatitalmostcorrespondstotherighトa句unctionto CPintheproposed  
derivation．GiventhisassumptlOn，itfbllowsthattheright－a4iunctiontoCPplays  

theroletoasslgnthefbcusstatustothePPintheproposedderivation，anditcan  

accountfbrthefburthproperty，1．e．thefhctthatthecontentoftheprepositioninthe  

SWlplngSentenCemuStbefbcalized．  

Here，aqueStiontobeansweredarises，Whichisrelatedtothethirdproperty：  

Whyis only the preposition stressed within the fbcalized PP？ Given the  

SentenCe一員nalstress observablein English，inthePP，the stress should beonthe  

Wh－element，ratherthan the preposition・Notice，however，thatin the proposed  

derivation，thewh－elementinthePPdoesnotconsistofafu11setofftatures，Since  

thewh－ftatureofitmovestotheSpecofCP・Iassumethenthatitdoesnotqualify  
asalexicalitem，andconsequentlyltisinsensitivetostressasslgnment・16 The   

］6ThisassumptionseemstobeconsistentwithAgbayani，s（2006）motivationfbrproposing  
Pied－Pipe，Whichis alreadyintroducedin notell．Both ofthem are based on theideathata  

fbatureanditscategorycannotbeisolatedtosatisfyFu＝tnterpretationprlnCiple．lnthisregard，  

seealsonote8．   
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remalnlngelementinthefbcalizedPPisthepreposition，Whichisnodoubtalexical  

item・Takingthisintoconsideration，IassumethatinPF，theprepositionmovesto  

theright side ofthewh－element，Wherethe sententialstress usually fh11s・This  

assumptiona1lowsustoglVeanaturalsolutiontothequestionstatedabove・Note  
inpasslngthatasmentionedabove，byvirtueofthismovement、thewh－fbatureand  

itscategorygetadjacenttoeachotheratPF，Whichresultsintheconvergenceofthe  

derivation．It suggests thatin my analysIS，the second and third property of  

SWIPlnglSCloselyrelated．  

To summarize，inthis section，Ihave shownthatthederivationproposedin  

SeCtion3provides an adequate explanation ofthe properties ofswIPlng・This  
indicatesitsatisnesanecessaryconditionfbranysuccess免1laccountofswIPlng・  

5．AdditionalAdvantagesandResidualProblems  

Tnthissection，Iwi1lofftrsomeotherarguments fbrtheproposedderivation  

OfswIPlngandpointoutsomeproblemsfbrit．   

エノ．▲弘7〝gd訪′α〝Jαgど∫  

Oneofthem往】OrmOtivationsfbrtheP－StrandinganalysISOfswIPlngisthatit  
is fbund onlyinlanguagesin whichlP－StrandinglS POSSible．ln fhct，Sugisaki  

（2007：4）statesthatit“opensupawaytocapturethecross－1inguisticgeneralization  

thatswIPlnglSreStrictedtoP－Strandinglanguages・n AlthoughIof托redacritical  

evaluationoftheP－StrandinganalysISinsection3，myPrOPOSedanalysisis quite  

SimilartoitinthattheybothinvoIvewh－mOVementfiomthecomplementposition  

Ofapreposition，thedi脆rencebeingthetypesofthemovement．Thereisnotyet  

anycompleteproofthatthemovementofawh－ftatureisacaseofP－Stranding，butit  

SeemS Certainthattheproposed analysis has a huge potentialto account fbrthe  

abovegeneralization．17   

17 Given the similarity ofthe proposed analysis to the P－Stranding analysis、We Can  

reasonably argue thatit accounts fbrthe fhcts which constitute evidence fbr the P－Stranding  

analysIS・ThefirstfhctisilJustratedbythefb1lowlngSentenCeS：   
（i）a・  Peterwastalking，butldon’tknowiwho／＊whom）hewastalkingwith．  

b・  Peterwastalking，butIdon’tknowiwho／＊whom）with．  

（Hasegawa（2006：437））  

In（ia），Where P－StrandingisinvoIved，Whoisinnnitelyprefもrab）etowhom・Tn the swIPlng  

SentenCein（ib），thesamewh－elementoccursagain．  

AnotherkindoffhctisglVenbelow：   

（ii）a・   Whatdidhedothatfbr？（≒Whydidhedothat？）  
b．   Hedidit，butldon，tknowwhatfbr．  

（Hasegawa（2006：435））  

1n（iia），in which the prepositionjbris stranded，the combination ofthe wh－element and the   
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The second advantage ofthe proposed analysISis thatit glVeS a PrOPer  

accountofNakao’s（2007）observation．Nakaoobservesthatthereisadifftrence  

intheacceptability betweenpied－Piped sluiclngSentenCeSandswIPlngSentenCeS・  

ConsiderthefbllowlngeXalnPles：   

（18）a．＊Johnwantsto hiresomeonewho蔦xes carswithsomething，butI  

don，tknowwithwhat．  

b．（？）Johnwantsto hire someonewho重ixes carswithsomething，butI  

don，tknowwhatwith．  

（Nakao（2007：42），With slight modincations）  

Sentence（18a）is aninstance ofpied－Piped sluicing and sentence（18b）that of  

SWIPlng．The expressions with whalin（18a）and what within（18b）are  

SemanticallyrelatedtothePPwithsomethinginthenrstcoIリunCt，Whichfunctions  

asanadjunct．lnlightofthis、itisunclearwherethedi批renceintheacceptability  

betweenthesentencesin（18）comesn・Om．ThequestionbecomesmorespeC沌c，  

glVen NakaoIs observationthatwhile argumentsluiclng OutOf－acomplexNPis  

POSSible．a嘩unct sluiclng Out Ofitis not．Itisillustrated by the fbllowlng  

SentenCeS：   

（19）a．Johnwantstohire someonewhoflxescarswith something，butI  

don，tknowwhat．  

b， ＊Johnwantstohiresomeonewhoflxescars fbracertainreason、but  

ldon’tknow（exactly）why．  

C．＊John wants to hire someone who fixes carsin a certain way，but  

Idon’t（exactly）knowhow・  

（Nakao（2007：40），with slight modincations）  

ltisremarkablethatwecanobservethedifTbrenceintheacceptabilitybetweenthe  

sentencesin（19b，C）and sentencein（18b），Since a1lofthem apparentlyinvoIve  

a句unct sluiclng Out Ofthe complex NP・Even moreimportantto noticeis the  

acceptabilityofthesentencein（18b）andthatin（19a），becauseitsuggestssentence  

（18b）actua11yinvoIvesargumentsluicingoutofthecomplexNP・  

Nakaopresents an explanation fbrthe（un）acceptability ofthe sentencesin  

（19）based on the ECP．Togive an outline ofit，1et us consider the partial  

representationsassociatedwiththesentencesin（19a，b），aSShownin（20）‥   

（20）a．Idon、tknowwhatiJohnwantstohiresomeonewho蔦xescarswith  

rト  

prepositionisalrnostsynonymoustowhv・Interestlngly，thesameinterpretationisalsoavailable  

inthecombinationofsentence（iib）．   
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b．＊Idon’tknowwhyiJohnwantstohiresomeonewho丘xescarsti・  

（Nakao（2007：41），with slight modincations）  

Nakaoattributesthedifftrenceintheacceptabilitytothefactthatwhilethetracein  

（20a）islexically governedbytheprepositionwith，thatin（20b）is notproperly  

governed by anything．1iApplyingthis explanation to sentence（18b）、We Can  

expectthatithas asimilarrepresentationtothat ofsentence（19a），inwhichthe  

PrePOSitionlexicallygovernsthetrace．  

Theproposedderivationcanyieldtherequiredrepresentation：Eventhough  

wh－ftature movementtothe Spec ofCPoccurs，its categorylS gOVernedbythe  

preposition selectinglt．Noticethattherightwardmovementofthepreposition  

takesplaceatPF，andthelinearOrderofitanditso切ectisasusualatnarrowsyntax  

andLF．Thus，theftaturemovementdoesnotinduceanyECPviolation，andthe  

derivationcancorrectlypredicttheacceptabilityofthesentencein（18b）・19   

エ2． ∫d椚g只g∫gd祝αJPro∂Je椚∫  

ltisofimportanCetOidentifyproblemsle氏unsoIvedatthismoment，Which  

naturallyencouragefurtherresearchofswIPlng・Theproposedderivationseemsto  
Suf托rfiomtheabsenceoftheoreticaljustificationandanemplrlCalshortcomlng・  

Let us nrst discuss the theoreticalissue．In the derivation proposedin  

SeCtion3，itincludesanaPParentlyinadmissibleoperation，i．e．right－aqjunctionof  

thePPtoCP．Theproblemisthatanelementwithoutacompletesetofftatures  

moves．Whetherthis kind ofrnOVementis available ornot must be emplrlCally  

PrOVed，butunlesswecannow貞ndanyotherlinguisticphenomenaaccountedfbrby  

SuCh movement，this theoreticaltoolhas a strong ad hoc character．Moreover，  

givenChomsky’s（2005）’no－tamPeringcondition’in（21），nOfbaturemovementis  

POSSible．   

（21）no－tamperingcondition（NTC）：  

MergeofXandYleavesthetwosyntacticobjectsunchanged．  

（Chomsky（2005：5））  

Ifthisconditionisontherighttrack，itposesafundamentalproblemtotheproposed  

derivation．In fbatureresearch，Weneedtoexplorethepossibility ofachievlng a  

goodbalancebetweenthetwoproposals．  

LetusturntotheemplrlCalproblem．ThefbllowlngeXamPlei11ustratesit：  

柑NakaoandYoshida（2006）assumethatthetraceinpropositionalislandssuchascomplex  
NPscannotbegovemedbyitsantecedent．   

19Altematively，aSSumlngthatftaturemovementdoesnot－eaveanytrace，WeCanarguethat  
themovementinquestioninducesnoECPviolation．   
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（22）A：Maryistalking．  

B：Whodoyouthinkto？  

（Hasegawa（2006：436））  

Astrikingdif托rencebetweentheexampleofswipingin（22）andallotherinstances  

glVenaboveis the presence orabsence ofanintervenlng eXPreSSion between the  

Wh－elementandthepreposition．1tshouldbenotedthattheproposedmechanism  

CannOtderivetheexamplein（22）．Toconfirmthisclearly，Observetheprocessof  

thederivationofit，givenbelowas（23）：  

（23）  

CP   ／＼  

CP PP  
【w C’＜to＞who＋to  

In（23），OnlythelowerTPisdeleted，WiththeupperTPdoyouthinkintact・Asis  

Visua11ydisplayed．thewh－ftatureintheSpecofCPanditscategorylSnOtaqaCent  

atl｝F and the derivation violates the PF a鴎acency condition．Hence，it cannot  

COnVerge．TogeneratesuchswIPlngSentenCeSinmatrixclausesaswellasthosein  

embeddedclauses，WemuStmakesomeauxiliaryassumptions・20   

Insummary、Inthis section，Iprovidedfurtherargumentsfbrthederivation  

PrOPOSedinsection3，anddiscussedthetheoreticalandemplrlCalissuesinvoIvedin  

itinsomedetail．  

6．Conclusion  

MypurposeinthispaperhasbeentopresentaftaturemovementanalysISOf  

SWIPlng、Which dif托rs丘om previous analysesin that theylnVOIve wh－CategOry  

movement．Ihaveshownthattheproposedderivationcanexplainthepropertiesof  

SWIPlng，andcapturethecross－1ingulSticgencralizationconcernlngSWIPlngandthe  

absenceoftheECPviolationintheswIPlngSentenCe．Finally，lhavepolntedout  

コOGiven＝asegavva，ssuggestion，Orlglnallypolntedoutbyareviewerofhispaper，thatthe  
expression血youlhink might be a parenthetica］e】ement，the assurnptlOnS COuld be simply  

redundant．Becauseofitssomewhatoptionalnature，thewh－ftatureanditscategoryin（23）could  

besaidtobea句acent．   
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SOmetheoreticalandemplrlCalproblemstobeaddressedinfutureresearch・  
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