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Abstract

In-situ or Ex-situ: the Wh-Adjunct Hé ‘how, why’ in Old Chinese

Yunhui Gao

Chair of the Supervisory Committee:
Zev Handel

Department of Asian Languages and Literature

This thesis explores the syntactic behavior of the wh-adverbial #é ‘how, why’ in Old Chinese by
focusing on the constructions “VP-4¢” and “hé-VP”. Unlike the wh-nominal 4#¢é ‘what’, whose wh-
fronting has been well discussed in the literature, the wh-adverbial ié receives little attention,
especially in the construction “VP-4¢”. The main innovation of this thesis is to correlate the syntax
of hé with its reconstructed pronunciation *gfaj, which motivates a morphological decomposition
of h¢ within the framework of feature movement and the Copy Theory of Movement. A concise
answer to the question posed in the title is that the ~ow-wh-Aé is an in-situ wh-word but the why-

wh-hé can be analyzed either as an in-situ or an ex-situ wh-word.

Chapter I introduces the motivation for this study, which comes primarily from the fact that wh-

adverbials cannot surface sentence-finally in Mandarin, whereas they can do so in Old Chinese.



After a brief literature review, a methodological issue of doing historical generative syntax, namely,

how to compensate for the lack of native intuition is discussed.

Chapter II provides descriptive syntax and semantics of the wh-word 4é, revealing that both types
of the wh-adverbial 4é can surface at either the left or the right periphery. Then, the etymology of
hé is clarified in a comparative Sino-Tibetan perspective. Some OC-internal evidence supporting

the decomposition of %é is provided in this chapter.

Chapter I1I compares four solutions to the structure of wh-adverbial /¢ in “VP-hé”: object analysis
(Aldridge 2010, Shi 2015), adjunct analysis, predicate analysis, and resultative complement
analysis. This study chooses to analyze this kind of 4é as a wh-adjunct for both empirical and

theoretical reasons.

Chapter IV subcategorizes the wh-adjunct /¢ into two types: why-wh-#Aé (i.e. high wh-adjunct) and
how-wh-hé (i.e. low wh-adjunct) based on OC-internal evidence (i.e. Intervention Effect) and
cross-linguistic evidence from Mandarin and Japanese. This chapter reaches a preliminary
conclusion that both types of the wh-adjunct /#é base-generate at the right periphery but the why-

wh-/¢ moves in LF to [Spec, CP].

Chapter V starts with a clarification of the necessity of a movement analysis for the why-wh-heé.
To derive a feature movement analysis of %é, the remaining part of this chapter focuses on two

kinds of question particles: Qpym) and Qpwhy in Old Chinese and other languages.

Chapter VI temporarily turns its attention to modern Chinese dialects in order to compensate for
the lack of certain syntactic diagnostics in OC. It is assumed that the preverbal Q-particle ko”° in

Jianghuai Mandarin is etymologically related to the OC wh-word Aé. Since ka7 is demonstrated



to undergo the rightward Neg®-to-C° movement, 4é can also reasonably move rightwards. This
chapter provides a different solution to the analysis of the why-wh-Aé, in contrast to the preceding

two chapters.

Chapter VII summarizes main findings and conclusions of this thesis and gives further

clarifications on some contentious issues.
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Chapter I Introduction

Chapter I first discusses a few definitions of Old Chinese (OC) in order to clarify the object of this
research. Then, I present some basic data to show the origin of this study, followed by the main
hypothesis concerning the morphological decomposition of the OC wh-word /é. Subsequently, a
brief literature review is provided, and I conclude with a discussion of some relevant

methodological issues.

1.1 Old Chinese

OC is a classical language in the Sino-Tibetan family. Chinese, along with the Tibeto-Burman
branch, constitutes a top-level branch in the family (Matisoff 2003:1). OC is canonically defined
as “varieties of Chinese before the unification of Qin dynasty in 221 BCE” (Baxter and Sagart
2014:1), and more precisely, 11-3 centuries BCE. The lower bound of OC can be extended to the
end of the Eastern Han dynasty (220 AD), which is also referred to as the Late Old Chinese (LOC)
period. Unlike their 2014 definition, Baxter and Sagart (1998) treat OC as “the language of the
Chinese classical texts of the Zhou dynasty [i.e. 11 ca. BCE-256 BCE]”. Also, Handel (2003:544)
defines OC as “the Chinese language as spoken in the first half of the first millennium BC”.

It may not be what the authors originally intended to emphasize, but as can be seen from
different definitions, some scholars emphasize the nature of OC as once having been a colloquial
language, while others focus on its textual attributes. A question that can fundamentally affect the
plausibility of this research is to what extent OC texts can reflect the spoken language at that time.

Wang (1962 [2017]:1) points out that Classical Chinese (#7{%5E) includes two systems X &



wénydn (literary language) and 27 5 giibdihua (early vernacular Chinese). Furthermore, wénydn
contains Old Chinese (_I #77%5%) spoken in the pre-Qin (-221BCE) period as well as the written

language after the pre-Qin period that imitates pre-Qin classical texts. Wang (idem.) clearly points
out that OC texts are based on the colloquial language of the pre-Qin period. Under Wang Li’s
definition, the current study has as its object the Old Chinese that has its colloquial basis from the
pre-Qin period. Therefore, most of the primary sources cited in this study come from the pre-Qin

period, but some important Eastern Han texts (e.g. Lunhéng #afir) will also be employed. Ideally,

OC texts that do not reflect colloquial language should be excluded from the data. Therefore,
making the distinction between colloquial and written languages is of special importance in doing
historical generative syntax since it makes no sense to propose syntactic movements for classical
texts that had already lost their colloquial basis.

As I have alluded to above, there are apparent genre distinctions between EOC (ca. 11- ca. 6
BCE) and LOC (ca. 5 BCE -ca. 3 AD). EOC texts are represented by Oracle Bone Inscriptions,
Shijing (The Book of Odes) and Shangshii (The Book of Documents) that are written in rhyming
or succinct styles. LOC texts such as Zuozhuan (The Zuo Tradition), Lunyu (Analects), Mengzi
(Mencius), Guoyii (Discourses of the States) are longer prose narratives or sayings literature, thus
naturally contain more dialogue. These textual characteristics make LOC texts a more suitable
corpus for doing historical syntax. And without exception, it is in these texts that the syntactic

phenomena we will be discussing are most frequently attested.

1.2 Origin of the study



The inspiration of this thesis comes from two sources: one is the conspicuously different syntactic

distribution between OC and Mandarin wh-adverbials', and the other is the Aow-wh-word in

Japhug.

1.2.1 a syntactic distinction between OC and Mandarin wh-adverbials

In Mandarin, wh-adverbials cannot surface in sentence-final positions, unless there is a pause

between them and preceding clauses:

(1?2
a. weishenme ni zudtian méi lai
why you yesterday NEG come

‘Why didn’t you come to school yesterday’

b. [Topp [Tp NI zuotian méi lai xuéxiaol],

you yesterday NEG come school

“You didn’t come to the school yesterday, why?’

(2) a. zénme Zuo yangrou?
how make lamb

‘How do (you) make lamb?’
b. * [tp zuo yangrou], zénme  f1p?
make lamb how

Intended: ‘As for making the lamb, how (to do it)?’

c. wo bu lai, zénme?

Xuéxiao?

school

weishenme #1p ?

why

! The “wh-adverbial” here is purely a descriptive term referring to the OC wh-word hé when it means ‘how’ and ‘why’. Starting

from 3.3, I will call them using a more analytical term “wh-adjunct”.

21 use pinyin (with characters omitted) to transcribe standard Mandarin, but IPA to transcribe other languages and dialects. In

transcribing OC texts, | use pinyin plus characters.



I NEG come how
‘What if I just do not come?’

#‘What is the manner x, such that I do not come in x’

(1a) and (2a) exhibit that szow-and-why wh-words in Mandarin normally appear at left peripheries.
In (1b), TP can be analyzed as scrambled to the domain of the TopP. But topicalization of the
complement TP of zénme ‘how’ is not permitted (2b). Among wh-adverbials, as indicated by the
comparison between (1b) and (2b), zénme ‘how’ is more incompatible with sentence-final
positions than weishenme ‘why’ because even if there is a pause, (2b) is ungrammatical. Although
(2c) is grammatical, zénme ‘how’ can only trigger rhetorical interpretations in negative contexts.

However, OC wh-adverbials do not have such restrictions:

(3) H AP ] 2 DUBEDIFTRERE - SFLATT)IA - (Mozi, Jiéyong)
qi wéil zhou che hé?
it make boat carriage ~ why

‘Why did (they) make boats and carriages?’

yi wéil che yi xing ling lu,
because = make carriage  for travel hill land
zhou yi xing chuan gu.

boat for travel river valley

‘Because (they) made carriages for traveling over hills and land, and boats for traveling through

rivers and valleys.’

(4) HEF A RkEs. . fAEf 2 A EE 2 (Mencius, Téngwéngong Shang)
qié Xu zi hé bu wéil tao ye?
moreover Xu master why NEG do potter  founder

‘Moreover, why does Master Xu not work as a potter or a founder?’



hé Xu Zi zht bu dan fan
why Xu master GEN NEG afraid.of trouble

‘Why isn’t master Xu afraid of troubles?’

B) BT T4 Wz Ae 7 ? (Shijing, Wangfeng)
jinzi yu i, ra zht hé wl s1?
gentleman FUT military.service  do it how  NEG long.for

‘(My) gentleman is going to perform the military service and how could (I) not long for him?’

6) FAUESLFE - 5H - > 2l | +H : BEFEZ > M2 A ?  (4nalects, Zihdn)
zi yu ja jityi.
master wish reside barbarian.tribe

‘The Master wished to reside in barbarian tribes.’

huo yué lou, i zhi hé?
someone say shabby do it how

‘Someone said, (that is) shabby, how can (you) deal with it?’

Zi yuge, jinzi ja zhi,
master say gentleman reside it
hé lou zht you

where shabby GEN have

‘The Master said, (if) a gentleman resides there, where in can it be shabby?’

() ~H, 8?5 NERE - (Dadai Liji, Qianshéng)
gong yuge, hé ra zht wel rén
lord say how do it be.called benevolent

“The lord said, what manner of doing it (may) be called benevolent?’



VAl yUue, bu yin yu se
Master say NEG indulge in sensual.desire

‘The Master said, not indulging in sensual desire.’

I provided rather detailed contexts through (3)-(7) to assist readers in examining the interpretations
of hé. For example, the context in (3), namely yi ‘because, for’ clearly indicates that 4é asks about
reason. (3) and (4) show that when #¢é means ‘why’, it can either precede or follow a TP. On the
one hand, (6) tells us that when it means ‘how’, 4é can stay at the right periphery; on the other
hand, it shows that /4é can also mean ‘where’. (7) further shows that when 4¢ means ‘how’, it can
also stay at the left periphery.

In a word, both adverbial uses of 4é can stay at either left or right peripheries. This descriptive
phenomenon raises a few questions: at which periphery does the wh-word /é base-generate; are
movements needed to explain the syntactic distribution of 4¢é; if movements exist, what moves?
Essentially, we will be focusing on the structure “VP-4¢” in OC. The rest of this thesis seeks

answers for the questions raised here.

1.2.2 the how-wh-word in Japhug

In this subsection, I discuss the how-wh-word in Japhug since it suggests the possibility of
doing morphological decomposition of the OC 4é (*g‘aj) and further informs the question of what
potentially moves in “VP-Aé”. Intuitively, if a wh-word moves, all of it moves. However, if a wh-
word can be morphologically decomposed, a logical possibility is that not every component needs
to move.

Japhug is a conservative language in the Gyalrongic branch of Sino-Tibetan with complex

morphology. An interesting fact about Japhug is that it does not have an independent word for



‘how’, and naturally, there are apparent morphological correlations between wh-nominals and wh-
adverbials. According to Jacques (2021:198-208), some of the wh-words in Japhug are: te'i (<*t")
‘what’, e ‘who’, thystury (<*thistury) ‘how many’, thyjteu (<*thijteu) ‘when’, yoteu’/noj ‘where’,
te"indza ‘why’. As can be seen, the wh-nominal #(¢)" ‘what’ serves as the morphological base of
‘how many’, ‘when’ and ‘why’. In Japhug, ‘how’ is expressed with the combination of z¢’i ‘what’

plus verbs fse ‘be like’ or stu ‘do like’. For example, consider (8), adapted from (36) in Jacques

(2021:200):
(8) tehi z0 ti-wy-stu p™¥n
what EMPH IPFV-do.like be.efficient:FACT

‘How should we do for it to work?’

It can be understood that ‘how’ in Japhug is formed by the construction ‘what...do’. Interestingly,
the OC construction ri...hé ‘do...how’ (6) exhibits a similar pattern, namely, a wh-word co-occurs
with a light verb ‘do’ and the whole construction asks about manner. The equivalent of the OC
light verb ru ‘do’ in Mandarin is zuo, but Mandarin does not have such a ‘do...wh’ construction.
Therefore, the fact that OC wh-adverbials can stay at the right periphery but Mandarin cannot
might have something to do with the light verb ‘do’. For example, the OC ru ‘do’ possibly
functions as an operator that licenses the sentence-final #é. However, this possibility is ruled out
empirically because verbs that have no semantic correlation with 7 ‘do’ also appear in the
construction “VP-4¢é”, such as wei ‘call’ (II1.1).

One thing that Japhug differs from OC is that tehi ‘what’ can form rhetorical questions on its

own:

3 Teu is the morpheme for locative. (Jacques 2021:206)



(9) azo tehi a-pw-yu-a
1SG what IRR-IPFV-be-1SG

‘How can it be me?’

Heé can pose rhetorical questions without light verbs when it stays at the left periphery (10), but it

needs a light verb 74 ‘do’ to license rhetorical readings if staying at the right periphery (11):

(10) LB AR AT - Wl i, 2 (Mencius, Jinxin Xia)
yi zhi rén fa zhi bu rén,

by most  benevolent fight.against most NEG benevolent

ér hé qi Xue zhi lia chu ye?

CONJ  how 3.GEN blood GEN  CAUS.flow pestle SFP

‘When the most benevolent lord wages a punitive campaign against the least benevolent one,

how could (he) have caused the blood of the people to flow and even float pestles of the mortars?’

(11) FgEIEEE - WIEAf] ? (Analects, Zilu)
bu néng zhéng  qi shén, rua zhéng rén hé?
NEG  be.able rectify 3.GEN body do correct others how

‘If one cannot rectify his own person, how can (he) rectify others?’

Jacques (2021:203) points out, in a more complex example, that t6"i ‘what’ can mean ‘as for
how X it becomes’ which further shows the semantic correlation between the what-wh-word and
the how-wh-word in Japhug. But essentially, Japhug does not have an equivalent wh-word to how
or Mandarin zénme ‘how’. Unlike the how-wh-adverbial, Japhug has an independent why-wh-

adverbial. See the pair in (12) for instance (idem. 201):

(12)a.  a-tyeime, tehi Nu-tw-nyre nyu?



1SG.POSS-lady what SENS-2-laugh be:FACT
‘My lady, why are you laughing?’

b. tetindza nu tur yywu nu
why SENS-2-cry be:FACT
‘Why are you crying?’

Both (12a) and (12b) ask about reason, but (12a) uses the what-wh-word, while (12b) uses an
independent reason-wh t¢"indza. Etymologically, te’indza ‘why’ is a compound of te’i-undza
‘what-cause’, but its internal structure is synchronically opaque. As in Japhug, OC can also use the

what-wh-word when asking about reason:

(13) 52 Fyfe ? (Shuoyuan, Zhéngjian)
Zhan zhi wel hé?
divine it for what

‘For what purpose do (they) divine it?’

Cross-linguistically, it is common to use what-wh-words to paraphrase wh-adverbials. For example,
why can be paraphrased by for what reason, the Mandarin weishénme ‘why’ can be paraphrased
by wei-le-shénme ‘for-PERF-what’, and the Japanese naze ‘why’ can be paraphrased as nani-o
‘what-ACC’*. But on the other hand, languages differ in whether morphological details of the
paraphrasing are opaque from a synchronic perspective. For example, the internal structure of
Japhug te’indza ‘why’ (< te"i-wndza ‘what-cause’) is not clear for ordinary native speakers, but

the internal structure of Japanese nani-o is uncontroversially clear to ordinary native speakers.

4 The paraphrased wh-adverbials can show different syntactic behavior from independent wh-adverbials. 4.3 will address the
problem of Mandarin weéi-le-shénme ‘for-PERF-what’ and Japanese nani-o ‘what-ACC’ in more detail.



In the field of OC phonology, the wh-word i ¢ is only reconstructed with one pronunciation

*g%aj (Baxter and Sagart 2014). But thinking from the perspective of writing systems, a single
character does not need to record only one sound, especially when there are multiple sounds that
are semantically correlated. We can do a thought experiment for the Japhug case: how would
Japhug speakers use Chinese characters to record their what/how-wh-word te’i and why-wh-word

te'indza? A possible way of doing this is to use the character fi] /¢ to record all of these wh-words
which is similar to how the character 7] functions in the Japanese writing system. In Japanese, {7]

can be read as naze ‘why’, nani ‘what’ or nan ‘what (N)’. Suppose that ancient Japhug speakers

used {r] to record tetindza ‘why’ and this lexical item was lost over time while only z¢’ ‘what’

continues to be used in reason questions today. Without horizontal comparisons, historical linguists
today would have no way to know that why-wh-words in Japhug once had finer morphological
structures and would conclude that ‘what’ and ‘why’ are expressed by the same wh-word
throughout the history of Japhug, and this is exactly what we normally think of OC wh-words.

My point here is not to doubt the validity of the phonological reconstruction of ] Aé, especially

because there is no explicit evidence for different pronunciations for 4#¢é according to its meanings.
What I want to address is that based on the empirical facts of Japhug—there isn’t an independent
how-wh-word and the why-wh-word was once morphologically decomposable, also considering
the fact that Mandarin wh-adverbials zénme ‘how’ and weishénme ‘why’ can be traced back no

earlier than the Buddhist text SH{E{H & §k Jingdé Chudndengli (1004 AD-1007AD) composed in

the Northern Song dynasty (Lii 2017:146, 320), OC probably didn’t have separate wh-words for
‘how’ and ‘why’, thus the multifunctionality of 4é is reflected in syntax and it might have finer
morphological structures. But the decomposition of /¢ does not necessarily mean separating it into

two morphemes like nani-o ‘what-ACC’ in Japanese. Rather, this decomposition can be realized at

10



a more abstract level, such as separating two features [wh] and [Qyn]. I will elaborate on the details

of the morphological/featural decomposition of /¢ in Chapter V.

1.3 A Brief Literature Review

The wh-word 4é has been widely discussed in the literature, especially on the object fronting
phenomenon. OC follows a basic word order of SVO, but it exhibits some conditional SOV orders.

For instance, interrogative pronouns canonically precede, rather than follow, prepositions or verbs:

(14) F B R A (Mencius, Téngwéngong Xia)
wang shui; [ppyu £ ] weéi bu shan?
king who with do NEG goodness

‘With whom does the king do what is not good?’

(15) & HHGEE? (Gongyang Zhuan, Yingong Yudannian)
wang zhé shu; [vp wei ti]
claim.throne NOML who be.called

‘Who is called one who claims the throne?’

In (14), shui ‘who’ receives its case from a PP-internal position and gets fronted above the
preposition. Similarly, shu ‘who’ in (15) base-generates in a VP-internal position but surfaces
higher. Another noticeable point about (14) and (15) is that wh-words appear after the subject.
Aldridge (2010) refers to this phenomenon as ‘“clausal-internal wh-movement”. Meisterernst
(2010) also touches upon the wh-fronting of /¢, which is one of the three types of object fronting
phenomena she summarizes. The object-fronting phenomenon in OC was lost in colloquial

languages no later than the EMC period (ca. 1 BCE), due to the loss of the genitive particle 2 zhi

(Aldridge 2023).

11



Unlike the well-known object fronting phenomenon of %é, the core concern of this study—
“VP-hé” has been rarely mentioned in the literature, regardless of theoretical framework. Aldridge
(2010:37-42) touches upon the analysis of “VP-hé” when discussing the lack of wh-fronting in
OC. In other words, Aldridge (2010) treats hé in “VP-hé” as an object. Chapter II will discuss
Aldridge’s applied object analysis in more detail.

Dong (2009) is one of the few studies that directly concern the “VP-4é”. She mainly analyzes
the construction “VP, hé-y¢€”, in which yé is a sentence-final “focus marker” (Shi 2023:14). Dong’s
idea is that “VP, hé-y€” is a bi-clausal structure, and she believes that /¢ in “VP-he” is predicative.
Dong (2009) does not mention the historical relationship between “VP, hé-y¢” and “VP-hé” in OC.
According to my preliminary observation, “VP, hé-y¢” appeared before “VP-hé” and this can be

shown by a comparison between (16) and (17):

(16) “ti ZPrAE I - o[ (Ldozi, excavated version, Mawdangdui Béshii Jidbén)
g zht sud yi gui ci zh¢, hé ye?
ancient GEN REL by prize this NOML  why SFP

‘As for why the ancients valued this—what was the reason?’

(17) HZ Frbl & a1 ? (Ldozi, transmitted version)
gu zhi sud yi gui ci dao zhé hé
ancient GEN REL by prize this Dao NOML  why

‘Why was it that the ancients prized this Dao?’

Both (16) and (17) come from Ldozi, but (16) is an excavated version taken from the Mawangdui
Silk Manuscripts which may be closer to the original text than transmitted versions of Ldozi. It can

be noticed that the original “VP, hé-ye” later changed to “VP-Aé”. In the EOC period, although

12



“VP-he” is attested, as shown in (18), /é in this case is a wh-nominal and thus does not function

the same as that in (17):

(18) gH 2 far &k ? (Shijing, Béifeng)
wel zht hé zai
call it what SFP

‘What (then) can (I) call it?’

Dong (2009:213) clearly points out that ~¢ in EHA#E A fa] gi-chéng-rén-hé ‘it-call-human-why’

(‘Why does it call someone human?’)° is in the same clause as things it questions®. The “VP-#é”
construction can still be found in Middle Chinese texts, according to Zhao (2023). Zhao (2023:43)

points out T PAEfA] suc-yi-zhé-hé ‘REL-by-NOML-what” (‘What is the thing that someone relies

on?’) probably comes from the “merging” between two clauses suo-yi-zhé and hé. Although Dong
(2009) and Zhao (2023) both clarify that “VP-Aé” is a monoclausal structure, it is worth explaining
further why “VP-hé” does not contain two clauses, especially given that the related construction
“VP, hé-ye” undoubtedly contains two clauses. This question is important because it bears on the
fundamental issue of this research—if “VP-hé” really contains two clauses, the subsequent
movement analysis would become meaningless. Next, I use concrete examples to show that “VP-
hé” as a whole is an independent clause.

In the first place, 4é can stand on its own to create a clause:

(19) HH : FoB L - BEH o ? (MdawdangduiBéshii, Zhangud Zonghéngjiashii)
dui yUue, qing ling Wei wang  ke. Jin yue: hé?
response say please let Wei king assent  Lord say why

5 Taken from /\=F{& Gongydng Zhuan, Yingong Sinidn.
® The original text is “IZFEM“fa]> ] AR BLSE % S8 7 A — RN 17
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‘(He) replied, please have the King of Wei assent. The lord said, why?’

However, whether #é can stand on its own or not is insufficient to prove whether “VP-hé”
constitutes one or two clauses. At the same time, there is clear evidence showing that 4é is in the

same clause as its preceding elements:

(20) EEFTLAVE R ? (Bdihiitong Délimn)
[cp [vp [DP Wang zhé sud  yi| you sheji] hé]
claim. kingship NOML REL by have  altars.of soil.and.grain ~ how
‘How did those who claim kingship come to possess altars of soil and grain?’
a. “What is the manner x, such that by x, those who claimed kingship come to possess altars of
soil and grain?’
#b. “What is the thing x, such that those who claimed kingship and possessed altars of soil and

grain have x?’

In traditional grammars, wang-zhé-suo-yi-you-shéji (‘the fact that people who claimed throne own
their countries’) is said to be an incomplete sentence, and this proves that (20) must contain only
one clause. Comparing (20) to (17) and (18), we notice that if there is no nominalization marker
zhé preceding hé, a sentence-final #é cannot be interpreted as wh-nominal, as shown by the
interpretation (b) in (20).

“VP-hé” is included in more complex structures in (21)-(23):

(21) SRIMAEE - (e - BRMZ e 2= - (Analects, Zihdn)
yue ér bu i, cong €l bu gai,
pleased but NEG examine  follow but NEG amend
[cpiwl  [cp2 Wei ra zhi hé yé] yi yi].

I NEG  do it how SFP stop SFP
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‘If (they) are pleased yet do not examine (it), and follow (others) yet do not amend (themselves),

I can do nothing with such people.’

2)FH : AH Tz faanz e, # o BAR Tz HESR o (dnalects, Weilinggong)

zi YUE, bu yué ra zhi hé ra zhi hé
master say NEG  say do it how do it how
zh¢, wl wel ru zht hé ye yi yi.

NOML 1| NEG do it how SFP stop SFP

‘The Master said, as for those who don’t say how to do it, how to do it, I can do nothing

with such people.’

(23) RAFERZR Z AT, - (ZhangudCe, Qicé)
fa bu shén  lido [pp Qin zhi bt nai  wd hé] yé.
COMPL NEG deep consider Qin GEN NEG do us  what SFP

‘() did not deeply consider that Qin could do nothing against us.’

In (21), ru-zhi-hé ‘do-it-how’ as a whole serves as the complement of the negation weéi, and there
are two CPs marked by two SFPs yé and yi respectively. In (22), the first two ru-zhi-hé ‘do-it-how’
are used as direct quotations and thus exclude the possibility that the clause-final 4é constitutes an
independent clause from ru-zht ‘do-it’. In (23), nai-wo-hé ‘do-I-how’ is embedded in the object
DP thus /¢ certainly cannot be separated from nai-wo ‘do-I".

We’ve seen in section 1.3 that although “VP-hé” has more or less been mentioned in the
literature, its syntactic structure is not clear. And by examining Dong (2009) and Zhao (2023), I

excluded the possibility that “VP-4é” contains two clauses.

1.4 Methodology
This section deals with some methodological issues in doing historical/diachronic generative

syntax in which I focus on two correlative questions: one is the feasibility of doing such research
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without native intuition in the same sense as researching on modern languages, and the other is
how to compensate for the lack of such intuition.

The first thing that needs to be clarified is the distinction between “historical syntax™ and
“diachronic syntax”. The word diachronic was first used in linguistics by F. de Saussure in the
1910s, referring to historical “development” of a language’. Lightfoot (1979:5) also states that one
of the fundamental prerequisites of doing diachronic syntax is “to compare grammars of at least
two stages of a language”. The word historical, on the other hand, does not necessarily indicate
the “change of state”. My focus in this thesis lies not in the change of wh-movement in the history
of Chinese. Rather, I focus on wh-movements in a specific period of Chinese, namely Late Old
Chinese. The general purpose of this research is to explore “human mental processes and
intellectual capacity” (Chomsky 1965: 46) in LOC, which is not so different from research on
modern languages. The only difference is that the corpus I employ is restricted and does not have
ungrammatical sentences. Therefore, this is a study of historical syntax rather than diachronic
syntax. Therefore, my explanations will focus on synchronic expositions instead of on motivations

of diachronic changes.

1.4.1 lack of native intuition

The thorniest question in doing historical generative syntax might be the lack of native intuition
and we are unable to test native speakers’ “acceptability”, which “belongs to the study of
performance” (Chomsky 1965:11). However, it was not long after Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures
(1957), which revolutionized the way syntax can be studied, that linguists started to reflect on the

question of whether a linguistic theory relies heavily on native intuition and grammaticality tests

7 https://www.oed.com/dictionary/diachronic_adj?tab=meaning_and_use#6909640.
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can be applied to the study of classical languages. In her article applying the generative rules to
diachronic changes of English auxiliaries, Closs (1965: 403, footnote 6.) discusses the feasibility
of “using this notion (i.e. Chomsky 1957) of grammar in historical analysis”. Closs points out that
a historical study of grammar needs to be based not only on observable data but also on
unobservable data. This means we can and indeed need to predict the existence of unobservable
(both grammatical and ungrammatical) data in doing historical syntax. Therefore, she concludes
that “deviance as well as grammaticality can tentatively be made explicit”. The importance of
predicting unobservable data is also mentioned in the field of OC phonology, as Baxter and Sagart
(2014:4-5) state that in linguistic reconstructions, “prediction” is “the deductive part of the whole
hypothetico-deductive approach”.

Closs (1965:403, footnote 6.) mentions a notion she called “secondary intuition” which refers
to linguists’ intuition of dead languages “after several years of close association with the language”.
In other words, linguists should first make use of all the observable data and when necessary, use
their secondary intuition to predict which sentences should be ungrammatical or less acceptable to
native speakers of a particular period. In introducing early generative approaches to syntactic
changes, Lightfoot (1979:30) expressed a similar view in claiming that “philological judgment is
required to ascertain whether a non-occurring sentence-type would in any case be rare in the kinds
of texts available”. But Aldridge’s series of generative studies of OC syntax almost never use the
term “ungrammatical”. Instead, she rigorously keeps using the terms “not attested” (Aldridge
2010:21), “unattested” (Aldridge 2023:9) or “have not found” (Aldridge 2023:22). Based on Closs
(1965) and Lightfoot (1979) mentioned above, I assume it to be reasonable to predict
ungrammatical or less acceptable sentences in the study of historical syntax, though they are

secondary evidence bearing less importance to observable data. However, this assumption is not
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only based on the fact that linguists have secondary intuition but also rests upon what I call “near-

native intuition” in the next subsection.

1.4.2 near-native intuition

The generative approach holds an “abrupt” and “contingent” (rather than “gradual”) view
towards syntactic change, and E-language is where syntactic change originates (Madariaga
2017:2). During the process of language acquisition, I-languages are also subject to change
diachronically (Chomsky 2005). As Aldridge (2010:46) points out, “the only diachronic
difference between Archaic and modern Chinese is the loss of the strong focus feature driving
movement of VP-internal wh-phrases”. It means that even if it’s the same language, native
speakers’ mental grammars change over time®. Then it should be reasonable to assume that a native
speaker’s intuition is more likely to approximate that of historical speakers when they lived closer
in time to the period in which the texts were composed. Luckily, there are many LOC texts that
were annotated and commented on not too long after the text was composed, some in the LOC
period itself, while some in the EMC period. And these ancient philologists’ paraphrases of the
original texts can be regarded as “near-native intuition”. The importance of “near-native intuition”

will be discussed in 3.3 when dealing with multiple wh-questions in OC.

Chapter II Descriptive Syntax and Semantics of the Wh-word Hé

8 According to the “uniformitarian hypothesis” of UG, Universal Grammar is invariant across time, while diachronic change
consists in the resetting of parameters in the mental grammars of successive generations of native speakers (Roberts 2007:456).
Although this hypothesis holds that native speakers of the same language have the same UG across time, it’s still safe to say that
ancient people who lived closer to the LOC period generally have better “intuition” to OC than we native speakers of modern
Chinese.
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We have glimpsed some basic usages of the multifunctional wh-word %é in Chapter I (1. 3-1. 7).
The most important descriptive fact is that when 4é functions as wh-adverbial ‘how, why’, both
usages can surface either at the left or the right periphery. In this chapter, I discuss usages of /¢ in
more detail, revealing that although the wh-adverbial 4é can occur relatively freely at both
peripheries, each periphery poses some interpretational restrictions on /4é. Then, I clarify the

etymology of /é in a comparative Sino-Tibetan context, after which another OC wh-word & /1

will be compared to /é to provide an OC-internal argument to decompose /sé. Lastly, I reflect on
the polysemy of 4é from modern languages and propose that “4é-VP” base-generates at the left
periphery only when the modal g7 follows it, yielding a reading similar to English how come.
Generally speaking, Chapter II lays a philological foundation for subsequent theoretical analyses

and it bridges chapters I and III.

2.1 interpretational restrictions of /¢ at periphery positions

A broad tendency of the wh-adverbial /¢ is that when it surfaces at the left periphery, it is more
natural to mean ‘why’ and when at the right periphery, more natural to mean ‘how’. (I3) is the
only example I found in which 4#é means ‘why’ but occurs at the right periphery, and (I7) is one
of the few examples in which Aé occurs at the left periphery and clearly asks about manner (i.e.
means ‘how’). This means that left peripheries tend to interpret the wh-adverbial /4é as ‘why’,
while right peripheries tend to interpret it as ‘how’. When it occurs at the left periphery, it is

common to find Aé co-occurring with a demonstrative g7 ‘that’:

(1) FoF-EE e ? ] HZoRE 2 (Analects , Zihdn)
fuzi shéng  zh¢ yu? hé qi dud néng ye?
Confucius sage NOML Q how that many  ability SFP
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‘Is Confucius a sage? How can (he) be that versatile?’

(2) [ HriE  RASERGREE? (Shuoyuan, Jindao)
hé qi suo lin zhi min you

how that REL govern GEN people have

1 han bu dé y1 shi zh&?
starvation  cold NEG obtain clothing food NOML

‘How is it that, among the people (he) governs, there are those who suffer starvation and cold

and cannot obtain clothing or food?’

) A2 A EIE 2 (Mencius, Tengweéngong Shang)
hé Xu VAl zhi bu dan fan
why Xu master GEN NEG troubled labor

‘Why is Master Xu not troubled by such labor?’

H > BLZ%E > EAATHEM -

bai gong zhi shi, gu bu ke géng  qi¢
hundred craftsman GEN affair originally NEG be.able plough while
wél ye

do SFP

‘It says, the affairs of a hundred craftsmen, originally cannot be done while one is ploughing.’

In (1) and (2), when there is g7 ‘that’, “hé-VP” reads more like a rhetorical question (i.e. how
come VP), especially in negative contexts. (1) probably can still be understood as asking the
manner of how Confucius became that versatile, while (2) definitely is not asking about the manner
in which the people came to suffer but expresses the speaker’s blame on the ruler. It becomes
clearer if (1) and (2) are compared to (3). Notice that there is no ¢7 ‘that’ in (3), and the responsive

clause explains the reason why the Master Xu is not afraid of troubles which clearly indicates that
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the question asks about reason. So, /¢ in “hé-qi-VP” is different from both the pure how-wh-
adverbial and the why-wh-adverbial; rather, it should be interpreted as how come which forms
rhetorical questions.

Recall from the Mandarin data in (I.1) and (I1.2) that zénme ‘how’ is more incompatible with
sentence-final positions than weishénme ‘why’. In contrast, we have seen above that in OC, it’s
‘why’ instead of ‘how’ that is more incompatible with sentence-final positions. On the one hand,
Mandarin and OC are similar in that both of their wh-adverbials show some periphery sensitivities.
On the other hand, a fundamental difference between them is that Mandarin wh-adverbials strongly
disfavor sentence-final positions while OC wh-adverbials can occur relatively freely in sentence-
final positions. Therefore, we not only need to explain the generative process of wh-adverbials in

OC but also need to parameterize the distinction between OC and Mandarin.

2.2 etymology of hé

According to Chen (2006), the interrogative pronoun hé, reconstructed as *gaj, may have
already existed in the Oracle Bone Inscriptions (ca. 13 BCE)?, the earliest Chinese texts. However,
in OBI, the character {], which later recorded the wh-word /¢, was mostly used to record proper
nouns (Zhao (1999 [2009]:76, Chen 2006). Chen (2006) finds only two examples of #¢é which he

identifies as interrogative pronouns, one of which is:

(4) FEEHUK » folf ? (Jidgiwén Héji, 17378)
wang meng Xiong Wu, hé; [vpcong ti]?
king dream brother Wu what follow

‘The king dreamed of Brother Wu; what (should he) follow?’

° Whether the interrogative pronoun /¢ exists in Oracle Bone Inscriptions is controversial, see the introduction of Chen (2006) for
details.
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(4) shows that in the earliest attested usages of 4é, it also gets fronted to preverbal positions, just
as in canonical LOC texts. About 500 years later, the interrogative pronoun /¢ became more widely

attested in texts from the Warring States period (475 BCE-221 BCE) such as Shijing and Analects :

(5) RE R » SHZAER? (Shijing, Béimén)
tian shi weéi zhi, wel zhi hé zai?
heaven truly do it call it what SFP

‘It was Heaven that truly did it; what can (I) say of it?’

(6) BfEE - EEE > W2 ? (Analects, Bayt)
jun shi chén, chén shi jun, ra zhi hé?
ruler command minister minister serve ruler do it how

‘(When) a ruler commands his ministers and ministers serve (their) ruler, how to do it?’

Since hé may already be attested in the earliest Chinese texts, which represent a period
approximately 2500 years after Sinitic and Tibetan languages diverged (Sagart et al. 2019, Fig 2.),
it is not too surprising that 4é is a cognate to Tibetan. According to Yu (1989:61, 63), OC {a] hé

>10

*ya is a cognate to Tibetan gal while ] s *ya ‘what, why’'? is a cognate to Tibetan ga.

2.3 distinctions between ] hé and & ha

The reconstruction that Yu (1989) employs assumes that the two wh-words {a] 4é and &H i
are homophones in OC, but Baxter and Sagart (2014)’s system reconstructs them differently: {q]
*ofaj vs fif*g'a. B&S’s reconstruction correctly captures some important syntactic differences

between hé and hu.

10yu (1989) employs a different reconstruction system than this study. I here keep the reconstructions in Yu’s paper unchanged.
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Like hé, hu can form reason questions (7) and rhetorical questions (8). Hu can also be a VP-

internal wh-argument and get fronted (9). But we never find /u occurring sentence-finally:

(7) B 2 (Shijing, Béifeng)
hu bu gui?
why NEG return
‘Why not return?’

(8) [FIHAZREY - EH A A 2 (Zuozhuan, Shaogong Qinian)
tong shi yi zhong, hu ke chang ye?
alike begin different  end how can constant  SFP

‘(If they) begin alike but end differently, how can (this) be constant?’

(9) EHLAMF 2 2 (Guanzi, Shemr)
hu yi bei zh1?
what use guard.against it

‘With what shall (one) guard against it?’

Phonologically, h¢ ({a] *gfaj) and Au (f*ga) differ minimally in codas (i.e. *-j vs *-@). From a
pure phonological view, such a distinction may reflect ancient dialectal variations, but if we
correlate this distinction with different syntactic distributions (i.e. *-j can appear sentence-finally
vs *-@ never appears sentence-finally), this minimal pair can be explained in a homogeneous
phonological system. I have alluded to the idea in Chapter I that 4é (*gfaj) should be decomposed
based on features, now the distinction between 4é and hu provides morphological details of this
decomposition. Since the coda *-j poses syntactic restrictions on wh-words and it is part of the
final *-aj, it’s natural to separate the initial *g‘- from the final *-aj and assign them with different
features to explain the syntactic behavior of sé (*g'aj). I leave the question of what features *g*-

and *-aj bear to Chapter V, when proposing the feature movement analysis of /é.
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Although they follow different syntactic restrictions, it is not controversial that #é and hu are

historically related. An ancient scholar B2, Zhéng Xudn (127 AD-200 AD), who lived in the
transitional period of LOC and EMC, gave a paraphrase of (7) using /é as & {a] g~ jin-hé-bu-

gui-hii ‘lord-why-NEG-return-Q’ which indicates that 4z may have disappeared in colloquial
languages no later than Zhéng Xudn’s period. Both Matisoff (1995:74)!! and Schuessler (2007:35,
273) correlate the pronunciations 4#é and hu, and they call 4é an independent form while /i a
dependent form. According to Schuessler (2007:35), the dependent form is phonologically realized
as an open syllable (i.e. *gfa) while in semantics and syntax, it “indicates incompletion of the
utterance and the expectation of a following element or answer” (idem). Schuessler’s statement
can be naturally adapted to my analysis above in the sense that since hu (*g*a) is a dependent form,
it cannot stay in sentence-final positions.

Besides hé (*g‘aj), there is another wh-word 2 xi (*g°e) that shows different syntactic behavior

from hé:
(10) FZA BB ? (Analects, Weéizheng)
VA x1 bu wéil zhéng

you.HON why NEG take.part politics
‘Why do you, sir, not take part in politics?’

(1) FERFF AR - FRFERE? (Analects, Zilu)
wel jun dai zi ér wéil zheéng,
Wei lord await you.HON CONJ  take.part politics

! Matisoff (1995:74) glosses i hui as ‘interrogative particle’, but I have found no cases where /i can be used sentence-finally as
a yes-no-question particle like 3 hii. Since Matisoff also refers to B{ yui as “interrogative particle”, which is truly a yes-no-question
particle, the term “interrogative particle” couldn’t have been misunderstood when Matisoff uses it to refer to ] 4. Interestingly,
if hut in OC can really be used as both a wh-word and a yes-no-question particle, it will be beneficial to the the derivation in Chapter
VI. And there are indeed languages in which a wh-word and the Q are homophones. For example, ‘what’ in Nepali is ke, and ke is
also used as a yes-no question particle.
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VAl jiang X1; [xian ~ {]?
you.HON  will what put.first

‘The ruler of Wei awaits you, sir, to take part in politics; what will you put first?’

Like 4é, xi can ask about reason at the left periphery (10), and it gets fronted when acting as a
direct object (11). As with hu (*gfa), x7 (*ge) is never attested at the right periphery. Interestingly,
neither Au (*gfa) nor xi (*ge) has a coda in OC. The case of xi further shows the correlation
between syntax and phonology and makes the morphological decomposition of 4é (*gaj) more
convincing.

To better understand the syntax-phonology correlations revealed by 4é and hu/xi, we can take
a look at a similar phenomenon in Tunxi dialect (Lu 2018:123), a variety of the Huizhou dialect
(Sinitic). In Tanx1 Hui, singular personal pronouns make a distinction between weak and strong

forms!?, as they are shown in table 1:

Table 1. Weak and strong forms of singular personal pronouns in Tunxi dialect

(adapted from Lu 2018, Diagram 5-1)

weak form strong form
1.SG a* a**-le
2.5G n* n*-le
3.5G ko™ k"o*-le

Lu (2018:123) points out that since strong forms are prosodically prominent, they always appear

in isolation (12), in sentence-final (13) or focus positions:

(12) la?3-ka*? a?
which-CL Q

12 Weak forms can further be categorized into cliticized (neutral tone or low rising tone) and uncliticized (mid-rising tone or mid-
level tone) ones. Only uncliticized weak forms are listed in this table.
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‘Who is it?’

a?*-le/*a?*/*a?3(cliticized)

1.SG
‘Me.’
(13) a** tehio!! xa?’ kho*4-le/*kho*4/* khal
1.8G fear 3.5G
‘I fear him/her.’

The different syntactic restrictions of weak and strong personal pronouns in Tunx1 dialect parallel
the contrast between hé and Au such that the dependent form hu (*g'a) never appears sentence-
finally and since it is prosodically less prominent, it should always be followed by other elements.
The empirical facts of 4é/hu and Tunx1 Hut personal pronouns, as well as the Japhug wh-adverbials
all point to the hypothesis that 4¢é has a finer morphological structure that results in its different
syntactic distributions, and this raises an interesting theoretical question of what moves and what

1s left in-situ.

2.4 the polysemy of 4#é: a modern view

We have seen in Chapter I the multifunctionality of /¢ such that it can be interpreted as ‘what’,
‘where’, ‘why’ or ‘how’. Wh-words in modern languages are also commonly multifunctional.
Cheng (2021) points out that both Mandarin and Cantonese use ‘what’ and ‘how’ to express
causal/reason questions. (14) shows a similarity between Mandarin and Cantonese that their what-

wh-words can ask about reason:

5

(14) a. Cantonese  lei haam? mat! aa

2.5G cry what SFP
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b. Mandarin  ni ka shenme?
2.SG cry what
‘Why are you crying?’

Cheng (2021) takes Tsai (2008) a step further and suggests that zénme ‘how’ is a variant of
weishénme ‘why’ in Mandarin. This suggestion is based on the fact that zénme and weishénme are
merged at the same position, namely, right after the subject and the suggestion applies to OC as
well because ‘how’ and ‘why’ in OC are morphologically the same as *ga;.

(15) shows that in Mandarin, zénme ‘how’ can be interpreted as ‘why’ when preceding a modal

(Tsai 2008):
(15) ni zénme hui zhidao
you how will know

‘Why/how come that you will know?’

(16) HE ¥ 5 » (o[ ] FHFE ? (Changiiifanli, Yilishang)
qi i ni i, hé ké wel yi?
3.GEN principle reverse SFP how can call moral

‘Its principle is reversed, how come/why it can be called moral?’

We have seen from (1) and (2) that 4¢ does not purely ask about manner or reason when followed
by g7 ‘that’. (16) further shows that OC is like Mandarin, when a sow-wh-word is followed by a
modal, the question asks about reason instead of manner.

Although both Mandarin and Cantonese use sentence-initial wh-words to form causal/reason
questions, they differ in an important fact that Cantonese uses its what-wh word mat' while

Mandarin uses its s7ow-wh word zeénme (Cheng 2021:220) to do so:
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(17)a. mat!/*dim? lei® hai? dou® haam? ge??
what/*how 2.8G PROG cry SFP

‘Why/how come you are crying?’

b. zénme/*shénme ni zai ka?
how/*what 2.5G PROG cry

‘Why/how come you are crying?’

On the theoretical side, Cheng (2021:244) assumes that like wat ‘what’ in Dutch, the Cantonese
mat' ‘what’ base-generates at the left periphery, and mar' heads an exclamative sentence. Adopting
the idea of Cheng (2021) and regarding wh-adverbials in OC, Mandarin and Cantonese, the
commonality is that their ~-ow-and-why wh-words are correlated; also, #¢é base-generates at the left
periphery when there is the modal g7, and in this scenario, 4é asks about neither pure reason nor

manner, which is just like the English how come.

Chapter III Clause-final Hé: Complement, Adjunct or Predicate?

Beginning in Chapter III, we turn to the core discussion of this study, namely the syntactic structure
of “VP-he”. I will first discuss Aldridge (2010) and Shi (2015)’s object analysis of the clause-final
hé, pointing out some empirical and theory-internal problems with this analysis. Then, I put
forward my adjunct analysis, after which two alternative treatments for the clause-final /¢, the
predicate and resultative complement analyses, will be considered. This study chooses the adjunct

analysis as the preferred solution.
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3.1 the object analysis

Aldridge (2010) and Shi (2015:43) both treat 4é in rii-zhi-hé ‘do-it-wh’ and (1) as an object!:

(D) =EE - BEEEM?EHH - DA 824 % - BT LR © (Zuozhuan,
Xigong Shiwiinian)

qinbd yUue, guo wel jin hé? dui yUue,
Qinbo say state call lord what reply say
xidorén qi, wel zhi bu mian, jinzi shu,
common.people distressed call it NEG escape  gentleman charitable
yi wéil bi gui

think be definitely return

‘Qinbo said, what does the state call their ruler? The reply said, common people feel distressed
and think that the ruler cannot escape (from blame), while gentlemen are charitable and think

that the ruler definitely will return.’

In (1), the reply indicates that the question asks about neither reason nor manner. So, /4¢é in (1) is
uncontrovertibly a wh-argument. I glossed ru-zhi-hé as ‘do-it-wh’ because in some cases, for
example (1), hé serves as an argument, whereas in others, it serves as a wh-adverbial. (2) and (3)

are also examples taken from Shi (2015:43):

(2) EERL > a2 A AIlA] 2 (Mencius, Lianghuiwang Xia)
wi shén kong, ra zht hé /< ke?
I greatly scared do it how then fine

‘I am greatly scared. How shall I do, then, to make it fine.’

(3) —EEEMN » MR EAT ? (Mencius, Téngwéngong Xia)

y1 Xug Juzhou, du ra song wang hé

13 Aldridge (2010:37) refers to this hé as a “lower object”.
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one Xue Juzhou alone do Song king how

‘How could one Xue Juzhou alone do with the King of Song’

The interpretation of 4¢é in (2) and (3) is less clear than that in (1). On the one hand, the context
makes it possible to interpret 4¢é as asking about the manner of dealing with the speaker’s fear (2)
and the king of Song (3). On the other hand, the main verb in (2) and (3) is 2 ‘do’, but in (1) it is
wei ‘call’. Shi (2015:43) analyzes (2) and (3) as double object constructions, but the problem is,
ru typically acts as a two-place predicate. Aldridge (2010:37) also notices that when ru takes two
internal arguments (i.e. as a three-place predicate), the “second internal argument is always a wh-
word, and this wh-word never undergoes fronting”. In contrast, wei ‘call’ can take two objects
even when there is no wh-argument, for example wéi-zhi-xué ‘call-it-learned’, weéi-zhi-can ‘call-
it-cruel’ (Aldridge 2010:35). When the verb ru acts as a two-place predicate, it means ‘resemble’

(4) or ‘go to’ (5) rather than ‘do’:

(4) FREELE - WEEISE - (Shijing, Zhéngfeng)
zhi pei ra zu, liang  can ru wl
hold rein resemble  weaving.thread  two side.horse  resemble dancer

‘Holding the reins as if weaving thread, the two side horses move as dancers.’

(5) B » DU - (Shuoyuan, Xitiwén)
xia gong rua qi ni nii
summer duke go.to Qi welcome bride

‘In summer, the Duke went to Qi to welcome (his) bride.’

This implies that if “ri-N-hé” (‘do-N-wh’) really is a double object construction, ru ‘do’ only acts
as a three-place predicate when the lower argument is a wh-word. Shi (2015:43) explains this

phenomenon from a functional perspective and believes that this has something to do with the
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position of focus, but it does not answer why a transitive verb 7z becomes ditransitive when it
takes a wh-argument. Although a single verb can change its valency and transitivity is a continuum
(Hopper and Thompson 1980), for example, drink can either be a one-place predicate in I do not
drink or a two-place predicate in [ like drinking coffee, it’s hard to explain why a verb changes its
valency only when there is a wh-argument.

Aldridge (2010:41-42) clearly specifies that “V-N-ké” is a low applicative structure in which
hé is a THEME. Although Shi (2015) and Aldridge (2010) both treat this kind of clause-final /4é as
an object, their solutions differ fundamentally—Shi’s solution implies that “V-N-ké” is generated
in a one-step way, but Aldridge believes that the object is “applied” and the main verb takes an
ApplP as complement. Paul and Whitman (2009) distinguish “thematic applicative” and “raising
applicative” and they point out that the former is like high applicative and the latter like low
applicative, as they are defined by Pylkkénen (2008). According to Paul and Whitman (2009), in
thematic applicative, there is no GOAL argument, but only BENEFICIARY; in raising applicative,
there is a GOAL and a transfer of the THEME. However, it’s apparent that Paul and Whitman
(2009)’s analyses do not apply to at least (2) and (3).

Double object constructions (e.g. I gave him a book) are typical raising/low applicatives and
activity verbs such as give clearly specify a transfer of the THEME a book. In (2) and (3), since the
verb ru ‘do’ is not a typical activity verb, the so-called THEME object i#é does not undergo any
transfer. Therefore, even if “ru-N-hé” is really a low applicative, it is different from the canonical
double object construction type. A semantic problem of the object analysis is that, since THEMESs
are entities that “undergo actions or are moved, experienced, or perceived” (Carnie 2021:246), it’s
hard to say that /¢ in (2) and (3) receives its theta-role as THEME. He in (1) functions as a wh-

argument thus can still be considered as a THEME, albeit marginally. While in (2) and (3), since it
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asks about manner, it does not fall within the traditional definition of THEME. Also, /¢ in (2) and
(3) cannot be regarded as either GOAL or BENEFICIARY, ruling out the possibility that “7u-N-hé”
is a high applicative. Pylkkdnen (2008:18) subcategorizes low applicative into two types: recipient
applicative and source applicative, and 4é in (1)-(3) apparently cannot be regarded as either
RECIPIENT or SOURCE.

Even if we leave aside the problem of 4é, (2)-(3) may not be considered as applicatives.
Pylkkénen (2008:18) points out that low applicatives “relate a recipient or a source to an individual
that is the internal argument of a verb”. However, zA7 ‘it’ in (2) and Song wdng ‘the king of Song’
in (3) may not be internal arguments of the verb 7 ‘do’ because we cannot find examples in which
the verb 2 means ‘do’ and it takes a THEME object. The point here is that even if “7u-N-hé” (‘do-
N-wh’) is an applicative, it is N, rather than the wh-word /¢, that should be regarded as the applied
object because zhi ‘it’ and Songwdng ‘the king of Song’ are more like recipients of the action ‘do’.

Next, I use a pair of sentences (6) and (7) to clarify why the NP directly following ru ‘do’ is

more qualified to be an applied object than the wh-word 4é:

6) BR T HEANEE 2 - (Mencius, Téngwéngong Shang)
[pp Wei tianxia dé rén zh¢); wel Zhii/*j rén
for  all.under.heaven obtain  worthy.men NOML call it benevolent

‘Those who obtain worthy men for All-under-Heaven are called benevolent.’

#‘Those who obtain worthy men for All-under-Heaven call someone else benevolent.’

(7) BTEE{F? (Analects, Yongyé)
pro ké [vPWel  fpro  rén] hii?
can call benevolent Q

‘Can it be called benevolent?’
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In (6), zAhi “it’ must co-index with the subject DP, as indicated by the two potential interpretations,
and this seems to imply that there is a pro in (7). When the pro is assigned a case by wei ‘call’, it
moves to the left periphery to be topicalized. The structure DP-wei-zhi-rén in (6) is parallel to the
pro-wei-tyro-rén in (7). In overt syntax, the adjective rén ‘benevolent’ can serve as the complement
of wei ‘call’ (i.e. wei-rén), but we never find the verb wei ‘call’ taking a single recipient as its
complement, namely, there are no cases of wei-DP. When wei ‘call’ is followed by a recipient DP,

it appears in two structures, as shown in (8) and (9):

(8) HET-AEEH- (Shuayudn, Zhiwii)
sima ziyu wei jin VUg...
Sima Ziyu call lord say

‘Sima Ziyu Sima Ziyu call the lord, saying...’

(9) FLOCFErAEE 2 3 2 (Analects, Gongyéchdng)
kongwénzi; hé yi wei zhi; wén ye
Kongwenzi what by call it Wen SFP

‘On what grounds was Kong Wenzi called Wen?’

In (8), wei ‘call’ is followed by a recipient jizn ‘lord’ and another verb yué ‘say’ introducing direct
quotations. In (9), when wei ‘call’ takes two DP complements, the pronominal complement zAi ‘it
needs to co-index with the subject DP. (6)-(9) aim to demonstrate that if “wei-N-hé” is a low
applicative, N should be the applied object. This analysis also applies to the verb ru since when it

means ‘do’, there are only examples like ru-hé ‘do-what’, but no examples like 2-N.
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The applied object analysis is also problematic from a morphological point of view. Based on
the tree in Aldridge (2010:42), her analysis should analyze wei-jiin-hé ‘call-lord-what’ as Figure
I:

\3

/\
wei ‘call’ ApplP

Jjun ‘lord’ Appl’

/\

Appl hé ‘what’

Figure 1.

Aldridge (2012) believes that yi ‘use, with’, which is traditionally treated as a verb and a
preposition in OC functions as an applicative head but the Appl® in Figure 1 is empty'*. Aldridge
(2010) does not clarify whether the applicative structure ru-zhi-hé has its Appl® filled. Paul and
Whitman (2009) mention the Raising Applicative Hypothesis (Georgala et al. 2008) which claims
that “overt applicative affixes are realized uniformly as verbal suffixes”. If this hypothesis is
correct, even if the Appl® in Figure 1 is filled by yi, the applied object analysis needs to explain
why OC violates the Raising Applicative Hypothesis because yi is not a verbal suffix, rather, it is
a preposition prefixed to DPs.

Based on the above discussion, an empirical drawback of the applied object analysis is that it
overlooks the fact that the construction V-N-Aé is heterogeneous: in some cases, 4é is a wh-
argument (1), but in some cases, it is a wh-adverbial (2, 3) and thus cannot be an object. I have

tried to demonstrate drawbacks of this analysis from the perspective of syntax, semantics and

141t needs to be pointed out that Aldridge’s applicative head analysis of yi ‘use, with® was published two years after her applied
object analysis of hé.
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morphology and it is the semantic side, namely, the fact that some clause-final instances of #é do
not receive the theta roles that an applied object is canonically assumed to receive, is the most

serious problem.

3.2 the adjunct analysis

The adjunct analysis treats the clause-final /¢ as a PP. Before I present evidence for this solution,
it is necessary to clarify the definition of adjunct and the distinction between adjuncts and
arguments.

In X-bar theory, adjuncts are sisters of phrasal nodes and can never be sisters to a head but
(internal) arguments can be. Arguments are assigned theta-roles by heads, but adjuncts are not
assigned theta-roles. In the Minimalist Program (Adger 2003:82-90), arguments are computed in
syntax by the operation Merge. Take a simple transitive sentence Paul burn letters, for instance:
the complement (i.e. internal argument) letters checks its [N] feature with burn and then they
merge (first merge) to project a V at the bar-level; the specifier of the V, namely, Pau! (i.e. external
argument) checks another selectional [N] feature of V, after which the derivation projects a
maximal VP. On the other hand, adjuncts are “somehow incorporated into a sentence, but not via
the checking of selectional features” (idem: 88). In a word, arguments are “merged” into syntax
due to selectional features but adjuncts are “adjoined” into syntax without having selectional
features. While in Chomsky’s (2004) term, what distinguishes adjuncts from complements is that
they undergo pair-Merge rather than set-Merge. It can be seen that adjuncts differ from arguments
in many important respects, so the adjunct analysis and the applied object analysis are essentially

different.
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The empirical data that supports the adjunct analysis comes from the parallelism between “VP-

hé” and “VP-PP”. In OC, PPs canonically follow the main verb (10-12), but exceptions also exist

(13)15:
(10) 427 BAgE » 4427 DAL - (Liji, Wenwingshizi)
[ve vji zhi [P yi yi]]
regulate it with righteousness
zhong zhi yi rén
complete it with benevolence

‘Regulate it with righteousness and bring it to completion with benevolence.’

(11) FEFAREZERE - (Analects, Weéizheng)
Meéngsiin [vv vwen  Xido [pp yU wo]]
Mengsun ask filial.piety from I

‘Mengsun asks for filial piety from me.’

(12) FEEERfart ? (Xuinzi, Lilin)
li [ve v qi [pp yU hé]] y&?
ritual originate from what SFP

‘From what does ritual originate?’

(13) FAfaTAZ 2 (Mozi, Feimingshang)
[ve [ppylU hé] v bén zhi)]
from  what originate it

‘From what does it originate?’

15 This restriction started to break in the transitional period between LOC and EMC, while in Mandarin, most of PPs cannot follow
the main verb.
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In (12) and (13), the wh-word ké is introduced by the preposition yu ‘from’, but when the

preposition changes to yi° ‘by’, things are different:

(14)a. £H » [ DIFEE] ? (Mencius, LiadnghuiwdngShang)
wang YUE, [vepp[hé yi] vii wu guo|?
king say what by benefit my state

‘The king said, by what (can I) benefit my state?’

b. DUfafEE 2 ? (Lunhéng, Wiixing)
[ve [pp yi hé] vyan zhi]?
by what verify it

‘By what (shall we) verify it?’

c. (RFLFLUETE? (Lunhéng, Xiédudn)
[vpvsi Kongzi [pp yi [pp hé 1i]]]1?
serve Confucius with what rite

‘With what rites (shall one) serve Confucius?’

When #é is introduced by yi ‘by’, regardless of whether it is fronted or not (14a vs 14b), we never
find examples in which a PP follows a verb, namely, there is no “VP-yi-hé” (VP-by-wh), let alone
“VP-hé-yr”. Aldridge (2012) analyzes yi-yang-yi-zhi ‘APPL-sheep-change-it’ as an applicative,
and the ApplP yi-ydng can either precede or follow the main verb. The different syntactic behavior
between yi-hé ‘by-wh’ and yi-ydng ‘APPL-sheep’ demonstrates that yi functions differently in
these two contexts: it is simply a preposition in yi-hé but is an applicative head in yi-yang-yi-zhi.
Examples (12)-(14), as well as the comparison between yi-hé and yi-ydng, show that even if there
is an overt applicative morpheme yi, it may not be appropriate to analyze (1)-(3) as applicatives

because yi-hé ‘by-wh’, which I treat as a PP, behaves differently from the ApplP in Aldridge (2012).
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The comparison between (11)-(13) and (14a,b) also concerns the interpretation of ~¢. When
the preposition is yu ‘from’, 4é is a wh-nominal meaning ‘what’, as indicated by the complement
of yu in (11), which is a personal pronoun wo ‘I’. While when the preposition is yi ‘by’, 4é is more
like a wh-adverbial ‘how’ that asks about manner, and this explains why yu-hé ‘from-what” and
yi-hé ‘by-how’ behave differently in syntax. In addition to the parallelism between “VP-hé” and
“VP-PP”, the fact that adjuncts are believed to occupy the most embedded positions (Larson 1988;
Cheng 1991:99) also supports the adjunct analysis since no other content constituents can be added
after “VP-hé”'S, which means /é is in the most embedded position.

(14c) looks like a counterexample of the above analyses because the complement DP of yi ‘by’
contains a wh-word /é but the PP still follows the verb si ‘serve’. In fact, (14c) is structurally
different from (14a,b). Hé in (14c) serves as the specifier of the DP he-/i ‘what-ritual’, but in
(14a,b), he itself is the complement of the preposition yi ‘by’. One important insight I draw from
(14c) is that under the adjunct analysis, “VP-4¢” includes a covert preposition. This idea will be
elaborated in more detail in Chapter IV when I identify two types of wh-adjuncts 4é. I have
mentioned above that even if we assume there to be a covert applicative head in “V-N-Appl®-4é”,
it is not appropriate to analyze this construction as an applicative. But it needs to be clarified that
this does not mean that I deny the covert existence of yi in “VP-hé”. What I deny is the existence
of the Appl° yi, but the existence of the preposition yi is compatible with my adjunct analysis. To

conclude this section, I provide a pair of sentences to support the existence of covert prepositions

in “VP-hé”:
(15) T 15 2 iR - (Zhuangzi, Neipian, Dazongshi)
Xa Yi wén zhi yu Ou

16 SFPs can be further added after 4é, for instance (I1.5).
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Xu Yi hear it from Ou

‘Xu Yi heard it from Ou.’

(16) EE >~ Bl - (Zhuangzi, Waipian Qitishui)
wl wén zhi [pp O wl shi]

I hear it my teacher

‘I heard it from my teacher. ’

(15) and (16) are excerpted from the same text. One of them has an overt preposition yu (15) but
the other one does not (16). Also, (15) and (16) are parallel in meaning in that the external
arguments ‘Ou’ and ‘my teacher’ both are SOURCEs. Following my analysis, I provide the tree of

wei-jiun-hé (1) in Figure 2:

VP

/\
% PP
.

hé ‘how’
v DP

wei ‘call N\

jun ‘lord’

Figure 2.
Another advantage of the adjunct analysis is that it tries to reach a unified explanation for the
clause-final wh-nominal 4é ‘what’ (1) and the clause-final wh-adverbial #¢ ‘how’. Although this

study focuses on examples like (2) and (3), I expect the clause-final wh-nominal 4#¢é ‘what’ also to

be compatible with the adjunct analysis, supposing the existence of covert prepositions.

3.3 the predicate analysis and OC multiple wh-questions

39



Multiple wh-questions are discussed here for three purposes. One is to provide a theory-internal
motivation to call into question the applied object analysis, another is to provide a predicate
analysis of the clause-final /¢, and the third is to exemplify the application of near-native intuition
mentioned in 1.4.2.

Multiple wh-questions are rarely mentioned in the literature, and their absolute frequency in
the corpus is also very low. The interpretation of multiple wh-questions is tricky even in modern
languages, let alone in a classical language. Therefore, it’s necessary to resort to near-native
intuition, namely, ancient annotations, because our secondary intuition is generally less reliable
than ancient people’s near-native intuition. In (17)-(20), I provide corresponding ancient
annotations, if any, in their original texts accompanied with English translations in the footnotes,
together with approximate living periods of the annotators, approximate time intervals between

the original texts and ancient annotations, and lastly, reference books:

(17) (S BB 2R BRI S i afefe] 2 (Shiji, Oinshihudng Bénji)
Xin chén jing bAil chén li bing ér shui  hé?

trusted minister elite soldier lay.out advanced weapon CONJ  who what
‘Trusted ministers and elite soldiers lay out advanced weapons and (ask) who (the passersby are

and) what (they carry).’

(18) A RIHGfE{A] 152 (Zhuangzi, Yingdiwdng)
bu zhi qi shui hé
NEG know it who how

‘Do not know who and how it is.’

TAEH, a7 R . [Ru Chun (ca. late 2 AD-ca. early 3 AD) said, 4é is the same as wén ‘ask’.] (Annotator: Péi Yin FEEH,
ca. late 5 AD, after 580 years, Shiji (Vol.1) 5232 (—), Beijing: Zhonghua Bookstore, 2014, p354.)

8 EEREH, BORMIAYEMEE. [Now that it cannot be named, therefore do not know how it is and who it is.] (Annotator:
Guo Xiang F152, 252 AD-312 AD, after 500 years, Zhuangzi Zhishii {45 £ 5, Beijing: Zhonghua Bookstore, 2011, p166.)
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(19) NHIFy 2 5] o2 (Hudindnzi, Bénjingxuin)
bu zht wél zht shui  hé
NEG  know do it who  how

‘Do not know who did it and how it was done.’

(20) S FTE T EE 7 (Shiji, Hudiyinhou Liezhuan)
rud sud zhut zhé shui  hé
you REL chase NOML  who what

‘What you are chasing is who and what?’

The meaning of (17) is controversial. My secondary intuition leads me to gloss shui-hé as two

wh-words ‘who-what’, but an ancient annotator %12 Ri Chiin, who lived around 300 years after

the composition of the original text interpreted /¢ not as a wh-word but as a main verb meaning
‘ask’ that takes shui ‘who’ as its fronted object. Ru Chun’s near-native intuition indeed makes
more sense from a view of canonical OC syntax. What is at issue is whether wh-words themselves
can function as predicates in OC. This brings us back to the core concern of this study—the
syntactic structure of “VP-Aé”. If the clause-final /é really is a predicate, Ri Chun’s annotation
would be easier to understand. The predicative nature of the sentence-final 4¢é can also be detected

from examples in which /¢ is followed by a particle ye:

QL) BFZAHmE, A? (Mencius, Jinxin Shang)
junzi zhi bu geng ér shi, hé yé?
gentleman GEN NEG plough CONJ eat why SFP

Vel S, HERT, BIEARHIEE[At. [The Tao does not have a name, and naturally it should be like this, therefore saying
that do not know who and how Tao is.] (Annotator: Gao You =%, 250 AD-284 AD, after 400 years, Hudindanzi JiFg -, Shanghai:
Shanghai Giiji Chiibanshe)
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‘As for gentlemen not ploughing yet eating—why is this so?’

(22) :BFEEH? (Mencius, Lilou Xia)
zhut wO zh¢, shui yé?
pursue [ NOML who SFP

‘Who is it that is pursuing me?’

Shi (2015:4) hypothesizes that y¢ in pre-OC period was a copula, and in OC it had already
grammaticalized into a modal particle but still preserved some verbal features?’. Hong (2010:223-
226) holds a similar but more radical point of view, arguing that the sentence-final particle yé was
a copula which is equivalent to the copula red in Tibetan?!. Following Shi (2015) and Hong
(2010)’s ideas, ke in (21) and (22) would not be a predicate because the particle yé functions as
the predicate. Recall that there are textual variants (I.16, 17) indicating that “VP-Aé-y¢” changed
to “VP-hé” in later periods. This historical change implies that the original copula y¢ incorporated
into the wh-word 4¢ and made the clause-final /¢ in later periods behave predicatively.

(17) is a good example to demonstrate the predicative nature of the sentence-final 4¢ since this
sentence contains a conjunction word ér ‘and’. According to Mei (2018:175-220)’s analysis of ér,
(17) is a “coordinate construction” (idem:173), and ér connects two predicates. Therefore, the

structure of (17) can be schematized in Figure 3:

20 The original text is ““th." T —{E{/IZA (R B Z EEal 1B R .
2! Whether LOC has a copula is controversial. For example, Mei (2018:167-170) points out that EOC has a copula wéi Jf but
later disappeared, while LOC does not use overt copulas in copular sentences.
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/\(:’
/\
C &P
/\
TP &
£ aalas "0
/\ S iauil’ TP
/\
xinchén-jingzu ¢ ol T
‘trusted.courtier- e e
elite.soldier’ T VP
shui-hé
T VP

‘ask.for.whom-ask.for.what’

bt

cheén-li-bing
‘lay.out-advanced-weapon’

Figure 3.

Following the predicate analysis, shui and hé can be glossed as ‘ask.for.whom’ and ‘ask.for.what’
respectively.

An ancient scholar %2 Gué Xiang had an annotation for (18)%2: B R K1Y &St gu-bu-

zhi-di-shi-hé-shui-yé ‘therefore-NEG-know-this-be-what-who-SFP’ (‘Therefore do not know what
and who this is’). Guo Xiang’s near-native intuition reflects some interesting changes from LOC
to EMC. First, the proximate demonstrative d7 ‘this’ he used is commonly believed to be a dialectal
word, and more importantly, he told us that shui-hé ‘who-what’ in the original text indeed contains
two wh-words, as well as the fact that wh-words themselves were not able to function as predicates

at least in the EMC period, so he added a copula sAi ‘be’. It should also be noticed that Guo Xiang

22 See footnote 18.
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flipped the word order of the original text such that his paraphrase used 4é-shui ‘what-who’ rather
than the original shui-hé ‘who-what’. We cannot tell for sure whether he chose the flipped word
order randomly or for any syntactic reasons.

As for the word order between shui ‘who’ and hé ‘what’ in multiple wh-questions, we can take
a further look at (19) and use it as an argument to support the adjunct analysis. In (19), if 4é ‘what’
can be analyzed as an applied object, shui ‘who’ can also be treated so, and we would be concerned
with explaining how a second applied object can be added. On the other hand, following the
adjunct analysis, both shui ‘who’ and h¢ ‘how’ can be naturally analyzed as adjuncts because there
can be an infinite number of bar levels where adjuncts can be adjoined to syntax. (20) also deserves
our attention because there are textual variants of this sentence, one of which?® does not have the
sentence-final #é ‘what” while another one does?*. Here I follow the second version in believing
the lack of hé is due to later revisions by ancient or pre-modern compilers because of their
unfamiliarity of OC grammar which is a common phenomenon in the long circulation history of
ancient Chinese texts. This textual variance implies that wh-words lost the ability to function as
predicates thus the clause-final wh-adverbial 4é disappeared in the colloquial language no later
than the Western Han dynasty (202 BCE-9 AD).

In a more abstract sense, analyzing #é ‘how’ and shui ‘who’ as applied objects or adjuncts
concerns how restrictive our theory is. Kayne (1994: XIII) clarifies his goal of proposing “further
severe limitations on the range of syntactic representations” in order to achieve a “restrictive theory
of syntax”. An ideal syntactic theory should be able not only to generate an indefinite number of
grammatical sentences but also to be restrictive enough to not over-generate ungrammatical

sentences. For our concerns here, treating #é ‘how’ and shui ‘who’ as applied objects makes the

23 Shiji (Vol.8) 522 (J\): Beijing: Zhonghua Bookstore, 2014, p3167.
24 Shiji S2E0: Beijing: Zhonghua Bookstore, 1959, p2611.
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addition of objects less restrictive, but the adjunct analysis is more restrictive in the sense that it
won’t over-generate ungrammatical sentences—if we happen to find a sentence with three wh-
words following a VP, it will still fall within the prediction of the adjunct analysis because it does
not need to worry about the number of wh-words adjoined. Still, the adjunct analysis correctly

predicts the existence of the word order hé-shui “what-who’ (23-25):

(23) A~ RyfalaE s ? (WityueChiingii, Hélii Jivinidn)
gong wel hé shui yi
duke act.for what who SFP

‘For what, and for whom, does the Duke act?’

(24) FRE B, HARERE? (Shiji, WiwdngBi Liézhuan)
wO yi wél dong di, shang hé shui bai?
I already become east emperor still what who bow

‘I have already become the Emperor of the East; for what, and to whom, (should I) still bow?’

(25) REAATEERTA Ryt 2 (Shuoyuan, Yiwén)
ci hé shui zhi bu wéil fa?
this why who know NEG be fortune

‘Who knows this is not a fortune, and why?’

Comparing (23)-(25) to (17)-(20), we can notice that shui-hé ‘who-what/how’ never surfaces
at the left periphery, while hé-shui ‘what/why-who’ can either stay VP-internally (23), or be
external to VPs (24, 25). In (25), since hé ‘why’ is a reason wh-adverbial, and shui ‘who’ is a
subject at [Spec, TP], hé ‘why’ should occupy a standard [Spec, CP] position. Therefore, as a
functional projection higher than CP, ci ‘this’ can be a Topic (Rizzi 1997). The structure of (25) is

given in Figure 4:
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TopP
/\
Top’
e
Top CP

ci ‘this’ e
hé ‘why”  C

e, 8
C TP

/\

shui; ‘who’ T

shui-zhi-bu-wéi-fu
‘who-know-NEG-be-fortune’

Figure 4.

In wh-questions containing only one wh-word, there are also examples to support the predicate

analysis:
(26) FEEABEMI{A]? (Analects, Xianjin)
fei zhtthéu ér hé?
not.be feudal.lord CONJ what

‘If (they) are not the feudal lords, what (else could they be)?’

(27) NFARE » KARER - IR {? (Lunhéng, Zhiqr)
rén shi wel wéi, tian qi

human affair not.yet carry.out heaven sign

yi Xian, fei shi ér hé?

already appear not.be timing CONIJ what

‘Human affairs have not yet been carried out, yet signs in Heaven have already appeared; if

(this) is not timing, what is it?’
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In (26) and (27), the conjunction word ér connects hé with another clause. Importantly, the
negative marker féi (*p9j) ‘not.be’ is a fusion of bu-wéi (*pa-c*ij) ‘NEG-be’ (Schuessler 2007:232).
This indicates that #é has the same syntactic status as the clause containing a copula, so it is
reasonable to treat 4é as an independent predicate.

The above discussion explains the predicate analysis from a purely OC-internal perspective,
while this analysis is also supported by evidence from related languages. In some modern Tibeto-

Burman languages, wh-words can function as predicates on their own:

(28) ta pa le Burmese
this what Qym

‘What is this?’

(29) tehi??13ku>? ian?3ku® *mod! Luixi Achang
this what Q
‘What is this?’

(28) and (29) show that in Burmese and Luxi Achang, wh-words can be predicates and there are
no copulas in wh-questions. A difference between (28) and (29) is that Burmese obligatorily needs
a yes-no question particle /e but the yes-no question particle m2°! is not compatible with wh-
questions in Achang. The predicate analysis is also supported by Tsou, an Austronesian language
spoken in Taiwan. According to Tsai (2008:87-88), instrumental Zow and manner #ow in Tsou are
“realized as conjuncts of the main predicate” which means that the meaning ‘How did Pasuya hit
Mo’o’ is literally expressed as ‘Pasuya-hit-Mo’o-and-how’. Tsai also clearly points out that

mainenu ‘how’ in Tsou is “syntactically realized as a matrix predicate”.
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In sum, the predicate analysis of the clause-final /4é has its merits, especially because it finds
evidence from both OC and other languages, and it takes into consideration the historical
correlation between “VP-hé” and “VP-hé-ye”. However, the absolute number of sentences

supporting it is not sufficient.

3.4 the resultative complement analysis
In this subsection, I discuss another solution to the syntactic status of the clause-final wh-word Aé
namely, treating it as a “resultative complement”. This analysis has its commonality with the
applied object analysis in that both of them treat 4é as a complement rather than an adjunct.

In the generative tradition, complement is the “constituent which is the sister of X°” (Sybesma
2015), while “object” is a subcategorization of complement. But in descriptive Chinese syntax, the

term “complement” (#fi5i& biiyii) has been used in a different way in which it serves as a general

term to refer to “a non-nominal constituent which follows the verb or adjective either directly or
linked to it by de?>” (idem). The reason that “complement” has been used in such a way in Chinese
syntax is because there exist some elements in Chinese that form a natural class while some of
them correspond to real complements in English, but some do not have equivalents in English.

(30)-(32) give some examples of “complement” (in brackets) in Chinese syntax:

(30) ta shao cai shao de [hén  hao chi].
he cook  food cook DE very good eat

‘He cooks well.’

25 De can be simply understood as a linking particle in-between a(n) verb/adjective and a “complement”.
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(31) ta b6 dangao  kdo [ht=le]
he BA cake bake burnt=PERF
‘He baked the cake burnt.’

(32) huoche wang beifang kai [qu=le]
train towards north drive go=PERF

‘The train drove towards the north.’

The “complement” in Chinese can be further categorized into “degree complement” (30),
“resultative complement” (RC) (31), “directional complement” (32), etc., according to their
semantics. (30)-(32) show that some “complements” have English equivalents, such as hen-hdo-
chiin (30) corresponds to the adverbial adjunct well, and hu-/e in (31) to the adjectival complement
burnt. But some “complements”, for example, gu-le in (32) do not have English equivalents.

(30) is also referred to as a verb-copying construction, and it was formed in Chinese by the
15" century (Shi 2023:256). In ancient Chinese, the equivalent of a RC in verb-copying sentences
can directly follow the object, forming a “V+O+RC” construction with no copied verbs and de.

For instance:

(33) a. TG/ AR FT HEMK (EMC: ChiyaoJing, Vol.4.)
Xun shang  zuo bi fu da tou po.
soon hurt left arm again hit head broken

‘Soon he hurts his arm and then hit his head broken.’

b. ta da tou da po=le

26 In descriptive and functional grammars, Mandarin bd had been regarded as an object marker which fronts the object to preverbal
positions and serves as the condition to derive the SOV order. In the generative contexts, bd was analyzed as being related to aspect.
For example, Zou Ke (1993) The Syntax of the Chinese BA Construction (Linguistics 31, pp715-736) regards bd as the head of a
functional category and selects an aspect or particle phrase as its complement. Also see Liu Feng-Hsi (1997) An Aspectual Analysis
of BA (Journal of East Asian Linguistics Vol.6, pp51-99) for an aspectual analysis of bd. I here gloss bd as BA for simplicity.
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he hit head hit broken=PERF

‘He hits his head broken.’
c. ta ba tou da po=le
(s)he BA head hit broken=PERF

‘(S)he hits her/his head broken.’

(34) a. XH4E - (Zudzhuan, Shaogong Ershinidn)
yin jiti &
drink wine happy

‘Drink the wine and become happy.’

b. hé jit he [kaixin=le] (Mandarin)
drink wine drink happy=PERF

‘Drink the wine and become happy.’

(33a) and (34a) are examples of “V+O+RC” in MC and OC, and (33b, ¢) (34b) are their Mandarin
equivalents. Based on the above introduction of RC in Chinese, we can analyze the clause-final 4é
in “V-O-hé ” as a RC. Semantically, this analysis makes sense because answers to questions like
ru-zhi-hé ‘do-it-how’ normally provide solutions or comments to the event ru-zhi ‘do-it” which
then can be regarded as a kind of “result”. But from a historical view, this analysis is not preferred
to because although there are cases of “V+O-+RC” in OC (34a), it is generally believed that this
structure became widely attested in texts no later than EMC (Zhao 2000:59). In other words, the
“V+0O+RC” structure had not fully developed in OC, at least when the RC is not a wh-word. From
a historical perspective, the resultative complement analysis is problematic in the sense of

“complement”, but it has its merits in the sense of “resultative”. Tsai (2008:84) points out that
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answers to the English Zow-questions can either be manner, instrumental or resultative, and this

supports the idea that the clause-final /¢ has resultative meanings.

Chapter IV Two Types of Wh-adjunct Hé

We have seen four possible analyses of the clause-final 4é in Chapter I1I: applied object, adjunct,
predicate, and resultative complement, and I chose the second solution, so starting from this
chapter, I use “wh-adjunct” to refer to the clause-final zé. Section 2.1 already briefly touches on
the issue of subcategorizing wh-adjuncts into the sow-type and the why-type according to their
different syntactic distributions in overt syntax. In this chapter, some syntactic diagnostics are
employed to test the hierarchical distinction between the ~ow-wh-hé and the why-wh-hé, and the
adjunct analysis proposed in 3.2 will be slightly revised based on some inspiration from Japanese.
Most importantly, building upon the distinction made between the two types of /é, this chapter

reaches a conclusion about positions in which ~zow-wh-hé and the why-wh-hé base-generate.

4.1 terminological issue

Discussion of base-generating positions of wh-phrases correlates with the issue of “in-situ” and
“ex-situ”. So, it is necessary to clarify the meaning of these two terms first. In early works of wh-
in-situ, such as Huang (1982 [2014]) and Pesetsky (1987), “in-situ” refers to the phenomenon that
a wh-phrase does not move in S-Structure, in other words, the movement is not realized at the PF
level. Pesetsky (1987:98) clearly states that “a wh-in-situ is a wh-phrase that has not undergone

wh-movement by S-Structure” and he emphasizes that an in-situ wh-phrase is “visibly” not moved
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to [Spec, CP]. Tsai (1994:121) describes languages like Chinese as ones in which “wh-phrases
remain in situ at S-Structure”. The early use of “in-situ” implies that even if a wh-phrase moves at
LF, whether the movement is phrasal or featural, that wh-element is still in-situ.

But this term seems to have been used in another way. For instance, Aoun and Li (1993:200)
argue that “in Chinese and English wh-elements stay in situ even in the LF component”, while Tan
and Shen (2025) use the term “true wh-in-situ” to refer to colloquial Singapore English sentences
like John can buy the durians where. The second use of “in-situ” extends its meaning to the LF
level, and in-situness becomes no longer visibly apparent. Under the second use of “in-situ”,
scholars resort to the movement of elements other than wh-phrases themselves to interpret in-situ
wh-elements. Aoun and Li (1993), for example, put forward that it is a question operator that co-
indexes with in-situ wh-elements that is raised to the appropriate Spec of Comp position, and that
operator licenses wh-elements to be in-situ even in LF. The raising of the Q-operator in Aoun and
Li’s solution is realized overtly at S-Structure.

Kotek (2014:22) believes that “no overt or covert movement is involved under the in-situ
approach to questions”. This more recent view can be regarded as a radical version of extending
in-situness to the level of LF because it does not even rely on the movement of other elements. By
doing so, the semantics and syntax of in-situ wh-elements are made more independent from each
other. Kotek (2014:23-24) introduced the Rooth-Hamblin framework, which is a semantic tool to
interpret in-situ wh-words compositionally. And this semantic tool also applies to overtly moved
wh-words. As Kotek concluded, “there is no reason to expect any instances of wh-movement that
are caused by the semantic needs of the wh-words themselves” (idem: 24), pure syntax-internal
motivations, such as an EPP feature, must be invoked to explain why in-situ wh-words must move

even if they are semantically licensed. There are also other approaches such as choice functions
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(Reinhart 1998) and unselective binding (Pesetsky 1987) that have been put forward to interpret
in-situ wh-elements. Due to this terminological issue of “in-situ”, Li (2024:14) calls it “truly in-
situ analysis” when in-situ wh-elements do not move in LF either. In this thesis, I use the term “in-
situ” in its more recent sense which means if a visibly in-situ wh-element or anything related to it
moves in LF, I will call this wh-element “ex-situ”. Next, I use some concrete examples to clarify
the in-situ phenomenon.

Although “a fundamental property of human languages is that syntactic constituents are
interpreted in positions different from the ones where they are phonetically realized” (Corver and
Nunes 2007:1), there are many counterexamples to this fundamental property, and wh-in-situ is
one of them. Wh-in-situ can be defined as a phenomenon in which wh-elements are phonetically
realized at the same place in which they receive theta roles. From a semantic viewpoint, in-situ
wh-elements are semantically interpreted in the position where they occur in overt syntax. In such
cases, wh-expressions occupy the same syntactic positions as non-wh-expressions because they
receive the same abstract case.

(1) and (2) further clarify the above definitions:

(1)a. [cp Whomi ¢ [Tp does [vehe like t1]1?
b. [cp@c[rr Hem[ve likes them]]].
(2)a. ta xihuan shui?
he like who

‘Who is the person x, such that he likes x’
b. ta xihuan tamen.

he like they
‘He likes them.’
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In (1), whom and them both are assigned accusative case in VP-internal positions, but whom is
phonetically realized at a VP-external position [Spec, CP], and is defined as ex-situ. In contrast,
the Mandarin wh-word shui ‘who’ and the personal pronoun tamen ‘they’ both remain in VP-
internal positions (2), and [Spec, CP] is not filled by wh-words in overt syntax, so shui ‘who’ is

called an in-situ wh-word.

(3)a. [cp Howic  [rp does he [vpeat  noodles #]]]?
b. [cp[rr He  [vpeats noodles [ppby  chopsticks]]]?
(4)a. ta zénme chi miantiao?
he how ecat noodles

‘What is the manner x, such that he eats noodles in x?’

b. ta yong kuaizi chi miantido
he with chopsticks eat noodles

‘He eats noodles with chopsticks.’

(1) (2) are parallel to (3) (4) but wh-words in the former two examples are arguments, while those
in the latter two examples are adjuncts. The comparison between (1) (2) and (3) (4) demonstrates
that in-situness is not determined by linear word orders but by canonical positions of their non-wh
counterparts. And this means that in order to determine whether a wh-element is in-situ or ex-situ,
it is essential to determine the syntactic status of its non-wh counterpart. Therefore, the most
natural way to derive the clause-final wh-adjunct /é is to regard it as being in-situ because its non-
wh-counterpart PPs canonically follow the verb, as revealed by (III. 10-12). Then, we need to

explain why and how the clause-final #é ‘how, why’ also surfaces at left peripheries.
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4.2 reason-wh hé ‘why’ vs manner-wh hé ‘how’

Lin (1992) deals with the asymmetry between Mandarin zénmeyang ‘how’ and weéishénme
‘why’, and in Lin (2014:185), he points out that zénmeyang ‘how’ is a VP adjunct. Lin’s adjunct
analysis of zénmeyang fits with our impression of the manner 4¢ ‘how’ in OC in that in contrast
with the reason ¢ ‘why’, it seldom moves to [Spec, CP] and at the same time, asks about manner,
while it also conforms with Nakao and Obata (2009)’s dealing with Japanese accusative reason-
wh nani-o ‘what-ACC’. The analyses of reason-wh in Mandarin and Japanese make it reasonable
to also treat OC reason-wh /¢ as an adjunct but it does not base generate on the left at [Spec, CP]
when surfacing at the right periphery—it needs to move to [Spec, CP] from the right periphery, a
position where it adjoins to VPs. This analysis is in line with the spirit of Tsai’s (1994) analysis
which assumes that wh-adverbs must undergo covert XP movement. Following this line, Tsai
(2008:97) clarifies that the instrumental and resultative how is in-situ. The cross-linguistic
investigation of how-why alternations in Tsai (1994, 2008) drives me to hypothesize that clause-
final positions are places where the wh-adjunct #é ‘how, why’ base-generates. The difference
between these two wh-adjuncts is that the s7ow-wh-word Aé stays in situ at the right periphery, but
the why-wh-word hé moves leftwards to [Spec, CP].

(5) shows both differences and commonalities of why-wh-words in Mandrin and OC:

(5) a. shui weishénme  zhidao zhe=ge bu shi  hdo shi?
who why know this=CL NEG be good thing
‘Who knows that this is not a good thing and why (s)he knows?’

b.* weéishénme shui zhidao zhe=ge bu shi  hdo shi?

why who know this=CL NEG be good thing
Intended: “Who knows that this is not a good thing and why (s)he knows?’
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c. weishénme

why

yOu-rén

zhidao zhe=ge

have-people  know this=CL

shi

NEG be

‘Why there is someone who knows that this is not a good thing?’

d. shui

who

zhidao

know

zhé=ge  weishénme

this=CL  why

‘Who knows why this is not a good affair?’

shi

NEG be

hdo shi?
good thing
hdo shi

good affair

(5b) is a rough Mandarin equivalent of (II1.25) [F:{a[ZEEIN SR ci-hé-shui-zhi-bu-wéi-fii “this-

why-who-know-NEG-be-fortune’, but it is ungrammatical to have ‘why’ preceding ‘who’. The

same reading of (II1.25) in Mandarin is shown in (5a). (5b) shows that in Mandarin, ‘why’ cannot

scope above a subject wh-word to take matrix scope. In other words, when there is a subject wh-

word in the matrix CP, Mandarin ‘why’ needs to adjoin lower than the wh-subject (5a) or takes

the narrow scope (5d). But OC ‘why’ does not have this constraint. This contrast leads me to

suspect that OC reason-wh 4é and Mandarin weishénme ‘why’ base-generate at different positions.

The fact that ‘why’ in Mandarin only occurs at the left periphery and in OC occurs at both

peripheries suggests that it base-generates at a lower position in OC.

There is empirical evidence to support that the reason-wh hé base-generates at different

positions from the Mandarin weéishénme ‘why’:

(6) H R b2 for ? DURE DATTRERE - AHRITT)IE -

qi wéil
it make
yi wéil

because make

v

yi xing

zhou
boat
che
carriage

chuan

che hé?

carriage ~ why

yi xing lu
for walk land
gu.
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for walk river valley

In (6), I gave the context to show that the reason-wh 4é ‘why’ here must be interpreted as ‘why’
rather than ‘how’. This means that the reason-wh %é can linearly appear either at the left (II. 3) or
the right periphery. Therefore, I argue that OC reason wh-adjunct #¢é ‘why’ needs to move to [Spec,
CP] to surface at the left periphery. An important piece of evidence supporting the landing site of
hé comes from gi (*ga), which is a grammatical word that frequently follows 4é. In OC, g7 literally

means ‘that’ but it is also used as a personal pronoun. (7) and (8) show different functions of ¢i:

(7) W H{EHT R LM SEHL? (Mencius, Lianghuiwang Shang)
pro; 14 zhi  hé qi; shi st min 1 ér si ye?

do it how  he CAUS these people starving CONJ die SFP

‘How is it that he caused these people to starve and die?’

(8) AT, ? (Shuoyuan, Fengshi)
[cPhéc ¢ qi [tpjiu]  yé€]?

why that  long SFP

‘Why it was such a long time?’

In (7), g7 ‘he’ receives an agent theta role since it appears in a causative sentence, and it co-indexes
with the matrix pro. But in (8), there is no semantic agent, nor any other theta roles, that ¢/ can
bear. For cases like (8), I argue that g/ is a complementizer rather than, say, a pronoun. This
analysis is also reasonable from a diachronic view because demonstratives are one of the major
grammaticalization sources of complementizers (Heine and Kuteva 2002:329).

Cross-linguistic comparisons also support the idea that g7 in (8) is a complementizer. Although

wh-phrases in standard English cannot co-occur with a that-complementizer in a minimal clause,
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in Bavarian German (Bayer 1984), Irish (Carnie 2021:368), and some older varieties of English

(idem:378), a wh-phrase is compatible with an overt complementizer:

(99 der Hund der wo gestern d’ Katz  bissn  hod B. Ger
the dog who that yesterday the  cat bitten has
‘The dog that bit the cat yesterday.’

(10) Cad at tA  sa seomra? Irish
what C-wh 1S in.the room

‘What is in the room?’

(11) thy  freend which  that thou has lom Variety of English

“Your friend that you have lost.’

(9)-(11) are examples supporting the idea that the landing site of /¢ is above the complementizer,
namely, [Spec, CP]. In OC, ¢7 can also be used in contexts in which it acts as a complementizer

more clearly:

(12) Hed 5% (Analects, Weéizheng)
qi huo Ji Zhdu zhé
that someone succeed Zhou NOML

‘That someone succeed (throne) of the Zhou dynasty...’

In (12), gi is similar to English that in that-clauses, so there is reason to believe that in (8), the
reason-wh hé ‘why’ lands at a higher position than C. Murphy (2017:196) points out that in

Mandarin, the causal-wh weishénme ‘why’ cannot occur below a modal, and this restriction also
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holds in OC (13) because I have found no examples like “modal-k¢” which should be

ungrammatical in OC, but only “hé-modal”:

(13) THEEE - 02 fa] ? {aLAEAF 2 (Analects, Xianjin)
réng jiu guan, ra zhi hé? hé bi gai zuo?
follow old warehouse do it how why  must change construct

‘How about following the old warehouse? Why must (we) change its construction?’

The linear order of 4é and the modal i shown in (13), together with the same restriction in
Mandarin, serves as evidence that unlike the manner-wh /¢ ‘how’, the high adjunct causal 4#é ‘why’
moves to a position higher than T.

So far, we have seen that OC shares most of the important properties of wh-adverbials in
Mandarin and other languages, such as a clear distinction between wh-nominal and wh-adverbial
and in more detail, between low wh-adjunct and high wh-adjunct. The special property of OC wh-
words is that all the above distinctions are not phonologically realized, namely, the same root sé
(*g‘aj)?’ simultaneously acts as low wh-adjunct ‘how’ and high wh-adjunct ‘why’. This peculiarity
of K¢ leads us to resort to covert syntax in giving it reasonable explanations. Tsai (1999) and
Murphy (2017) propose that only causal-whs undergo movement and they must have moved,
otherwise their crossing of interveners will violate the principle of Relativized Minimality. This
claim theoretically persuades us to believe that #é ‘why’ base-generates at the right periphery and
it moves to the left.

The distinctions regarding island sensitivity between causal-whs and other wh-adjuncts

inevitably lead to two different mechanisms (i.e. unselective binding for wh-nominals and ‘when’

27 At least in current reconstruction systems, there is no evidence to link different syntactic positions/functions of 4é with different
pronunciations.
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‘how’ ‘where’ vs LF movement for causal wh-adverbials) for the derivation of wide-scope of in-
situ wh-expressions, which is not preferred within the Minimalism. And based on such reasons,
Murphy (2017) advocates for a “unified theory” to deal with wh-in-situ. In order to resolve the
mystery of causal-whs, Murphy (2017) first agrees with Aoun and Li (1993)’s operator binding
approach which says the wh-operator must merge locally to wh-adjunct. To be specific, Aoun and
Li (1993) reduce the distinction between in-situ causal-whs and other whs to whether they need to
have a local antecedent. Murphy (2017:205) further points out the drawback of Aoun and Li’s
solution such that their theory “overgenerates and predicts that all adjuncts should be subject to
island constraints”, whose prediction is, apparently not correct. Ultimately, Murphy (2017) follows
Rubin’s proposal of adding a functional structure within adjuncts and relies more on semantics
contributed by the operator in [Spec, ModP] to explain how different in-situ wh-adverbials can be
licensed in a uniform way while at the same time, have different island constraints.

Moreover, the phonological uniformity of different types of wh-adjuncts in OC has some
implications for the architecture of grammar. According to the Late Insertion principle in
Distributed Morphology (Bobaljik 2017), the pieces manipulated by syntax are abstract and lack
phonological content. Applying this principle for the OC multifunctional wh-adjunct /¢, we can
say that the syntactic terminal node 4é (*g'aj) is phonologically underspecified for wh-nominal or
wh-adverbial when it enters the syntax. While this is also similar to Cheng (2000:11)’s dealing
with the intonation Q-morpheme in French as being underspecified for [yes/no] or [wh] features.
The case of OC wh-adjuncts exhibits “mismatches between the minimal units of grammatical

combination and the minimal units of sound” (idem.) and is in line with the spirit of DM.

4.3 some inspiration from Japanese
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Fujii et al. (2014) centers on distinctions between reason wh-adverbials and
purpose/instrumental wh-adverbials, using data from Mandarin wéishénme ‘why’/wéi-le-shénme
‘for-PERF-what’ and Japanese nande ‘why, what.with’/naze ‘why’. The Japanese nande is similar
to OC hé in that it has a “dual nature”: it can either get a reason interpretation or an instrumental
interpretation. They discovered that when a wh-adverbial has reason interpretation, it obeys islands;
while when having purpose or instrumental interpretations, it does not obey islands. And this is
why weishenme ‘why’ cannot be moved out of islands to take wide scope, but wéi-le-shénme ‘for-
PERF-what’ can. Since nande has both interpretations, it can either obey or disobey island
constraints. The Mandarin and Japanese data they analyzed show ‘“‘systematic mapping relation
between the meaning of a wh-adverbial and its syntactic category” (idem: 201), and this mapping
can be summarized as: reason wh-adverbial-island sensitive-analyzed as AdvPs s
purpose/instrumental wh-adverbial-island insensitive-analyzed as PPs.

Fujii et al. (2014)’s generalization conforms with my analysis of treating #é as a PP when it
means ‘how’. Although I did not find OC sentences involving islands that would allow a direct
comparison between OC and Japanese, but a diagnostic they use that resorts to linear word order
also applies to OC. Inspired by Murphy (2017), I have alluded to this diagnostic in (13), and here
we can take a closer look at OC data. Fujii et al. (2014) find that the relative height of reason wh-
adverbial (nande®) and purpose/instrumental wh-adverbial (nande') can be disambiguated by their
linear orders with regard to modals. The observation is, reason wh-adjuncts cannot follow the

modal, while non-reason ones can. Take their Mandarin examples (14) and (15), for instance:

(14) Aiku hui wel shénme likai?
Aiku will for what leave

‘For what purpose will Aiku leave?’
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(15) a* Aiku hui weishénme likai?

Aiku will why leave

b. Aiku weishénme hui likai?

Aiku why will leave
‘“Why will Aiku leave?’

The reason wh-adjunct weishénme cannot stay lower than the future modal, while the purpose one
can. This is because weishénme ‘why’ is located above T'. In a broader sense, the authors follow
Rizzi’s idea and claim that why-type adverbs are special in that they are generated very high in
clause structure.

We can use the same diagnostic to test the relative height between the reason-wh 4é ‘why’ and

the manner-wh Aé ‘how’ in OC:

(16) Bt fRFfrr4m? (Mencius, GaoziXia)
shui zht jiang  [pp [nphé] [r O]] ra?
lobby it will how do

‘How will (you) lobby him?’

(17) ATt - ReLAAl4s ? Bt » ReLUHE ? (Hudindnzi, Jingshénxuin)
qi shéng wo y¢, jiang [yi hé] yi?

it give.birth 1 SFP will by what gain.benefit
qi sha wO ye, jiang [yi hé] stun?

it kill I SFP will by what suffer.harm

‘(If) it gives me life, what benefit will (I) gain? (If) it kills me, what harm will [1] suffer?’

In (16), the instrumental 4#é ‘how’ follows the modal ‘will’. Unlike Japanese nande or Mandarin

weileshéenme where de ‘with’ and wei ‘for’ are phonologically the same as a preposition, #é does
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not contain such a prepositional morpheme in its overt morphology. There is an overt preposition
yi ‘by’ in (17), which is semantically parallel to (16), and this serves as evidence to assume that
there is a null preposition associated with /é in (16). Null prepositions are also proposed in Huang
(1982:535) when he deals with noun-adverb distinctions in English. In contrast, I didn’t find any
examples where the reason 4é ‘why’ precedes jiang ‘will’, but there are many examples where /é

‘why’ precedes another modal g7, for example (18):

(18) faf Heg 2 FE A ? (Mencius, JinxinShang)
hé qi shéng zhi si woO jun ye?
why MP voice GEN resemble | lord SFP

‘How come is it that (his) voice resembles that of my lord?’

(19) AsaxH4 » HERHEHBF? (Analects, Zizhang)
rén; sut yu zi Jué, qi; hé

person even.if wish self cut.off it why

shang yu ri yue hii?

injure at sun moon Q

‘Even if a person wishes to cut himself off, how could (he) injure the sun and moon?’

It is worth mentioning that although both (18) and (19) contain the word g7, g7 functions differently
in these two examples: it is a modal in (18) but a demonstrative in (19). So, although the reason
wh-word 4¢ ‘why’ precedes g7 in (18), (19) does not constitute an exception to the summary that
reason-whs cannot scope lower than modals. Drawing an analogy from the Fujii et al. (2014)’s
example (24) and based on the null preposition hypothesis, the internal structure of reason 4é ‘why’

and manner/instrumental #¢é ‘how’ can be expressed in Figure 5:
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AdvP PP

Adv' K
‘ P NP
Adv 1) .
hé ‘why’ hé ‘how=by.what’
Figure 5.

Based on the discussion in this section, the adjunct analysis should be revised because only the
how-wh-adjunct hé shall be treated as a PP, while the why-wh-adjunct /#é is an AdvP. This
conclusion explains why the sow-wh-adjunct 4é has a more restricted syntactic distribution—only
when it occurs at the right periphery, it asks about pure manner. AdvPs in Mandarin generally have

more flexible word order than PPs, as revealed by the comparison between (20) and (21):

(20)a. ta he kafei [advp manmande]
he drink coffee slowly
b. ta [advp manmande] he kafei
he slowly drink coffee
c. heé kafei ta [advp manmande]
drink coffee he slowly

‘He drinks coffee slowly.’

(21) a. ta [pp zai jia=li] chi fan
he at home=inside eat rice

b.”  [pp zai jia=li] ta chi fan

at home=inside he eat rice
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c.* ta chi fan [pp zai jia=li]
he eat rice at home=inside

‘He eats at home.’

All of the word orders in (20) are grammatical, but only (21a) sounds totally natural. Therefore, it
is natural to find that the why-wh-hé can freely occur at both peripheries in OC, but the ~ow-wh-

hé, which essentially is a PP, has a more restricted syntactic distribution.

4.4 categorizations of wh-words

In 4.2 and 4.3, I classified the OC wh-adjunct 4é into two types: low wh-adjunct ‘how’ and
high wh-adjunct ‘why’. By comparing OC to Mandarin and Japanese and providing some OC-
internal evidence, I argued that the reason-wh 4é undergoes leftward movement to land at [Spec,
CP]. In this section, I discuss the categorization of wh-words in a broader perspective and further
reflect on the distinction between reason-wh A¢é ‘why’ and manner-wh 4é ‘how’.

Wh-words are cross-linguistically divided into different types due to the asymmetries among
them, such as their sensitivity to island constraints, syntactic positions, theta roles, etc. The two
basic types of wh-words are wh-arguments and wh-adjuncts and this distinction is further based
on the broader distinction between arguments and adjuncts. According to Ackema (2015), some
differences between arguments and adjuncts are: adjuncts are never obligatory; a prototypical
argument in VPs is an NP, but a prototypical adjunct is a PP or an adverbial phrase, and in NPs,
typical arguments are NPs or PPs, but typical adjuncts are PPs or APs; though both arguments and
adjuncts can be wh-moved from an embedded clause to a matrix clause, it’s more difficult to

extract an adjunct out of an island.
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According to the summaries in Lin (2014) and Murphy (2017), at the highest level, wh-
expressions can be divided into wh-nominals (arguments) and wh-adverbials (adjuncts), and
among the wh-adverbials, there are low adjuncts like how, when, where, as opposed to high (causal)
adjuncts like why. Low wh-adjuncts are believed to be adjoined to vP, but high wh-adjuncts are
adjoined to TP. As for their sensitivity to island effects, high wh-adjuncts are island-sensitive, so

they cannot be moved out of islands to take wide scope (22b), but low wh-adjuncts can move out

of islands (22a):
(22) a. ni xithuan  chi  [islana t2 zénme shao  de yangrou]?
you like eat he how cook GEN lamb

‘What is the manner X, such that you like to eat things he cooked in manner x?’

b.* ni xithuan  chi  [isiana ta weishénme shao de yangrou]?
you like eat he why cook GEN lamb

Intended: ‘“What is the reason x, such that you like to eat things he cooked for x?’

In English, the why-wh-adverbial is also different from other wh-adverbials (Fujii et al. 2014:183),
that is, where and when can stay in-situ (e.g. Who bought a book {where, when}) but why cannot:
* Who bought a book why. Tsai (2008:100), citing Collins’s work, points out that in the sentence
Why does everyone hate John, why is raised to [Spec, CP] from a sentential adjunct position c-
commanded by everyone, whereas how come is base-generated at C. The fact that OC reason-wh-
hé can surface at the right periphery conforms with Tsai’s (2008) idea that high wh-adjuncts
undergo movement from a lower position.

To continue our discussion of distinctions between how-wh-hé and why-wh-hé, let’s see
another syntactic diagnostic. Tsai (2008:96) uses negation to test IEs and finds that negation blocks

instrumental and manner questions but not reason questions. The same result holds in OC:
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(23) AL AT DARER R - (AT Rpthr? (Mencius, Gaozi Shang)
z¢ fan ké yi bi huan zhg, hé bu wéi  ye?
then  whatever be.able with avert calamity NOML why NEG do SFP

‘Then, as for whatever be able to avert calamity, why (would one) not do (it)?’

(24) BFRH - 7 > L fofmE ? (Liji, Tan’gong Shang)
Zéng 7l nu yug, Shang, ru hé wu zui ye?
Zeng master angry say Shang you  how.come do.nothave guilt  SFP

‘Master Zeng said angrily, Shang, how come you do not have guilt?’

(23) and (24) contain different negative markers, but the same thing is, when /é scopes above
negations, the question cannot ask about manner or instrument. (23) and (24) differ trivially in
contexts. (23) can still be understood to be a content question asking about reason, but (24)
essentially is a rhetorical question. There are examples of “NEG-4¢é” in OC, but unsurprisingly, sé

in these examples does not mean ‘why’:

(25) 2R » BN - H @ 2o ? | ¢ S (Xuinzi, Tianlin)
Xing zhui mu ming, guod rén jie kong.
star fall tree groan state person all afraid
yUue, shi hé ye. yue, wi hé ye.

say this why SFP say NEG whatever  SFP

‘Stars fell and trees groaned. The people of the state were all afraid. (Someone) said, why is this

(the case)? (Someone) said, it is nothing.’
(26) ta bu zénme yundong

he NEG however exercise

‘He does not exercise much.’
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In (25), when hé scopes lower than negation, it is interpreted as a wh-indefinite, which is the same
as the Mandarin example in (26).

Next, I show more examples from Japanese and French to illustrate the how-why alternations
that OC and Mandarin exhibit. Japanese and Vietnamese, both of which are wh-in-situ languages,
are also reported to have the same ‘how’-‘why’ alternation observed in Mandarin (Murphy
2017:197-200). In Japanese (Nakao and Obata 2009), the accusative wh-adjunct nani-o ‘what-

ACC’ can be interpreted the same as the authentic wh-adjunct naze ‘why’:

(27)a. kare-wa nani-o sawai-dei-ru no?
he-TOP what-ACC make.noise-PROG-PRES Q

‘Why is he making a noise?’

b. kare-wa naze sawai-dei-ru no?
he-TOP why make.noise-PROG-PRES Q

‘Why is he making a noise?’

The authors also point out that nani-o ‘what-ACC’ and naze ‘why’ differ in animacy of the subject,
speaker inference, and types of matrix predicate (bridge vs non-bridge verbs), sluicing, etc. What
is the same for nani-o and naze is that they cannot be extracted from an adjunct island, which
separates them from the argument nani-o, and this island constraint serves as an important
diagnostic for the adjunct status of the accusative nani-o. Based on these differences and
commonalities, the authors claim that nani-o is base-generated in a higher position in Functional
Phrase but the authentic reason adjunct naze is base-generated in a VP-adjoined position. This
view is particularly instructive for our discussion of the base-generating position of the reason-wh-

hé. In OC, heé-yi ‘what-with’ is similar to the accusative nani-o ‘what-ACC’ in Japanese:
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(28) AT DAERTE ? DAE A » DArERE - (Analects, Xianwén)

hé yi bao dé? yi zhi

what with repay kindness with uptightness
bao yuan, yi deé bao deé

repay resentment with kindness repay kindness

‘With what (shall one) repay kindness? Repay resentment with uprightness, and repay kindness

with kindness.’

(29) EFEMES @ ISRy ? (Analects, Yanyuan)
junzi zhi ér yi i, hé yi wén wéil
gentleman substance CONJ  enough SFP what with refinement SFP

‘For a gentleman, substance is enough; what need has (he) of refinement?’

Heé-yi ‘what-with’ occurs at left peripheries, and it can ask about either manner as a how-wh-phrase
(28) or about reason as a why-wh-phrase (29). Following Nakao and Obata (2009)’s conclusion on
different base-generating positions of nani-no and naze, it is reasonable to say that sé-yi ‘what-
with, why/how come’ base-generates high at the left periphery but the bare why-wh-adjunct #é,
like naze, base-generates low at a VP-adjoined position. In his discussion of the how-why
alternation in Mandarin, Tsai (2007:204-205) mentions the difference between OC hé-yi ‘what-
with’ and yi-hé ‘with-what’. Tsai refers to yi-hé as an “inner adverbial” like the English how, and
refers to hé-yi as an “outer adverbial” like the English why or how come, which is exactly the
pattern observed in (28) and (29).

In the optional wh-movement language French, comment ‘how’ remains in-situ (30) only when
interpreted with an instrumental meaning (Aoun 1986; Tsai 1994:129), and this is exactly the same

scenario as the how-wh-adjunct #é which stays in VP-internal positions:
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(30) tu as ouvert la porte comment?
you have opened the door how

‘How did you open the door?’

(31)a. tu es venu pour quoi?
you are come for what
‘Why did you come?’
b.* tu es venu pourquoi?
you are come why

Intended. “Why did you come?’

In Tsai (1994), the contrast in (31) is used to provide a parallel example to discuss the asymmetry
between Mandarin reason-why weishénme ‘why’ and purpose-why wéi-le-shénme ‘for-PERF-what’
which was noticed earlier by Lin (1992). In Mandarin, weéishénme ‘why’ is like the French
pourquoi (31a) in allowing wide-scope interpretation out of an island, while wei-le-shénme ‘for-
PERF-what’ is like the French pour-quoi ‘for-what’ (31b) in being sensitive to island effects.
Aldridge (2010:34-35) points out that the wh-argument /¢ ‘what’ can take matrix scope in complex

NP (32) and adjunct (33) islands:

(32) KRRt 2 (Mozi, 4)
tian [ppcp [hé; yu ti hé; wu  tj] zh¢é] ye?
heaven what  desire what despise NOML  SFP

‘Heaven is one who desires what and despise what?’

(33) T RFi AL 2 (Guéyii, Lii 1)
[hé; shi #] ér bu kong?
what depend CONJ  NEG fear
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‘Based on what are (you) not afraid?’

Unfortunately, I didn’t find any examples where the wh-adjunct /¢ is involved in islands. Due to
limitations of the corpus data, we cannot distinguish between the how-wh-hé and the why-wh-hé
based on their sensitivity to island effects. But based on their different linear word orders with
regard to modals, it is clear that the wh-adjunct 4#é ‘how, why’ has two subtypes and the two types
of hé follow different syntactic derivations, which is a conclusion predicted by Kayne (1994)’s
Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA). The LCA claims that if two elements differ in linear word
order, they must also differ hierarchically. This means the fact that the Zow-wh-adjunct 4é tends
to stay VP-internally, while why-wh-adjunct /¢ tends to stay at the left periphery, naturally predicts

that the two types of 4é have a hierarchical distinction in LF.

Chapter V Deriving a Feature Movement Analysis of Hé

In Chapter IV, we have reached the conclusion that the how-wh-hé base-generates low in VP-
adjoined positions and stays in-situ; the why-wh-hé base-generates low at the right periphery
though, moves leftwards to check the [wh] feature at [Spec, CP], thus can be analyzed as an ex-
situ wh-word. Following this analysis, Chapter V aims to figure out details of the movements
involved with the wh-adjunct 4#é. A crucial question that needs to be answered is what element
moves. [ first clarify the necessity of a movement analysis, then briefly introduce the notion of
feature movement under the Minimalist Program. In what follows, the attention of this chapter
turns to two kinds of question particles: Qwn and Qpym). The elaboration of these two question

particles centers on two aspects from a cross-linguistic perspective—whether the two particles are
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morphologically made distinct, and whether a wh-word can co-occur with a question particle in a

minimal clause.

5.1 necessity of a movement analysis

One of the necessities of a movement analysis to deal with the wh-adjunct #é comes from
Intervention Effects (IEs). IEs “refer to the phenomenon where an interrogative wh-expression
cannot follow a quantifier or a focus expression” (Li 2024). Tsai (2008:97)’s formalization of 1Es

is shown in (1):

(1) * whi...X...whi..., where X is a scope-bearing element, and the wh-dependency is created by

LF movement.

The existence of IEs implies that there are LF movements happening but are blocked by interveners.
Therefore, if IEs are operative in the wh-adjunct 4é, we can further verify the existence of wh-
movement of 4¢é in LF. Next, [ use Mandarin examples to explain the IEs, then we take a look at
OC.

Li (2024:12), based on Tsai (2008)’s differentiation of high and low wh-adjuncts, points out
that the high-adjunct weishénme ‘why’ cannot follow the strong quantifier dou ‘all’ (2a), and the

low-adjunct zénmeyang ‘how’ cannot precede this intervener dou ‘all’ (2b):

(2) a.* méi=ge xuéshéng dou weishénme bu 1ai? (Li12024:12)
every=CL student all why NEG come
Intended: “Why do not each of the students all come?’

b.* méi=ge xuéshéng zénmeyang dou hui mai  fang

every=CL student how all will buy  apartment
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Intended: ‘How will each student all buy apartments?’

In OC, we can actually find examples where /¢ follows a quantifier, such as (3):

(3) BRI LAZR? (Shudyuan, Xiiiwén)
jie hé yi ran
all what by SO

‘By what are all (these things) so?’

But in (3), 4é is not a wh-adjunct. Rather, it is a fronted object. There are many cases of jie-hé ‘all-
what’ in the corpus, but in none of them does %é act as a wh-adjunct. The absence of such examples
indirectly suggests that as with Mandarin, OC does not allow the why-wh-Aé to follow, at least the
quantifier jie ‘all’. There are also no examples of 4é-jié, even when 4é is a wh-nominal, let alone
when /é is a how-wh-adjunct. Viewing from the quantifier jié ‘all’, it seems that IEs also hold in
OC because the why-wh-hé cannot follow jie ‘all’ and the how-wh-hé cannot precede jié ‘all’. But

there are potential counterexamples to this generalization:

(4) FLFH - [o] | 2K | ZE 8RR 2 (Shuoyuan, Zhiwii)
Kongzi yUue, Hui, lai, ruo dua hé bu yuan hi
Confucius say Hui come  you alone  why NEG desire  Q

‘Confucius said, Hui, come here, why do you alone desire nothing?’

(5) B HARIE > T [ BEMEREZA 2 (Zhuangzi, Waipian, Zhile)
shi qi shi si y¢, wo

this she begin die SFP I

du hé néng wl kairan

alone how.come be.able without SOITOW

‘When she first died, how come I alone was able to be without sorrow?’
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(6) a.* ni dandu weishénme méiyou yuanwang

you alone why not.have aspiration

b.” ni weéishénme danda méiyou yuanwang
you why alone not.have aspiration

c. weishénme dandud ni méiyou yuanwang
why alone you not.have aspiration

‘Why you alone have no aspirations?’

In (4) and (5), the why-wh-hé follows du ‘alone’. The adverb root du ‘alone’ is still used in
Mandarin, but disyllabifies as dan-du ‘single-alone’. However, the Mandarin equivalent of (4) is
ungrammatical, as indicated by (6a). (6b) and (6¢) further tell us that when weéishénme ‘why’ is
raised a little higher to scope above ‘alone’ but lower than the subject, the sentence becomes more
acceptable but still not natural. It’s only when weishénme ‘why’ is raised to scope above both
‘alone’ and the subject, that the sentences become fully natural. Whether du ‘alone’ in OC can be
regarded as an intervener like jié ‘all’ is not certain, but the comparison between (4) and (6a)
reveals that why-wh-words in OC and Mandarin are subject to different syntactic restrictions.
Although both du ‘alone’ and jié ‘all’ look alike in semantics as quantifiers, di almost always
occurs in negative sentences when it co-occurs with /¢, while jié does not have such dependency
on negation. If du ‘alone’ really is an intervener, the grammaticality of (4) and (5) implies that LF
movement of the why-wh-hé does not happen, otherwise the movement should have been blocked

by du ‘alone’ and renders ungrammaticality.
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Another diagnostic Li (2024) employs to distinguish between the two types of /é is their linear

orders relative to modals, which is something we have tested on the modal ‘will’ in (IV.14-17).

Here we compare the modal ‘be.able’ in OC and Mandarin:

(7)a. LiBai  wéishénme néng X1u che?

LiBai  why be.able  fix car
‘Why is Li Bai able to fix cars?’

b.* LiBai  néng Xiil weishénme che?

LiBai  be.able fix why car
Intended: “Why is Li Bai able to fix cars?’

(8)a.* LiBai zénmeyang néng Xiil che?

Li Bai how be.able fix car

Intended: ‘What is the manner x, such that Li Bai is able to fix cars in manner x?’

b. LiBai néng zénmeyang  xii che?
Li Bai be.able how fix car
‘How can Li Bai fix cars?’ (adapted from Li 2024)
(9) ANIEEEE - [MEYH - sEfI{EZE? (Lunhéng, Shingii)
bu zui qi i, ér ta
NEG blame those official but merely
gong she, néng hé fu s¢
attack altar be.able how further remedy
‘(If one) does not blame those officials but merely attacks the altars, how could (this) be able

to

further remedy (the disaster)?’

(10) FETK - #BHrlgELR ? (Zuozhuan, Weéngong Shiwiinidan)
bu wel yu tian, jiang  hé néng bao
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NEG awe towards  heaven  will why be.able preserve

‘(If one) does not stand in awe of Heaven, why can (one) preserve (the state)?’

(7)-(9) show that OC and Mandarin follow the same rule here: ‘why’ cannot follow ‘be.able’ and
‘how’ cannot precede ‘be.able’. This means that IEs also exist in OC, which is also the conclusion
Wang (2021) reaches. As Li (2024:14) points out that “IEs are usually analyzed as a failure of
covert movement or failure in forming a dependency”, IEs serve as an important diagnostic for
covert movement and feature movement. However, OC data exhibits some heterogeneities: (4)
indicates the absence of LF movement but (9) and (10) prove the existence of LF movement. In
order to reach a unified analysis of IEs in OC, it is natural to resort to a solution of feature
movement. In theory, wh-adverbials are generally believed to move. For example, Reinhart
(1998:30) believes that wh-adverbials are “never very good in situ” but surfacing positions of why-
wh-hé (i.e. both left and right peripheries) clearly indicate that it can remain in-situ. This apparent
contradiction also drives us to the feature movement analysis because the core idea of feature
movement is that in-situ wh-elements do not need to move in LF, rather, only features move. It is
also suggested in Cheng and Rooryck (2000) that wh-adverbials involve feature movement in LF.

In the next section, I elaborate on feature movement in a more general context.

5.2 feature movement

Before we get into details of feature movement, it’s necessary to review the core argument that
supports the LF movement analysis of wh-in-situ. An important reason to propose LF movement
for in-situ wh-elements is that although they do not move in overt syntax, they can take wide-
scopes. (11) is an example adapted from Cheng (2009:770) to illustrate the embedded and wide

scopes of in-situ wh-phrases:
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(11) [cp1{Which student} c1-knows [cp2 where co' [Mary bought {which book}]]]?
a. {Bill, Mike, Hery} knows where Mary bought which book.
b. Bill knows where Mary bought {book A, book B, book C} and Sue knows where Mary
bought {book D, book E, book F}.

In (11), which student and where move to the specifier positions of each CP respectively while
which book remains in-situ. In the answer (11a), each individual in the set provides a potential
answer to the matrix wh-phrase which student in (11), therefore is not answering the in-situ wh-
phrase and in this case which book has an embedded scope. In contrast, each individual in the set
of (11b) answers the in-situ wh-phrase, and which book has a wide scope in this interpretation.
Starting from the 1990s, other approaches were put forward to deal with wh-in-situ. Lin
(2014:193-202) summarized different approaches to wh-in-situ into four major theories: the
quantificational theory, the operator movement theory, the unselective binding theory, and the
alternative semantics theory. Among these four theories, the quantificational theory is what the
standard covert movement approach adopts. In analyzing wh-phrases as quantificational operators,
they move at LF to produce a quantifier-variable representation. In Huang (1982)’s covert
movement analysis, Mandarin wh-words move to the same position in LF just as where wh-words
overtly move in English, namely, [Spec, CP]. Aldridge (2010) analyzed OC wh-argument 4¢é ‘what’
as wh-indefinites rather than quantificational operator and they move to a clause-internal
position—the edge of vP. The quantificational analysis of wh-in-situ seems to presuppose that
moved (overtly or covertly) wh-elements land at a position higher than TP that can scope over the
whole TP, but the non-quantificational analysis does not require them to move that high. In OC,

an overtly moved wh-word can land as high as [Spec, CP] and at the same time be wh-indefinite.
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Under the minimalist framework, we should expect “movement to operate just with formal
features, rather than categories” (Hornstein et al. 2005:324, cf. Cheng (2000)). More specifically,
“the movement parameter are to be accounted for not in terms of a given feature (strong or weak),
but in terms of presence or absence of strong features” (Hornstein et al. 2005:303). So, it is
reasonable to hypothesize that if why-wh-hé stays in-situ, what actually moves is only the initial
*gi- of hé (*g'aj) which serves as morphological representation of the strong [wh] feature, and
what has been left in-situ is the final *-aj which bears the weak [Qyn] feature.

Some preliminary evidence for this morphological decomposition has been provided in 1.2.2
and 2.3. Here I provide four more pieces of OC-internal evidence to support this analysis. Firstly,
the sentence-final yes-no-question particle - A (*c'a) shares a similar low vowel as Aé and it
strictly stays at the right periphery. Secondly, there exists a *k- prefix in pre-OC (see footnote 2.
in Matisoff 2003:87). Thirdly, early in the 1950s, Wang Li classified OC pronouns into three series
according to their initial types: the *z- series refer to people, the *y- series refer to things and the
zero-initial series refer to locatives (Wang 1980 [2015]: 279-284). This means that initials affect
semantics of wh-words in OC, and this is the philological foundation to propose that the initial of
hé bears a [wh] feature. Lastly, in his generative study of OC grammar, Mei (2018:5-16, 183) also

decomposes grammatical words in OC to explain their syntactic behavior. For instance, in & ydn
(*pan), & yan (*?an) and % yudn (*c¥an), the final *-an is a separate morpheme that has

connecting and anaphoric functions. All of these pieces of evidence demonstrate that an element
smaller than a syllable in OC, for example a velar stop sound can be a meaning/feature-bearing

unit.

5.3 Qwn) and Qjy/m)
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Based on the discussion of feature movement in 5.2, this section focuses on two major question
particles: Qpwn) and Qym;. Question features can be instantiated in different ways. For example,
sentence-final particles in Chinese and Japanese bear question features while in French, an
intonation morpheme in can bear the question feature (Cheng and Rooryck 2000). Since I mainly
use Chinese examples in this study, it is worth mentioning the issue of question particles under the
context of feature movement.

The Clausal Typing Hypothesis (CTH) (Cheng 1991) predicts that no languages employ
question particles and syntactic wh-movement at the same time, and no languages have “optional
movement” of wh-words. Aldridge (2010) analyzes the fronting of the wh-argument /¢ ‘what’ in
OC as syntactic wh-movement and since OC uses question particles as well, she claims OC “seems
to be a blatant violation of the Clausal Typing Hypothesis”. According to this study, the wh-
adverbial 4é in OC also violates the prediction of CTH. Cheng (1991:52-108) also realizes that
there are counterexamples of CTH, like optional wh-fronting languages (e.g. French) and multiple
wh-fronting languages (e.g. Polish). Besides these typical exceptions, Tan and Shen (2025) argue
that colloquial Singapore English is a language with both true wh-in-situ and true wh-movement,

which also challenges the CTH.

5.3.1 question particles in OC
In this subsection, I introduce basic facts about Q-particles in OC and clarify some
controversial points. There are several sentence-final particles that can be used in questions in OC,

including ~F hit (*ca), B yu (*1a%%), t7, yé (*ora), etc. Widely attested though, Aii is not purely a

28 This character is not included in Baxter and Sagart (2014)’s reconstruction system. So the reconstruction is taken from Schuessler
(2008:55).
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question particle. Rather, it’s a complex SFP related to interrogativity and modality. Based on

Yao (2015:370-372), I give prototypical usages of s in (12)-(15):

(12) ®AH » HERIF? HH - A, (Zuozhuan, Xigong Shiwiinian)
Qinb6  yué Jin-gué hé hi? dui yUue, bu hé.
Qinbo say Jin-state ~ peace Q reply say NEG reconcile

‘Qinbo said, will the state of Jin make peace? The reply said, it will not.’

(13) E-farsh ? SR 2 - 2 (Analects, Zihan)
wl hé zhi? zhi yu ha? zhi she ha?
I what expertise expertise charioteering Q expertise archery Q

‘What is my expertise? Is my expertise charioteering? Is my expertise archery?’

(14) RS ZHEHMETF ? (Zhuangzi, Shanmu)
fa jin zhi ge zhé qi shui ha?
COMPL nowadays GEN sing NOML MP who Q

‘Nowadays, who indeed is the one who sings?’

(15) BHjIFE Y » RIRERFE 2 (Analects, Xuéér)
xué ér shi xi zhi, bu yi yue ha?
study CONIJ frequently review it NEG also happy Q

‘Study and frequently review it, isn’t it also a pleasure?’

(12) clearly shows that Aii can be used as a yes-no question particle in OC because the second
clause uses the negative marker bu to answer the question. Hiz in (13) has a subtle difference from
that in (12), although both of them look like yes-no question particles. But if we take into
consideration the context of (13), and refer to the definition that “a yes-no question asks for a
confirmation or denial of a single proposition” (Huang et al. 2009:236), it can be detected that A

here actually is asking the addressee to choose between two propositions, and thus forms a
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disjunctive question rather than asking for the kind of answer in (12), which is an answer to a
single proposition. (14) is tricky in that it seems that a wh-word shui ‘who’ can co-occur with a
Qpym; in OC?, which is strictly forbidden in modern Chinese. However, Ai in (14) is a SFP
equivalent to Mandarin ne, rather than a Qym). When 4ii is equivalent to ne, it normally co-occurs
with a modal g7, while the Mandarin equivalent of gi-shui-hii ‘MP-who-SFP’ is shi-shui-ne ‘FOC-
who-SFP’, with the wh-word being marked by the focus marker shi. Hii in (15) has the same nature
as that in (14), namely as an SFP, and it is c-commanded by negation in (15). We can also find the
equivalency of 4z in (14) and (15) to Mandarin ne from the fact that the interpretations of (14) and
(15) have presuppositions of the addressee: (14) actually implies ‘there is nobody who can still

sing’, while (15) implies ‘it is happy’. Now, let’s see some Mandarin examples:

(16)a. wo=de téchang shi qi ma haishi  sh¢jian *ma/(ne)?
[I=GEN expertise  be ride horse or archery Q[y/m)/SFP
‘Is my expertise riding horses or archery?’
b. wo=de téchang shi qi ma ma?
I=GEN  expertise  be ride horse  Qym]

‘Is my expertise riding horses?’

c. wo=de téchang shi qi ma ne?
I=GEN expertise  be ride horse SFP
‘How come that my expertise is riding horses?’=

‘My expertise is not expected to be riding horses.’

d. wo=de téchang shi  bu shi qi ma ne/*ma

I=GEN expertise  be NEG be ride horse  SFP/Qym]

29 They can co-occur, but not in cases like (14). See discussion of (20)-(23) below.
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‘Is my expertise riding a horse’

(16a) is a Mandarin equivalent of (13) and is referred to as a disjunctive question. (16d) is an A-
not-A question, which “request[s] the addressee to choose between a positive and negative
alternative provided in the question” (Huang et al. 2009: 236). A-not-A questions are sometimes
regarded as a subtype of disjunctive questions (idem), because both types (16a, d) are compatible
with the SFP ne, but not the yes-no question particle ma. The real yes-no question, on the other
hand, shows the opposite pattern in its compatibilities of ne and ma (16b, c¢). (16b) is a real yes-no
question, while if ma is changed to ne, (16c) can only be understood as the speaker having a
negative presupposition about the proposition being asked.

The above descriptive facts raised the necessity to clarify the function of the particle ne. In
generative literature, ne is sometimes treated as a yes-no Q-particle like ma (e.g. Aoun and Li 1993;
Lin 2014) or as an “optional wh-question particle” (Cheng et al. 1996:44). However, it may not be
precise to describe ne as a wh-question particle, no matter if it is optional or not. Shi (2023:30)
already pointed out that ne in Mandarin is not a genuine Q-particle. Rather, he points out that ne
“confirms the actuality of an event”, and “when the particle ne is added to a wh-question, the force
of the question is weakened; in most cases, wh-questions with this particle are actually rhetorical

questions” (idem). An example of wh-question ending with ne is given in (17):

(17) ni xihuan shui ne
you like who SFP

‘Who do you like?’ (asking in a polite way)

(17) 1s of no difference with ni-xihuan-shui ‘you-like-who’ regarding their semantics, while they

only differ in pragmatics.
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Though he correctly points out a problem in Aoun and Li (1993), Shi himself also made a
descriptive mistake concerning the OC yes-no question Q-particle, which is very important to our
theoretical concerns. Shi (2023:31) believes that OC Q-particle 4ii is the same as Mandarin ma in
that they both cannot co-occur with wh-expressions within a minimal clause. As for Mandarin,

this is exactly what (18) shows:

(18)a.* ni xihuan shui ma?
you like who Q
Intended: “Who do you like?’

b. ni xihuan shui ma?
you like whoever Q

‘Do you like anyone?’

c. [crita zhidao [cp2 ni xihuan shui*/shui®] ma]?
he know you like who/whoever  Q
A: ‘“Who is the person x, such that he knows that you like x?’

B: ‘Does he know that there exists a person x, such that you like x?’

(19) Zhang San zhidao shui mai=le shi?
Zhang San know who buy=PERF  book
A: “Who does Zhang San know bought books?’
B: ‘Zhang San knows who bought books.’

Both (18a) and (18b) contain only one clause while the former one is ungrammatical, but the latter
one is grammatical. The difference is that iff shu/ ‘“who’ is realized in a neutral tone, it is compatible
with ma in a minimal clause (18b). Otherwise, it needs to be not in the same minimal clause with

ma (18c, interpretation A). This means that when shui ‘who’ (in its citation tone) wants to take
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matrix scope, it must not co-occur with ma in a minimal clause. (19) is a classic example from
Huang (1982 [2014]:151) which is used to support the LF movement of Mandarin in-situ wh-
elements. In other words, the reason (19) is ambiguous is that there is no ma. The effects of
phonological realization of a wh-word on sentential interpretation as shown in (18) also apply at
(19). Traditionally, the two interpretations in (19) are not explained by taking into consideration
the phonology of shui ‘who’, which can be seen from the fact that the Mandarin transcriptions
were originally not marked with tones.

Cheng and Rooryck (2000:14) pointed out that the French intonation Q-morpheme is a root
morpheme, and this explains why French in-situ wh-words cannot stay in embedded clauses.
Similarly, Mandarin ma and OC hii are also root morphemes, thus both of them can potentially
check a feature in the matrix clause. They also point out that in French, “either the intonation
morpheme or wh-movement checks the Q feature represented by est-ce gue, but not both” in which
est-ce que is what they call “overt Q morpheme” (idem:11). And this also explains the
ungrammaticality of (18a) in that both shui ‘who’ and ma can check the Q feature on C° ([yes/no]
or [wh]), but there is only one specifier position in matrix that bears the Q feature. In summary, I
totally agree with Shi’s observation of the restrictions exemplified by Mandarin data, but this is

not the case in OC:

(20) | H B & DM EEF 2 (Lunhéng, Shizh)
bai qi ti zhé, yi hé shi ha?
CAUS.white it hoof NOML for what do Q

‘One who makes its (black horse’s) hoof white, for what does he do that?’

(21) B LMAEEF 2 (Linhéng, Ziji)

zhong dud yu yi hé qi ha?
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the.many generally wish for what strive Q

‘For what do the many generally wish to strive?’

(22) fa] By aL - ? (Lunhéng, Féngyu)
hé wél qi hi
why do cry Q
‘Why do you cry?’
(23) J&K MFZRF? (Hanfeizi, WaichiishuoShang)
zhi tianxia jiang nai hé ha?
govern All-under-Heaven will do what MP

‘How will (he) govern All-under-Heaven?’

In most of the cases where a wh-word co-occurs with Az in a minimal clause, there is a modal in
the matrix clause, like jiang in (23), and in this case, /i is a modal particle rather than a real Qpy/m).
But I do find three examples in which 4 is a real Qym) and it co-occurs with a wh-word in a
minimal clause, as can be seen in (20)-(22) where there are no modals in the matrix clauses. These
kinds of sentences are very rare even in OC, while (20)-(22) come from the same text. This
inevitably raises questions about their reliability. But scholars generally believe that Lunhéng is a
reliable LOC text and it in some sense reflects the colloquial language at that time (ca. 80 CE). I
will leave the question of whether (20)-(22) is a dialectal phenomenon or reflects some historical
changes within the OC period but simply based on a synchronic view and assumes that a wh-word
was permitted to co-occur with a real Qpym) in the colloquial language of OC. It is then worth
considering how native speakers of OC and modern Chinese have different mental grammars

regarding wh-elements.
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5.3.2 Qiym) and Qwn) in other languages

In 5.3.1, I pointed out that unlike modern Chinese, OC wh-words can co-occur with a yes-no-
question particle in the same minimal clause. To better understand this important difference
between OC and Mandarin, I present some Japanese and Korean data in this subsection. Discussion
of such co-occurrence patterns aims to reflect on the relationship between wh-word and question
particle when they co-occur. Furthermore, this relationship has implications on our movement
analysis because if one of them is a copy of another, it clearly indicates that one of them moves. I
will address this issue in more detail when the Copy Theory of Movement is mentioned in Chapter
VL. In this subsection, I focus on empirical data.

In Japanese and Korean, both of which are also wh-in-situ languages (24, 27a), wh-words can

freely co-occur with a Q[yx) in a minimal clause (25, 28):

(24) Mary-ga nani-ka-o yonda
Mary-NOM  what-Q-ACC read.PAST
‘Mary read something.’

(25) nani-ka kaimashita ka
what-Q bought.polite ~ Q
‘Did you buy anything?’
(26) [criJohn-ga [cp2Mary-ga  nani-o katta  ka] sitteiru] (Hagstrom1998:16)

John-NOM  Mary-NOM what-ACC  bought Q  know
‘John knows what Mary bought.’
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The Japanese Q-particle ka’’ is referred to as a “clause-typing particle” because it always occurs
sentence-finally (McCready and Davis 2020:657) while it can also mark the indefiniteness of a
noun (nani-ka in 24), and it is commonly believed to be the same morpheme as the clause-final ka,
though some scholars believe that the indefinite ka and clause-final ka are accidental homophones
(idem:659). Although it is “clause-typing”, ka is not a root morpheme like the French intonation
morpheme and Mandarin ma, because ka can also appear in embedded environments (26). And
what makes the embedded ka different is that it cannot be omitted when marking an embedded
interrogative sentence but can be omitted when marking a matrix interrogative (idem:657). This is
because in Japanese the Q feature on C° can either be checked by ka or by an intonation morpheme
which is also a root morpheme. And due to this, the intonation morpheme cannot check the Q
feature on the embedded C, thus the embedded ka must be retained.

Also see some Korean examples:

(27) a. Mary-ka mwues-inka s-ass-ta
Mary-NOM what-INDEF buy-PAST-DECL
‘Mary bought something.’
b. mues-inka s-ass-ni
what-INDEF buy-PAST-Q
‘Did you buy anything?’

Korean is similar to Japanese in that it also adds a suffix to wh-words to form wh-indefinites, but
unlike Japanese suffixal ka is phonologically the same as the Q-particle ka, Korean suffixal inka,

also sometimes transcribed as ina or nka, according to their phonological environments, is opaque

30 Japanese has another Q-particle no which comes from n0 da or no desu. No is more often used by females or children in
informal situations (Makino and Tsutsui 1986 [2022]: 322-324).
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in its phonological relation to #i ‘Q’. On the other hand, Korean also has other forms of Q-particles,
such as ka. The Q-particle ka is rarely used in colloquial Korean, rather, it’s historically used in
colloquial Korean while nowadays it’s only preserved in formal written language. But whether it
be inkal/ina/nka or ni/ka, there more or less are some phonological correlations between them,
namely, same main vowels (i.e. [i] or [a]). Cheng and Rooryck (2000:12) mention that the Q-

particle ni in standard Korean is underspecified for [wh] or [y/n] features, as indicated by the

ambiguity of (28):
(28) nwu(kwu)-ka pakkey w-ass-ni (Choe 1994:276)
who/someone-NOM outside come-PAST-Q

‘Who is at the door?’ or ‘Is there someone at the door?’

(29) a. Swuni-ka NWU3!-lul/*nwu-lul cohala-no (idem:278-279)
Swuni-NOM  who-ACC/someone-ACC like-Qpwh

‘Who does Swuni like?’; * ‘Does Swuni like someone?’

b. ni-ka nwu(-lul)/*NWU-lul cohaha-na
you-NOM someone-ACC/*who-ACC like-Qy/m]

‘Do you like someone?’; **Who do you like?’

Though the Q-particle is ambiguous, nwu employs phonological apparatuses to disambiguate a
wh-word (with emphatic stress) from an indefinite pronoun (without stress), as instantiated by the
comparison between (29a) and (29b). While this is exactly the same strategy as how Mandarin

disambiguates a wh-word (citation tone) from an indefinite pronoun (neutral tone).

31 Since in Korean, -kwu can be omitted when nwu means ‘someone’, Choe uses capital letters NWU to refer to the wh-word nwu,

while small letters nwu exclusively refers to ‘someone’.
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Cross-linguistically, there seems to be a tendency for one of the wh-words in a language and
its indefinite pronoun to share the same morphological base while at the same time, wh-words are
inclined to choose the heavy phonological form (i.e. citation tone; stressed) and indefinite
pronouns to choose the light phonological form (i.e. neutral tone; unstressed). However, in some
Korean dialects like Kyengsang dialect (Choe 1994:278-279), the wh-question particle is
morphologically different from the yes-no question particle, as (29) shows. So, we can say that in
Kyengsang dialect the Q-particle is underlyingly specified for either a [wh] feature or a [y/n]
feature, and we noticed that na ‘Qyn)’ also shares the main vowel [a] with the suffixal indefinite
morphemes.

The important takeaways of this chapter are: the existence of IEs in OC supports the LF
movement of 4¢, and the movement is realized by means of moving features; wh-words and Q-

particles show some morphological correlations cross-linguistically

Chapter VI Relating Hé to the Q-Particle Ko/ in Jianghuai Mandarin

In the preceding two chapters, the sentence-final why-wh-ké is analyzed as an in-situ wh-word
which moves leftward to the left periphery, and what moves in LF is its initial *gf- which bears
the [wh] feature. There is another logical possibility though, which is to treat the left-periphery hé
as being in-situ and it moves rightward to land in sentence-final positions. To demonstrate this
possibility, the attention of Chapter VI turns to modern languages. The reasoning here proceeds

as follows: hé is etymologically related to the preverbal question particle k27 in Jianghuai
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Mandarin; k27 undergoes the rightward Neg®-to-C°® movement; Universal Grammar of native
speakers of the same language do not change over time32.

Chapter VI is structured as follows: 6.1 introduces the synchronic distribution of preverbal Q-
particles in modern Chinese dialects; 6.2 discusses the etymology of these preverbal Q-particles
and sketches their history; 6.3 and 6.4 show empirical data of four kinds of yes-no questions in
Chinese, revealing that our main concerns—K-VP questions exhibit the most similarities to A-not-
A questions and Negative Particle Questions; 6.5 derives the rightward Neg-to-C° movement for

K-VP questions and evidence supporting this derivation comes from both OC and dialectal data.

6.1 preverbal Q-particles in Chinese dialects

Chinese languages canonically use sentence-final (i.e. postverbal) question particles in yes-no
questions, but some Chinese dialects and Tibeto-Burman languages (e.g. Naxi Yi, Rouruo, Jingpo,
Dulong, Muya Qiang, see Yue-Hashimoto 1991) also employ preverbal question particles. These
dialects mainly include Southwest Mandarin, Jianghudi Mandarin, and Min dialects, as indicated

by the read symbols in circles 1, 2 and 3, respectively, in Figure 6 (Cao eds. 2008, picture 101):

32 See the “uniformitarian hypothesis” of UG in footnote 8.
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The particle is pronounced as ka?°, k2%, x22° in some Jianghuai Mandarin dialects3, and as k"a?*
(Huang 2025), kam (Yue-Hashimoto 1991) in some Min dialects. Although their etymologies are
not necessarily the same, initials of the particle are either velar stops or velar fricatives. Based on
phonological similarity, yes-no questions formed by preverbal Q-particles are normally referred
to as “K-VP” questions in the literature. In what follows, I mainly examine data from Jianghuai
Mandarin, but K-VP questions in other dialects will be compared to Jianghuai Mandarin where

appropriate.

33 The Jianghuai Mandarin data comes from my native dialect spoken in the Téngling §i[#% city located in the central-south Anhui
province.
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6.2 etymology and a brief history of K-VP questions

According to Zhang (1990:134-150), preverbal Q-particles in modern Chinese dialects can be
traced back to the interrogative adverb = gi (*C.q"0j?>khj+jX>*) used in pre-Qin periods. In its
early uses, qi-VP forms both neutral and rhetorical questions. Starting from the Eastern Han

dynasty (25AD-220AD), the neutral-type K-VP questions were written as A] ké-VP (also see Jiang

1990 for similar conclusions). Zhang (1990) also points out that in the Five Dynasties and Ten

Kingdoms period (907AD-979AD), gi was replaced by 1] ké (*kh*aj?>khaX), and approximately

at the same time, k¢ (khaX) developed a consonantal coda which is the origin of glottal stops in its
modern reflexes, such as ka2, kha?’, xa7°, etc. Zhang (1990), however, does not trace preverbal
Q-particles in modern dialects to the wh-word %é in OC.

Based on the phonological similarity between hé (*g‘aj) and ké (*k™aj?) in OC, as well as

evidence from the writing system (i.e. H] ké serves as the phonetic element of {] 4é), I assume
that in OC, the preverbal Q-particle k¢ has the same origin as the wh-word /é. Furthermore, the
preverbal Q-particle H] ko7° in Jianghuai Mandarin should also have the same origin as the OC hé

‘wh” and k¢ ‘Q’. Another reason to trace ka7’ to hé instead of gi in OC is that ko’ never scopes
higher than subjects (5f), but g7’ can scope either lower (1) or higher (2) than subjects (examples

taken from Zhang 1990:135):

() TS5 ? (Zuozhuan, Chénggong Ernidn)
VA qi shi zhi
you.HON Q know it

‘Do you, sir, know it?’

34 This indicates Middle Chinese transcriptions.
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() SUFyZ 817 (Mozi, MingguiXia)
qi ru wel zht yu

Q you do it SFP

‘Was it you who did it?’

This analysis can also be supported by cross-linguistic evidence: in Nepali, the yes-no question

particle ke is morphologically the same as its what-wh-word ke:

3) ke tyo tapai-ko ghar ho Nepali
Q that 2.SG-GEN house be.SG

‘Is that your house?’

4) (*ke) yo ke ho?
Q this what be.SG
‘What is this?’

(3) and (4) show that the question particle ke must occur at sentence-initial positions and it cannot
be used in wh-questions. Also in Japanese, ka can either mark the indefiniteness of wh-words (e.g.
nani-ka, ‘what-INDEF, whatever’) or mark yes-no questions, which provides further evidence that
wh-words and Q-particles can be morphologically related.

One of the reasons that drove me to connect /¢ to Q-particles in modern dialects is that due to
the fact that we do not have native speakers of OC, some important syntactic diagnostics cannot

be applied, but they can be tested in modern dialects.

6.3 basic data of K-VP questions in Jianghuai Mandarin
This subsection introduces basic descriptive facts of K-VP questions in Tongling Jianghudi

Mandarin (JM). Consider first the set of sentences in (5):
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(%) a.

d.*

ﬁ*

n?t ko?’ ci?Bxug’  tehio??
you Q like eat
‘Do you like eating lamb?’

n?t ei’Pxuf’  tehio?’ jan zou*
you like eat lamb

‘Do you like eating lamb?’

n*t ko?’ ei?BPxug’  tehio??
you Q like eat
A: ‘Do you actually like eating lamb or not?’

*B, intended: ‘Do you like eating lamb?’

1:1213 ts9213m9?5 tS644 jalj35 Zau44
you how cook lamb
Intended: ‘How do you cook lamb?’

n?t ko?’ tsa?’mo?’  tse*

you Q how cook

Intended: ‘How do you cook lamb?’

ko?s  p2i3 ei?BxuEd  tehiod
Q you like eat

Intended: ‘Do you like eating lamb?’

jan® zou*

lamb

man?®/*man>!

Q/*MP

jan® zou*

lamb

marn? ?

jan?® zou* ?

lamb

jan® zou*

lamb

(a%)?

(MP)

Aman®!/*Bman? ?

MP/*Q

This Mandarin variety has two approaches to expressing yes-no questions, one of which is using

a sentence-final Q-particle mar’ (5b) and the other one is to use a preverbal Q-particle ka7 (5a),

but the two approaches cannot co-occur (5¢). (5b) and (5¢) aim to show the difference between the

Q-particle may’ and the modal particle map’’: may’’ must be used in interrogative (5c) or
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imperative sentences; thus, it results in ungrammaticality in the declarative sentence (5b). (5d) and
(5e) exhibit that yes-no question particles cannot be used in wh-questions, whether the particle is
preverbal or postverbal, which is different from OC because in OC, the question particle Ai can
occur in wh-questions (V. 22).

213 cyou’, kot

An important fact revealed by (5f) is that when there is a subject, for instance n
cannot precede the subject. At the same time, subjects base-generate in VP-internal positions and
move to [Spec, TP] (Koopman and Sportiche 1991). This means that k27’ in JM surfaces within
the domain of TP. However, the Clausal Typing Hypothesis (Cheng 1991) claims that the
interrogative force of a sentence is necessarily realized within the domain of CP, either via a

uestion particle base-generated in C° or via movement to that position. Nepali puts its Q-particle
q p g p palip p

ke at the left periphery (3) and Japanese puts its Q-particles ka and no at the right periphery (6)

(6) anata=wa nani=o shiteiru no Japanese
you=TOP what=ACC do.PROG Q
‘What are you doing?’

Even in English, which is a language without overt question particles, it is proposed that there is a
covert sentence-initial question morpheme in its direct and indirect questions (Baker 1970). Taken
together, both empirical data and theoretical prediction show that ko?° ‘Q’ in JM surfaces at an
exceptional syntactic position compared with its counterparts in other languages. Therefore, we

are led to a movement analysis to derive K-VP questions in JM.

6.4 comparisons among four kinds of yes-no questions
In (V.16), we have glimpsed some attributes of A-not-A questions, here we examine them in

more details. Enlightened by some syntactic diagnostics in Cheng et al. (1996), I apply 10
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diagnostics in this section as to compare K-VP questions in JM to three other kinds of yes-no
questions in Mandarin—Negative Particle Questions (NPQs, 7), A-not-A questions*® (8), and ma-

headed yes-no questions (9):

(7) ni xihuan chi yangrou bu’®
you like eat lamb NEG.Q

‘Do you like eating lamb?’

(8) ni xi-bu?7-xthuan chi yangrou
you li-NEG-like eat lamb

‘Do you like eating lamb?’

(9) ni xihuan chi yangrou ma
you like eat lamb Q

‘Do you like eating lamb?’

As instantiated by (7), the morpheme bu in Mandarin NPQs has dual status—it is used both as a
negative marker and a yes-no question particle synchronically. But originally, bu was merely a

negative marker in OC, and it developed into a Q- particle in MC (Aldridge 2011).

6.4.1 matrix and embedded readings

(10)a. [cp ta’! cio?13 t0?°  [cp2 ni ka?® 1e33=152°]] JM
he know you Q come=PERF
‘He knows whether you have already come.’

b. [cp1 ta®  kods cio?!3 to?? [cp2 ni 1e3%=10?°]]?

35 A-not-A questions have several other variants, see Huang (1991) for details.
36 This negative marker is pronounced as bz [pu’'] in its citation tone, but in NPQs, it must be realized in neutral tone.
37 This negative marker can either be pronounced as b (i.e. citation tone) or bu (i.e. neutral tone).
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he Q know you come=PERF

‘Does he know that you have already come?’

[cp1 ta® ka?® cio?!3 to?? [cp2 ni ka?’ 1e35=152°1]?
he Q know you Q come-PERF

‘Does he know whether you have already come?’

(10) shows that K-VP questions can either have embedded (10a) or matrix (10b) readings, and the

Q-particle

NPQs can

(11) a.

b.

(12) a*

ka? can take embedded and matrix scopes at the same time (10c). In contrast, not all

have embedded and matrix readings at the same time:

[cpi ta zhidao=le [cp2 ni lai=le méiyou]]
he  know=PERF you come=PERF NEG.Q

‘He already knows whether you have come.’

[cpi ta zhidao=le [cp2 ni lai=le] méiyou]?
he  know=PERF you  come=PERF NEG.Q

‘Has he already known that you came?’

[cpitd  zhidao=le [cp2 ni lai=le bu]]
he know=PERF you come=PERF NEG.Q

Intended: ‘He already knows whether you have come.’

[cpitd  zhidao=le [cp2 ni lai=le] bu]
he know=PERF you come=PERF NEG.Q

‘Has he already known that you came?’

(11) and (12) show that though both méiyou and bu can occur in NPQs, bu can only take matrix

scope, while méiyou can have either matrix or embedded scopes. Therefore, NPQs are the same as
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K-VPs in that they both can have either embedded or matrix readings, but they differ in whether
both readings can be realized at the same time. This difference concerns whether a Q-particle is
root morpheme. Root morphemes are morphemes those can only be used in matrix clauses. In this
sense, bu is a root morpheme thus (12a) is ungrammatical, but k27’ is not. When both embedded
and matrix clauses are interrogatives, Mandarin needs to use an A-not-A question in the matrix to

express the meaning of (10c), as shown in (13):

(13) [cpita zhidao=bu=zhidao  [cp2 ni lai=le méiyou/*bu]]?
he know=NEG=know you come=PERF NEG.Q

‘Does he know whether you have already come?’

The non-root morpheme k27’ is similar to the Japanese -ka because -ka can also be used in

embedded and matrix clauses simultaneously:

(14) [kare=wa [anata=ga md kita ka cp2]  shitteimasu ka cpi] Japanese
he=TOP you=NOM already come Q know.polite ~ Q

‘Does he know whether you have already come?’

(15) exhibits that ma-headed yes-no questions cannot have embedded readings, namely, -ma is a

root morpheme. And naturally, -ma cannot occur in embedded and matrix clauses simultaneously:

(15)a.[cpita zhidao [cp2 ni lai=le] ma]
he know you come=PERF Q

‘Does he know that you have already come?’

b.* [cp1 ta zhidao [cp2 ni lai=le ma]]
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he know you

Intended: ‘He knows whether you have come.’

come=PERF

Q

And (16) tells us that A-not-A questions are the same as K-VPs because they are compatible with

all of the three syntactic environments:

(16) a. [cp1 ta
he kn=NEG=know you

zhi=bu=zhidao [cp2 ni

‘Does he know that you have already come?’

b. [cp1 ta zhidao [cp2 ni
he knows you
‘He knows whether you will come.’
c.[cp1 ta zhi=bu=zhidao [cp2 ni
he kn=NEG=know you

‘Does he know whether you will come or not?’

6.4.2 compatibility with -ne (or equivalents)

lai=le]]
come=PERF

lai=bu=14i]]

come=NEG=come

lai=bu=14i]]

come=NEG=come

(17)-(20) exhibit the compatibility between four types of yes-no questions and modal particle:

(17) ta’! ko?®  tehi®® ngl

he Q go MP
‘Will he go?’
(18)a.* ta qu bu ne
he go NEG MP

Intended: ‘Will he go?’
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b.* ta youqian méiyou ne
he rich NEG MP

Intended: ‘Is he rich?’

(19)* ta qu ma ne
he go Q MP
Intended: ‘Will he go?’

(20)a. ta qu=bu=qu ne
he go=NEG=go MP
‘Will he go?’

Through (17)-(20), I glossed ne and né” as modal particle (MP) because ne is not a genuine question
particle, as clarified in 5.3.1. (17)-(20) indicate that K-VPs (17) and A-not-As (20) are compatible
with modal particles, while NPQs (18) and ma-headed questions (19) are incompatible modal

particles.

6.4.3 compatibility with modals
Only A-not-A questions are incompatible with the modal ‘will’ (22), and this is one of a few

scenarios in which A-not-As pattern differently from the other three question types:

(21) ta® ko?> xuei> tehi> JM
he Q will g0
‘Will he go’
(22)* ta hui qu=bu=qu
he will go=NEG=go

Intended: ‘Will he go?’
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(23)ta hui qu bu

he will go NEG
‘Will he go?’

(24) ta hui qu ma
he will go Q
‘Will he go?’

6.4.4 compatibility with preverbal adjuncts

Among the four types of yes-no questions, only A-not-As are incompatible with preverbal

adjuncts:
(25) ta>®  ko?® tein’! tshan®S  tehi* JM
he Q often go

‘Does he go often?’

(26)* ta chang qu=bu=qu?
he often g0=NEG=go

‘Does he often go?’

(27) ta ching qu bu?
he often go NEG
‘Does he often go?’

(28) ta chang qu ma?
he often go NEG

‘Does he often go?’

6.4.5 compatibility with negative contexts
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(29)-(33) show grammaticalities of the four types of questions when they occur in negative

sentences:
(29)* n?t? ko?’ par’ tehi> ci®>3 ia?13 thy33 IM
you Q NEG go Seattle
Intended: ‘Will you not go to Seattle?’
(30)’ ni bu qu Xiyata bu
you NEG go Seattle NEG.Q
Intended: ‘Will you not go to Seattle?’
(31)* ni méiyou qu=guo Xiyata méiyou
you NEG go=EXPE Seattle NEG.Q
Intended: ‘Haven’t you been to Seattle?’
(32)* ni bu qu=bi=qu Xiyata
you NEG go=NEG=go Seattle

Intended: ‘Will you not go to Seattle?’

(33) ni bu qu Xiyata ma

you NEG go Seattle Q

‘Will you not go to Seattle?’

Both K-VPs (29) and A-not-As (32) cannot occur in negative contexts, but ma-headed questions

(33) can. As indicated by the comparison between different types of NPQs (30 vs 31), bu is more

acceptable than méiyou in negative contexts.

6.4.6 compatibility with the adverb daodi ‘actually’
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Adverbs also help in differentiating between different types of yes-no questions. For example,

the adverb ‘actually’:

(34) n?t? o™ ti213 ko?’ tehi> ei®3 ia?13 thy33 JM
you actually Q g0 Seattle

‘Are you actually going to Seattle or not?’

(35)* ni daodi qu Xiydta bu
you actually go Seattle NEG.Q

Intended: ‘Are you actually going to Seattle or not?’

(36)* ni daodi qu Xiydta ma
you actually go Seattle Q

Intended: ‘Are you actually going to Seattle or not?’

(37) ni daodi qu=bu=qu Xiyata
you actually go=NEG=go Seattle

‘Are you actually going to Seattle or not?’

(34)-(37) exhibit that K-VPs and A-not-As can cooccur with the adverb ‘actually’ while the other
two types of questions cannot do so. However, this pattern is expected because in its earliest uses,
K-VPs were accompanied with rhetorical meanings, which is semantically compatible with the

adverb ‘actually’.

6.4.7 Intervention Effects

The intervener ‘only’ can be used to diagnose whether LF movements happen:

(38)* n?!? ko?’ kuap3? ci?3xug tehio?? jan3® zou® JM
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you Q only like eat lamb

Intended: ‘Do you only like eating lamb?’

(39)* ni zhi xihuan chi yangrou bu
you only like eat lamb NEG.Q

Intended: ‘Do you only like eating lamb?’

40) ni zhi xihuan chi angrou ma
y
you only like eat lamb Q

Intended: ‘Do you only like eating lamb?’

(41)* ni zhi xi=bu=xihuan chi yangrou
you only li=NEG=like eat lamb

Intended: ‘Do you only like eating lamb?’

(38)-(41) show that only ma-headed yes-no questions are insensitive to [Es. The existence of IE in
(38) provides strong evidence to show that the Q-particle ko?° moves rightward in LF but it is

blocked by the intervener ‘only’. The IE in (38) is shown in (42):

(42)
ka?’ Co
‘only’ I

6.4.8 embedded null subject question

This subsection tests whether embedded interrogatives allow null subjects:

(43) 0?13 po?® cio?P to?°  [cpproko? 0¥ tehi>®  gi¥ia?!? thud) JM

I NEG know Q need go Seattle
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‘I do not know whether (I) need to go to Seattle.’

(44) wo bu zhidao [cp pro yao=bu=yao qu Xiyatua]
I NEG know need=NEG=need go Seattle
‘I do not know whether (I) need to go to Seattle.’

(45)* wo bu zhidao [cP pro yao qu Xiyata bu]
I NEG know need go Seattle NEG.Q
Intended: ‘I do not know whether (I) need to go to Seattle.’

(46) wo bu zhidao [cp pro yao qu Xiydta ma]
I NEG know need go Seattle Q
‘Do not I know that (I) need to go to Seattle?’
#‘1 do not know whether (I) need to go to Seattle.’

(43)-(46) again show that K-VPs and A-not-As pattern the same as both of them allow embedded
null subjects, as indicated by the pro. On the other hand, NPQs and ma-headed questions do not
allow embedded null subjects.

The diagnostics employed through 6.4.1 to 6.4.8 are summarized in the following table:

Table2. Comparison between four types of yes-no questions

Diagnostics K-VP NPQ A-not-A | ma-yes-no

matrix reading v v
embedded reading v v v

cooccur with -ma (or equivalent) X X X X
cooccur with -ne (or equivalent) v X V4 X
cooccur with modals v v X N4
cooccur with preverbal adjuncts v v X v
occur in negative sentences X X X v
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cooccur with ‘actually’

Intervention Effect

allow embedded null subjects

< <] & «
| ><| «f x
NIENEENEEN
x| X| X| X

occur in matrix and embedded clauses simultaneously

Table 2 indicates that among the 11 diagnostics, A-not-As share 9 of the syntactic restrictions with
K-VPs, followed by NPQs which share 8 of them with K-VPs, while ma-headed yes-no questions

only share 4 of them with K-VPs.

6.5 the Neg’-to-C° movement of ka?° ‘Q’
6.5.1 theoretical hypothesis

I have shown in 6.4 that K-VPs are syntactically the most closely related to A-not-As, while
“strongly speaking, a-VP questions (i.e. K-VPs) are A-not-A questions”(Gasde 2004:310). Huang
(1991:324-325) also points out that K-VPs in Taiwanese are “counterparts of the A-not-A
questions”. More specifically, he treats the [A not AB] type as “a variant of the kam-question”.
Huang (1991) and Huang et al. (2009:254) propose an intermediate Q to derive A-not-A questions,
and this Q occupies the same position as negation, namely, after the subject and before the verb,
as indicated by Figure 6 (Huang et al. 2009:254). Interestingly, Figure 7 shows that this position

also holds ko ‘Q’:
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IP

NP//\

Q VP
[+A-not-A] /\
\Y NP
ni xihuan  zhe-ben shu
you like this-CL book
Figure 7.
TP
NP s
n*Plyow’  Q[y/m] VP
ka?®
213

ei?B3xuil-tehiaP-jay3’ zou
‘like-eat-lamb’

Figure 8.

The authors claim that A-not-A questions need to undergo LF movement to the domain of C
“for the assignment of its scope in Logical Form (LF)” (idem) which is exactly the same proposal
as the one I derived in 6.3. Based on similar syntactic restrictions between K-VPs and NPQs, and
the Neg®-to-C® movement in Mandarin NPQs (Cheng et al. 1996), it’s reasonable to hypothesize
that the Q-particle ko7’ also undergoes Neg’-to-C’ movement. To make this hypothesis more
convincing, 6.5.2 clarifies why k22’ moves rightwards; then, 6.5.3 proves the correlation between
negation and interrogative, namely, why ka7’ occupies a negation head. Data from both OC and

modern Chinese dialects will be employed in the next two subsections.
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6.5.2 rightward movement of ka7’

The OC Q-particle hit canonically occurs in sentence-final positions, but there are some

exceptions:
(47) T2 ATK » KR AT ? (Zuozhuan, ShaogongWiinian)
I zhi bén mo, jiang i ya ci hu zai; ?
ritual GEN root branch MOD at here Q be

‘Will the root and branches of ritual lie herein?’

(48) B 55 e AHE ? (Zhuangzi, Tianyun)
wl ndi jin yu shi i hua [jian l6ng]; ?
I then nowadays at here Q behold dragon

‘Is it nowadays that I behold the dragon here?’

(49) £ FHE ? SEFHZ ? (Xunzi, Quanxué)
i sheng ha [yéu shi] ;? i sl ha [yéu shi]; ?
be.born Q from here? die Q from here

‘(Am I) born from here? (Am I) die from here?’

In the above three examples, what Q separates apart forms a constituent, namely, zai-yu-ci ‘be-at-
here’, yu-shi-jian-long ‘at-here-see-dragon’ and you-shi-sheng ‘from-here-be.born’ are
constituents, respectively. Logically, there are two ways to derive the linear orders in (47)-(49).
One is to say that the elements to the right of Q undergo right-dislocation (RD), while the other is
to say that it is 4z ‘Q’ that moves. Within the two approaches, I choose the latter one because what
needs to be right-dislocated in (47) is a single copular zai, while in (48) and (49) are VP and PP,

respectively. Therefore, the Q-movement analysis can be more unified in theory. Within the Q-
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movement analysis, there also exist two possibilities. One solution is that Q scrambles leftwards,
and the other one is that Q moves rightward in LF.

Scrambling has been well discussed in Japanese, and this phenomenon is more often reported
in SOV languages. Tsujimura (2014:242) defines this phenomenon as “the type of sentence in
which some constituents are not in the basic order of SOV is called a scrambled sentence”. The
fact that OC is not an SOV language makes the scrambling analysis suspicious from a theoretical
perspective. At the same time, the author defines RD as “a movement of some element(s) to the
right of the verb...notably observed in colloquial speech” (idem:242). Without considering word
order typology, the scrambling analysis is reasonable to some extent in that (47)-(49) do not
violate any principles that are strictly prohibited in scrambled sentences. Tsujimura (2014:245)
gives examples of some constituents that cannot be separated. For instance, in takai-kutu
‘expensive-shoe’, kodomo-no-sensei ‘child-GEN-teacher’, the adjective and genitive noun cannot
be separated from their head nouns. Also, coordinated phrases and a constituent that belongs to an
embedded relative clause cannot be separated. Due to these characteristics, scrambling is said to
be “clause bound”(idem:247), but RD does not have this clausal restriction. Agbayani and Ishii
(2024:221) mention that “single Right Dislocation of a ‘true adjunct’ is disallowed”, in which what
they call “true adjunct” is something like riyi-mo-naku ‘without any reason’, thus right-dislocation
of you-shi ‘from-here’ in (49) should be prohibited. Still, they point out that RD only applies to a
non-predicate XP (idem:223), therefore the predicate zai ‘be’ in (47) is not eligible for RD. Based
on these arguments, it is more reasonable to analyze (47)-(49) as scrambling rather than RD if Q
does not move.

Now we turn to the solution of Q-movement. Unlike RD, which can happen due to pragmatic

or prosodic reasons (Agbayani and Ishii 2024), scrambling needs syntactic motivations, as Tanaka
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(2001) claims that “there is no direct syntactic movement of the right-dislocated phrase”. In (47)
and (48), hit ‘Q’ linearly follows PPs and in (49) it follows a verb which indicates that there are
no functional projections that Q can be attracted to. Therefore, 4 checks no features in (47)-(49)
thus it’s not possible for it to undergo leftward scrambling that requires a syntactic motivation.
Then, there remains the last logical possibility, namely, Ai undergoes rightward movement in LF
to check the [Q] feature in sentence-final positions.

Besides evidence from OC, some Chinese dialects also support the rightward movement of

ka?. K-VP questions in JM are incompatible with sentence-final Q-particles, as shown in (50):

(50)* ta’*  ko?>  tehi®®  man®
he Q go Q
Intended: ‘Will he go?’

But in some dialects (e.g. Yachéng Janhua FE I EEE, Liu 2018) and languages (e.g. Luxi Achang),

preverbal Q-particles can co-occur, or even must co-occur with sentence-final particles:

(51) ni?! 225 kb3 pei*?* kein3? *(miu®®) Yachéng Jinhua
you Q go Beijing NEG.Q
‘Will you go to Beijing?’
(52) a?’ tshu ka?® pi’l=tows? mo°! Luxi Achang
two year Q give=PERF Q

‘Has (someone) given (you) two years’ (rent)?’
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In Yachéng Junhua, miu>® ‘NEG.Q’ is obligatorily used in K-VP questions, and in Luxi Achang,
mo°! ‘Q’ can still be used when there is a preverbal particle®®. Similarly, K-VP questions in OC
also frequently contain sentence-final particles (see examples in Zhang 1990:136 and Jiang 1990).

The cooccurrence of two Q-particles in JM, OC, Yéachéng Junhua and Luxi Achang can be
explained from the perspective of Copy Theory of Movement (CTM). CTM aims to explain the
“displacement property” of human languages under the Minimalist Program. This theory states
that “a trace is copy of the moved element that is deleted in the phonological component” (Corver
and Nunes 2007:2). According to the standard definition of CTM, a lower copy gets erased in PF
and only the highest copy shall be pronounced. If sentence-final Q-particles in these languages
project CPs, namely, being higher copies, preverbal particles can be regarded as lower copies of

moved Q-particles.

6.5.3 correlating negation and interrogative
Although K-VP questions in JM, including most of the other dialects, cannot be used in
negative sentences, a few dialects do not have this restriction. Cao eds. (2008, picture 101) reports

the existence of K-Neg-VP construction in Fiizhou tg /I dialect, Zanhuidng & & dialect (Southwest
of Hébéi province), Dingnan € g dialect (far South of Jiangxi province), and Héping F1}~ dialect

(Northeast of Guangdong province). These dialects imply the existence of an uninterpretable [NEG]

feature within the Q-particle ko7°.

38 (52) was collected in a natural conversation. However, in elicitation sessions, my consultants judged sentences containing two
Q-particles to be unacceptable. The preverbal Q-particle k2?5 in Lux1 Achang and JM are accidentally homophonous, and they
shall not be cognates.
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Based on phonological evidence, Yue-Hashimoto (1991:187) believes that preverbal Q-

particles kam and k"a? in Southern Min dialects “suggest a fusion of T ”+NEG”, and NEG is

attracted to preverbal Q-particles*’. Yue-Hashimoto (1991) uses the term “attract” in a non-
generative sense, but it gives us an inspiration that there is some syntactic movement happening
in K-VP questions.

The correlation between negation and interrogative also comes from diachronic changes of K-
VP questions in the history of Chinese. I have alluded to this in 6.2 that according to Zhang (1990),

the neutral A] ké-VP questions (i.e. non-rhetorical uses) appeared after the formation of rhetorical
K-VP questions . Jiang (1990) also finds that the earliest uses of H] ké-VP questions in the Eastern

Han dynasty trigger rhetorical rather than neutral questions. Huang (2025) finds that during the
late Ming dynasty (ca. 1581CE), K-VP questions normally ask rhetorical questions, while they
rarely ask neutral questions.

The above facts show that K-VP questions gradually lost rhetorical uses during their
development. Cross-linguistically, rhetorical questions are closely related to negation, as Han
(2005) clarifies that “a rhetorical positive question has the illocutionary force of a negative
assertion”, and this explains why k27’ ‘Q’ occupies the same position as a negation head and bears
[uNEG] feature. From a diachronic view, the reason [NEG] feature on ko7° is uninterpretable is that
it has not fully lost the semantic restriction inherited from its early uses. Cheng et al. (1996) assume
that negative markers in Cantonese and Taiwanese are in “dual status”, which means they are

simultaneously negation markers and Q-particles, and thus can be formalized as bearing [Q, NEG]

39 H] ké is the character used to write k225 ‘Q’ in JM.
40 Yue-Hashimoto’s (1991) idea of phonological fusion is not uncontroversial. For instance, Huang (2025) believes that the -m
ending comes not from the negative marker, rather, kam has its etymology as BY gdn (*k’am?>kamX)
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features. Adopting their way of feature representation, the Q-particle ko7° should bear the features
[iQ, uNEG], where [Q] is an interpretable feature.

In sum, Chapter VI demonstrates the plausibility of a rightward movement analysis of the OC
wh-word 4é, providing an alternative solution to the canonical leftward movement analysis derived
in chapters IV and V. This demonstration relies heavily on modern Chinese dialects, and it rests
on the premise that OC native speakers and modern Chinese native speakers share the same UG,
which is referred to as the Uniformitarian Hypothesis of UG (see footnote 8 in 1.4.2) . Otherwise,
the JM Q-particle k2’ would be unable to support the validity of the rightward movement of the
OC hé.

Now I have demonstrated that the OC wh-word hé (*g‘aj) can reasonably move rightwards,
but unlike the leftward movement, in which the question feature associated with the initial *g'-
moves to check the Q feature, it is the feature associated with the final *-gj that moves to check
the Q feature when #é moves rightwards. This means that depending on the directionality of
movement, features associated with different feature-bearing units move in LF. In light of the
distinction between the two wh-words /4é and Az mentioned in 2.3, we can better understand why
it is the feature associated with *-aj that moves when hé undergoes rightward movement in LF—
hé (g'aj) has the *-j ending so it can occur sentence-finally while Au (gfa) does not have the *-j
ending so it never occurs sentence-finally. A theoretical problem of the Neg®-to-C° movement
needs to be clarified: unlike the view of Cheng et al. (1996), Cheng and Sybesma (2026:400)
believe that “C° may be occupied by a sentence final particle, but no movement takes place into”.
They also point out that “when movement is not possible, the relevant position is targeted by
movement later (at LF) or by insertion” (idem), while the movement into C° proposed for 4é is

indeed LF movement.
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Chapter VII Conclusion and Further Remarks

This chapter first recapitulates main findings of the present study, then provides further

clarification on some contentious issues.

7.1 Conclusion

This study is motivated by differences in the linear order of wh-adverbials between OC and
Mandarin. It focuses on a rarely discussed OC construction “VP-4¢é ” in which the wh-word /4é can
be interpreted either as a wh-nominal ‘what’ or as a wh-adverbial ‘how’ or ‘why’. Based on
evidence from OC, Japanese and English, I propose the existence of a covert preposition before /é
in order to reach a unified analysis of the syntactic structure of “VP-hé”. However, the central
concern of this thesis is the wh-adverbial #é. The wh-adverbial 4é can be categorized into two
types: how-wh-hé and why-wh-hé and they differ hierarchically in LF. Although both types of hé
can surface at either periphery, the low wh-adjunct #é ‘how’ tends to surface at the right periphery
while the high wh-adjunct #é ‘why’ tends to surface at the left periphery.

Adopting the adjunct analysis, I summarize conclusions to the question posed in the title of
this thesis, namely, whether the OC wh-adjunct /¢ is in-situ or ex-situ: when #é ‘how come’ co-
occurs with the modal g7 at the left periphery (i.e. hé-qi-VP), it base-generates there and does not
move thus is an in-situ wh-word; when it means ‘how’, 4é base-generates at VP-internal positions
and remains in-situ (i.e. VP-/énow); when it means ‘why’, both in-situ and ex-situ solutions are
possible, depending on which periphery 4é surfaces at. When surfacing at the right periphery (i.e.
VP-héwny), hé can be analyzed as base-generated there, namely, being in-situ, and the feature

associated with the initial *g*- moves leftwards to [Spec, CP] to check the [wh] feature; but the
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why-wh-hé can also be analyzed as an ex-situ wh-word with the feature associated with the final

*-aj moving rightwards if it base-generates at the left periphery (i.e. i-VP-hé;). When surfacing at

the left periphery (i.e. héwny-VP), hé does not undergo movement thus is an in-situ wh-word. The

above conclusions are further summarized in the following table:

Table 3. Summaries of the major conclusions

Interpretation of 4é | Surfacing position | In-situ or Ex-situ Notes
‘how.come’ left periphery In-situ co-occurs with the modal g7
‘how’ right periphery In-situ canonical position
right periphery In-situ rarely attested
‘why’ or Ex-situ rightward movement
left periphery In-situ canonical position

From my point of view, the in-situ analysis of the why-wh-hé is preferred to the ex-situ analysis.

First of all, the in-situ solution provides a unified analysis of the why-wh-hé, regardless of which

periphery it surfaces at. More importantly, evidence for the ex-situ solution comes primarily from

yes-no question particles in modern dialects instead of OC wh-words.

Next, [ provide tree diagrams for sentences extracted from (I1.3), (I.4) and (III.3), repeated

here as (1), (2) and (3) respectively.

(1) H Ry RHEfa] ?
qi wéil zhou che
it make boat carriage

‘Why did (they) make boats and carriages?’

(2) T Z A 2

hé Xu Al zht bu
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hé?
why
(Mencius, Tengwéngong Shang)
dan fan



why Xu master GEN NEG troubled labor
‘Why is Master Xu not troubled by such labor?’

(3) AR FEAm] ? (Mencius, Téngwéngong Xia)
ra song wang hé
do Song king how

‘How to deal with the King of Song?’

Vv’ PP
V/\ [~

hé (*-aj)

‘make’ i ‘why’

zhou-che
‘boat-carriage

b

Figure 9. (tree for 1, leftward movement, in-situ)
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hé (*g'-)  wéi
‘why’ ‘make’
zhou-che
‘boat-carriage’

Figure 10. (tree for 1, rightward movement, ex-situ)

CP
/\
PP C’
] Coﬁ\TP
hé (*g‘aj)
‘Why’

Xui-zi-zhi-bu-dan-fan
‘Xu-master-GEN-NEG-afraid.of-trouble’

Figure 11. (tree for 2, no movement)
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C’
/\
C TP
/\T’
/\
T VP
T~

Vv’ PP

T

Y DP ll
N heCgh
‘do’

Song-wang ~ DOW’
‘Song-king’

Figure 12. (tree for 3, no movement)

When the why-wh-hé surfaces at the right periphery, both in-situ and ex-situ approaches are
possible, as indicated by the parenthetical descriptions in the figure captions. In contrast, when the
why-wh-hé surfaces at the left periphery, no movement is involved since /¢ base-generates here.
As in Figure 11, there is no movement in Figure 12 either when /é base-generates at the right

periphery as a low wh-adjunct ‘how’.

7.2 clarification on some contentious issues
This section briefly clarifies three contentious issues that can fundamentally affect the plausibility

of this study from a more general perspective.

7.2.1 decomposition of hé (*g'aj)
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The decomposition of /¢ is also evidenced by syntactic theories in general. Pesetsky (2000)
points out that wh-expressions can be decomposed into a question feature plus a nominal
expression. Li (2024:14) cites Pesetsky (2000) to support the idea that the Mandarin shénme ‘what’
contains a question feature Q and a nominal expression. The decomposition of shénme can be
made clearer from a diachronic view. In Early Modern Chinese (ca. 8 AD), shénme ‘what’ was

written as ‘&%) (dzyeX mjut) or JE&Y) (tejX mjut), and the latter one literally translates as ‘what-

thing’. And the morpheme hé was also once combined with mjut ‘thing’ in MC, forming a

disyllabic word {a[¥] (ha mjut) ‘what-thing’. Therefore, we can say that the difference between

‘what’ in OC and that in (E)MC lies in that in OC, ‘what’ inherently contains the sememe ‘thing’,

but in later periods, this sememe became overt.

7.2.2 rightward movement

The RM analysis derived in Chapter VI may be the most vulnerable point of the present study
because syntactic movements in natural languages, especially A' movements that target specifier
positions, canonically move leftwards*!. Rightward operations were put forward early in Chomsky
(1957 [2002]: X), referred to as “affix lowering” (e.g. English -ed and -s ). Such movements were
abandoned in later literature for empirical and theoretical reasons. To name one of them, the
lowering analysis of the plural suffix -s cannot be applied to nouns that have irregular plural forms
(e.g. sheep, deer). Huang (2015) believes that aspect markers -zhe, -le, -guo in Mandarin also
undergo affix lowering. It needs to be clarified that although affix lowering is a kind of rightward
operation, it’s more a morphological operation than a phrasal syntactic movement. Importantly,

affix lowering is an operation towards hierarchically lower positions, but the rightward movement

41 Rightward wh-movements are reported to exist in ASL (Neidle et al. 1997).
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proposed in Chapter VI targets at hierarchically higher positions, following the analysis of Tang
(1989)* which claims that sentence-final question particles in Chinese languages are in the C°
positions. Typical rightward movements include Heavy NP Shift and Right Node Raising (e.g.
John likes and Bill dislikes TV shows about vampires, Citko 2011:68-70). Since this study only
concerns rightward-moved elements that are phonologically weak, those moved rightwards but are
phonologically heavy will not be mentioned hereafter.

Worse still, the RM analysis seems to constitute a violation of the Antisymmetric Theory
because the Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA) states that “adjunctions must always be to the
left, never to the right” (Kayne 1994: XIII), while under my analysis, the adjunction of 4é can be
to the right. However, Takano (2003) proposes that LCA is not absolute—although languages
overwhelmingly exhibit antisymmetric attributes, they still allow the existence of symmetric
features. Following the distinction made by Chomsky (2004) on Pair-Merge (forming adjunction
structures) and Set-Merge (forming complements and specifiers), Takano (2003:524) claims that
“since Pair-Merge is exempt from antisymmetry, adjuncts can surface in either direction”.
Therefore, even adopting the Antisymmetric Theory, the RM analysis of the wh-adjunct /¢ has its
plausibility.

Although abandoned, the earliest view of rightward movement echoes some more recent
studies because they reveal that RM has phonological requirements—rightward-moving elements
are either phonologically light or heavy. For instance, the affixes mentioned in Chomsky (1957
[2002]: X) are phonologically light; Bennett et al. (2013) summarize the syntactic behavior of the
clitic pronoun in Irish as “lightest to the right”. Still, Feng (1996) motivates the fronting of wh-

nominal 4#¢é ‘what’ to prosody, namely, when it cliticizes to verbs, it becomes phonologically weak.

42 Tang, T.-C.1989. Studies on Chinese Morphology and Syntax 2. Taipei: Student Book Corporation, cited in Cheng
et al. (1996).
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The proposals made in these different languages conform to my analysis on the rightward-moving
element within /é, because *-gj is also phonologically weak as compared to the whole syllable
*glaj.

The phonological weakness of *-aj also conforms with the in-situ and rightward movement
analysis of why-wh-hé when it surfaces at left peripheries. Hornstein et al. (2005:305) define the
morphological property of strong features as being “can only be checked by lexical items or
projections of lexical items, but not by sets of formal features that by themselves do not constitute
a lexical item”. Since a single final *-aj does not constitute a lexical item, #é does not bear strong
features thus can be licensed in-situ. Similar ideas are also found in Huang (2015) which claims
that if features are strong, movements happen in overt syntax; and if features are weak, movements
happen in LF.

Several issues remain unresolved. In some cases, arguments about OC have to rely primarily
on external evidence from other languages, since relevant OC-internal data are limited. For
instance, one of the most important diagnostics to distinguish why-wh-words and sow-wh-words
is based on their different sensitivity to island effects, but due to the lack of OC sentences where
the wh-adverbial /¢ is involved in islands, I have to rely on intervention effects (i.e. linear word
orders) to tell the difference between why-wh-hé and how-wh-hé. The argument developed through
chapters IV to VI focuses on the syntax of why-wh-hé while the question of how the in-situ how-
wh-hé is licensed is left untouched. Since this study mainly focuses on explaining the phenomena
in OC, it does not answer the question of how to parameterize differences between OC and
Mandarin wh-adverbials. Adopting the Overt Parametrization Hypothesis (Tang 2003:37) which
claims that only semantic features are universal, while phonetic features are allowed to vary across

languages, phonology parameterizes these differences and this is in line with the decomposition of
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hé. Similar to Aldridge (2010)’s judgement of the OC wh-nominal /#é ‘what” which is claimed to
violate the CTH, the wh-adverbial #é may also violate the CTH because it moves due to syntactic
motivations and at the same time, OC employs question particles.

Generally speaking, the problems raised in 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 do not affect the overall validity of
this thesis, especially because RM is not only reported in non-Chinese languages but also in
Chinese. For instance, MC question particles undergo the Neg-to-Q movement (Aldridge 2011).
The morphological decomposition of 4é has its philological basis, but the proposed correlation

between syntax and this decomposition requires further empirical support.

REFERENCES

Ackema, Peter. 2015. Arguments and Adjuncts. In T. Kiss, & A. Alexiadou eds., Syntax-
Theory and Analysis: An International Handbook (Vol. 1). Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton, pp. 246-
273.

Adger, David. 2003. Core Syntax: A Minimalist Approach. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Agbayani, Brian and Ishii, Toru. 2024. A prosodic approach to multiple right dislocation in
Japanese. Journal of Japanese and Korean Linguistics, Vol.31, pp. 219-229.

Aldridge, Edith. 2010. Clause-internal wh-movement in Archaic Chinese. Journal of East
Asian Linguistics, Vol.19, No.1, pp. 1-36.

Aldridge, Edith. 2011. Neg-to-Q: The historical origin and development of question particles
in Chinese, The Linguistic Review, Vol.28, pp. 411-447.

Aldridge, Edith. 2012. PPs and Applicatives in Late Archaic Chinese. Studies in Chinese
Linguistics, Vol.33, No.3, pp. 139-164.

Aldridge, Edith. 2023. The Loss of Object Focus and Wh-movement in Early Middle Chinese.
Journal of Historical Syntax, Vol.7, pp. 1-40.

Aoun, Joseph. 1986. Generalized Binding. Foris Publications, Dordrecht.

Aoun Joseph, and Li Audrey Yen-hui. 1993. Wh-Elements in Situ: Syntax or LF. Linguistic
Inquiry, Vol. 24, No. 2, pp. 199-238.

Baker, C.L. 1970. Notes on the description of English questions: the role of an abstract question.
Foundations of Language, Vol 6, No 2, pp. 197-219.

Baxter, William and Sagart, Laurent. 1998. Word Formation in Old Chinese. In Jerome L.
Packard ed. New Approaches to Chinese Word Formation. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, pp. 35-77.

Baxter, William H. and Sagart, Laurent. 2014. Old Chinese: A New Reconstruction. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Bayer, J. 1984. COMP in Bavarian syntax. The Linguistic Review, Vol.3, pp. 209-274.

122



Bennett, Ryan, Elfner, Emily, and McCloskey James. 2013. Lightest to the right: An
anomalous displacement in Irish. Linguistic Inquiry, Vol.47, No.2, pp. 169-234.

Bobaljik, Jonathan David. 2017. Distributed Morphology. In Oxford Research Encyclopedia
of Linguistics. (https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199384655.013.131)

Cao, Zhiyun ed. 2008. Hanyti Fangyan Dituji (Yufa Juan) [Linguistic Atlas of Chinese Dialects
(Grammar)], Beijing: The Commercial Press.

Carnie, Andrew. 2021. Syntax: A Generative Introduction (Fourth Edition). Wiley-Blackwell.

Chen, Nianfu. 2006. Jidgtuwén {a] Aé, [If ¢ Yongwéi Daici Kdolun [A Study of the Pronominal
Uses of /¢ and ci in Oracle Bone Inscriptions]. Zhongguo Yiuweén [The Chinese Language], Vol.5.

Cheng, Lai-Shen Lisa. 1991. On the Typology of Wh-Questions. PhD Dissertation, MIT.

Cheng, Lai-Shen Lisa. 2000. Moving just the feature. In U. Lutz, G. Miiller, & A. von Stechow
eds., Linguistik Aktuell/Linguistics Today. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. pp. 77-99.

Cheng, Lai-Shen Lisa. 2009. Wh-in-situ, from the 1980s to Now. Language and Linguistics
Compass 3/3, pp. 767-791.

Cheng, Lai-Shen Lisa. 2021. What-as-why sentences in Cantonese. In G. Soare ed., Studies in
Generative Grammar. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton, pp. 219-246.

Cheng Lai-Shen Lisa, Huang James C.-T. and Tang Jane C.-C. 1996. Chinese negative particle
questions: a dialectal comparison. In James R. Black and Virginia Motapanyane eds.,
Microparametric Syntax and Dialectal Variation, John Benjamins Publishing Company, pp. 41-
78.

Cheng Lai-Shen Lisa and Rooryck Johan 2000. Licensing Wh-in-situ. Syntax, Vol.3, No.1, pp.
1-19.

Cheng Lai-Shen Lisa and Sybesma Rint. 2026. Analyticity as an epiphenomenon. In Andrew
Simpson eds. New Insights into Theoretical Syntax from Asian Languages: Studies in honor of C.-
T. James Huang. John Benjamins Publishing Company, pp. 380-404.

Nakao Chizuru and Obata Miki. 2009. When ‘What’ Means ‘Why’: On Accusative wh-
adjuncts in Japanese. Proceedings of the 32nd Annual Penn Linguistics Colloquium, Volume 15.1,
pp. 153-161.

Choe, Sook Hyon. 1994. Syntactic wh-movement in Korean and licensing. In Young-Key
Kim-Renaud ed., Theoretical Issues in Korean Linguistics. Stanford Linguistics Society, pp. 275-
302.

Chomsky, Noam. 1957 [2002]. Syntactic Structures. Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Chomsky, Noam. 1965. Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. MA: MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 2004. Beyond explanatory adequacy. In Structures and beyond: The
cartography of syntactic structures, Vol. 3, A. Belletti ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp.
104-131.

Chomsky, Noam. 2005. Three factors in language design. Linguistic Inquiry, Vol. 36, pp. 1-
22.

Citko, Barbara. 2011. Symmetry in Syntax: Merge, Move and Labels. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Closs, Elizabeth. 1965. Diachronic Syntax and Generative Grammar. Language, Vol. 41, No.
3, pp. 402-415.

Corver, Norbert and Nunes Jairo. 2007. From trace theory to copy theory. In Corver, Norbert
and Nunes Jairo eds. The Copy Theory of Movement. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins
Publishing Company, pp. 1-9.

123


https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199384655.013.131

Dong, Xiufang. 2009. Hanyu Zhong Weén Yuanyin de Yiwenci Jufda Weizhi de Lishi Bianhua
[Diachronic Change of the Position of Interrogative Words Asking for Causes]. Lishi Yuydanxué
Yanjiu [Studies in Historical Linguistics], Vol.2. Beijing: The Commercial Press, pp. 209-220.

Feng, Shengli. 1996. Prosodically constrained syntactic changes in early archaic Chinese.
Journal of East Asian Linguistics, Vol.5, pp. 323-371.

Fujii Tomohiro, Takita Kensuke, Yang Chung-Yu Barry, and Tsai Dylan Wei-Tien. 2014.
Comparative remarks on wh-adverbials in situ in Japanese and Chinese. In Mamoru Saito ed.,
Japanese Syntax in Comparative Perspective. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gasde, Horst-Dieter. 2004. Yes/no questions and A-not-A questions in Chinese revisited.
Linguistics, Vol.42, No.2, pp. 293-326.

Georgala Effi, Waltraud Paul and John Whitman. 2008. Expletive and Thematic Applicatives.
Proceedings of the 26th West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics. C. B. Chang and H. J.
Haynie eds., pp. 181-189.

Hagstrom, Paul. 1998. Decomposing Questions. PhD Dissertation. MIT.

Han, Chung-Hye. 2005. Deriving the interpretation of rhetorical questions. The Proceedings
of WCCFL 16, pp. 1-17.

Handel, Zev. 2003. A Concise Introduction to Old Chinese Phonology. In Matisoft (2003), pp.
543-574.

Heine, Bernd and Kuteva, Tania. 2002. World Lexicon of Grammaticalization. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Hong, Bo. 2010. Hanyu Lishi Yifd Yanjiu [Studies in Chinese Historical Grammar]. Beijing:
The Commercial Press.

Hopper, Paul and Thompson, Sandra. 1980. Transitivity in Grammar and Discourse. Language,
Vol. 56, No.2, pp. 251-299.

Hornstein Norbert, Nunes Jairo, Grohmann Kleanthes K. 2005. Understanding Minimalism.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Huang, C.T. James. 1982. Logical Relations in Chinese and the Theory of Grammar. PhD
Dissertation, MIT.

Huang, C.T. James. 1982 [2014]. Move Wh in a Language without Wh-movement. In Richard
Kayne et al. eds. An Annotated Syntax Reader: Lasting Insights and Questions. Wiley-Blackwell.

Huang, C.T. James. 1991. Modularity and Chinese A-not-A questions. In Interdisciplinary
Approaches to Language, Essays in Honor of S.-Y. Kuroda, Carol Georgopoulos and Roberta
Ishihara eds., Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, pp. 305-332.

Huang, C.T. James. 2015. On syntactic analyticity and parametric theory. In Audrey Li,
Andrew Simpson and Wei-Tien Dylan Tsai eds., Chinese Syntax in a Cross-linguistic Perspective,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 1-48.

Huang, C.T. James, Li Audrey Y.-H. and Li Yafei. 2009. The Syntax of Chinese. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Huang, Yanxuan. 2025. Cong Fanjiéwen dao Zhongxingwen—Shilun Chaozhou Fangyén “K-
VP” Wénju de Laiyuan [From Rhetorical Question to Neutral Question: The Origin of the “K-VP”
Structure in the Chaozhou Dialect]. Yuydnxué Luncong [Essays on Linguistics], Vol.4, pp. 120-
127.

Jacques, Guillaume. 2021. 4 Grammar of Japhug. Berlin: Language Science Press.

Jiang, Lansheng. 1990. Yiwen Fuci Ké Tanyuan [On the Origin of the Interrogative Adverb
Kél. Githanyii Yanjii [Studies in Archaic Chinese], Vol.2.

Kayne, Richard S. 1994. The Antisymmetry of Syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

124



Koopman Hilda and Sportiche Dominique. 1991. The position of subjects. Lingua, Vol.85, pp.
211-258

Kotek, Hadas. 2014. Composing Questions. PhD Dissertation. MIT.

Larson, Richard. 1988. On the Double Object Construction. Linguistic Inquiry, Vol.19, pp.
335-392.

Li, Haoze. 2024. Intervention effect in Mandarin Chinese. In Oxford Research Encyclopedia
ofLinguistics(https://oxfordre.com/linguistics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780199384655.001.0001/a
crefore9780199384655-e-1079)

Lightfoot, David W. 1979. Principles of Diachronic Syntax. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Lin, Jo-Wang. 1992. The Syntax of Zenmeyang ‘how’ and weishenme ‘why’ in Mandarin
Chinese. Journal of East Asian Linguistics, Vol.1, pp. 293-331.

Lin, Jo-Wang. 2014. Wh-Expressions in Mandarin Chinese. In James Huang, Y.-H. Audrey
Li, and Andrew Simpson eds., The Handbook of Chinese Linguistics. Wiley-Blackwell, pp. 180-
207.

Liu, Chuntao. 2018. Yachéng Jinhua Yiweénju “A+VP+Miu” de Bijido Fenxi [Analyses of
Interrogative Sentence “A+VP+Miu” in Yacheng Junhua]. Yiydin Kexué [Linguistic Science],
Vol.17, No.2, pp. 173-184.

Lu, Wen. 2018. Aspects of the Grammar of Tunxi Hui: A Transitional Sinitic Language. PhD
Dissertation, Hong Kong University.

Li, Shuxiang. 2017. Jindai Hanyti Zhidaici [Demonstrative Pronouns in Early Modern
Chinese], Jiang Lansheng ed., Beijing: The Commercial Press.

Madariaga, Nerea. 2017. Understanding Grammars through Diachronic Change. Frontiers in
Psychology, Vol.§, pp. 1-16.

Makino, Seiichi and Tsutsui, Michio. 1986 [2022]. 4 Dictionary of Basic Japanese Grammar.
The Japan Times Publishing.

Matisoff, James A. 1995. Sino-Tibetan Palatal Suffixes Revisited. In Nishi Yoshio, James A.
Matisoff, Nagano Yasuhiko. eds. New Horizons in Tibeto-Burman Morphosyntax. Senri
Ethnological Studies, No. 41. Osaka, pp. 35-91.

Matisoff, James A. 2003. Handbook of Proto-Tibeto-Burman: System and Philosophy of Sino-
Tibetan Reconstruction. Berkeley: University of California Press.

McCready, Elin and Davis, Christopher. 2020. Sentence-final particles in Japanese. In Wesley
M. Jacobsen and Yukinori Takubo eds., Handbook of Japanese Semantics and Pragmatics. De
Gruyter Mouton, pp. 655-683.

Mei, Guang. 2018. Shanggii Hanyti Yiifa Gangyao [ An Outline of Classical Chinese Grammar].
Shanghai: Shanghai Education Press.

Meisterernst, Barbara. 2010. Object Preposing in Classical and Pre-Medieval Chinese. Journal
of East Asian Linguistics, Vol.19, No.1, pp. 75-102.

Murphy, Andrew. 2017. Toward a unified theory of wh-in-situ and islands. Journal of East
Asian Linguistics, Vol.26, No.2, pp. 189-231.

Neidle Carol, Kegl Judy, Bahan Benjamin, Aarons Debra, and Dawn MacLaughlin. 1997.
Rightward wh-movement in American Sign Language. In Dorothee Beerman, David Leblanc and
Henk Van Riemsdijk eds., Rightward Movement. John Benjamins Publishing Company, pp. 247-
278.

125


https://oxfordre.com/linguistics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780199384655.001.0001/acrefore9780199384655-e-1079
https://oxfordre.com/linguistics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780199384655.001.0001/acrefore9780199384655-e-1079

Paul, Waltraud and Whitman, John. 2009. Applicative structure and Mandarin ditransitives. In
Duguine, M., S. Huidobro and N. Madariaga eds., Argument Structure and Syntactic Relations
from a Cross-Linguistic Perspective. Amsterdam-Philadelphia: John Benjamins, pp. 261-282.

Pesetsky, David. 1987. Wh-in situ: Movement and unselective binding. In E. J. Reuland and
A. G. B. ter Meulen eds., The Representation of (In)definiteness. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, pp.
98-129.

Pesetsky, David. 2000. Phrasal movement and its kin. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Pylkkdnen, Liina. 2008. Introducing Arguments. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Reinhart, Tanya. 1998. Wh-in-situ in the Framework of the Minimalist Program. Natural
Language Semantics Vol.6, No.1, pp. 29-56.

Rizzi, Luigi. 1997. The Fine Structure of the Left Periphery. In Kayne Richard, Zanuttini
Raffaella, and Leu Thomas eds., An Annotated Syntax Reader. Wiley-Blackwell, 2014, pp. 379-
399.

Roberts, lan. 2007. Diachronic Syntax. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Sagart, Laurent et al. 2019. Dated language phylogenies shed light on the ancestry of Sino-
Tibetan, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 116
(21), pp. 10317-10322 (https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1817972116).

Schuessler, Alex. 2007. ABC Etymological Dictionary of Old Chinese. Honolulu: University
of Hawai‘i Press.

Schuessler, Alex. 2008. Minimal Old Chinese and Later Han Chinese. Honolulu: University
of Hawai‘i Press.

Shi, Yuzhi. 2015. Hanyii Yiifa Yanhuashi [The Evolution of Chinese Grammar]. Nanchang:
Jiangxi Education Press.

Shi, Yuzhi. 2023. The Evolution of Chinese Grammar. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Sybesma, Rint. 2015. Complement (and Object), In Rint Sybesma et al. eds. Encyclopedia of
Chinese Language and Linguistics (Online). Brill.  (https:/doi.org/10.1163/2210-
7363 _ecll_ COM_00000097)

Takano, Yuji. 2003. How antisymmetric is syntax. Linguistic Inquiry, Vol.34, No.3, pp. 516-
526.

Tan Rachel, and Shen Zheng. 2025. True wh-movement and wh-in-situ in one language:
Evidence from Colloquial Singapore English. Journal of Linguistics, pp. 1-24.

Tanaka, Hidekazu. 2001. Right-dislocation as scrambling. Journal of Linguistics, Vol. 37, No.
3, pp. 551-579.

Tang, Sze-Wing. 2003. Hanyti Fangyan Yiifd de Canshu Lilun [A Parametric Theory of
Chinese Dialectal Grammar]. Beijing: Peking University Press.

Tang, Sze-Wing and Cheng, Siu-Pong. 2014. Aspects of Cantonese Grammar. In James Huang,
Y.-H. Audrey Li, and Andrew Simpson eds., The Handbook of Chinese Linguistics. Wiley-
Blackwell, pp. 601-628.

Tsai, Wei-Tien Dylan. 1994. On nominal islands and LF extraction in Chinese. Natural
Language and Linguistic Theory, Vol.12, No.1, pp. 121-175.

Tsai, Wei-Tien Dylan. 1999. The Hows of Why and the Whys of How. UCI Working papers
in Linguistics, pp. 155-184.

Tsai, Wei-Tien Dylan. 2007. Chongwén Weishénme Weén Zénmeyang, Zénmeyang Wen
Weishénme: Tan Hanyu Yiwenju hé Fanshénju zhong de Neéi Wai Zhuangyu [The hows of why

126


https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1817972116
https://doi.org/10.1163/2210-7363_ecll_COM_00000097
https://doi.org/10.1163/2210-7363_ecll_COM_00000097

and the whys of how revisited: On inner and outer adverbials in Chinese interrogatives and
reflexive sentences]. Zhongguo Yiiwén [The Chinese Language], Vol.3, No.318, pp. 195-207.

Tsai, Wei-Tien Dylan. 2008. Left periphery and how-why alternations. Journal of East Asian
Linguistics, Vol.17, No.2, pp. 83-115.

Tsujimura, Natsuko. 2014. An Introduction to Japanese Linguistics (Third Edition). Wiley-
Blackwell.

Wang, Aiqing. 2021. The Intervention Effect in Late Archaic Chinese and Modern Mandarin.
Studies in Chinese Linguistics, Vol.42, No.1, pp. 29-96

Wang, Li, 1962 [2017]. Gudai Hanyu (Diy1 Ce) [Classical Chinese (the First Volume)]. Beijing:
Zhonghua Bookstore.

Wang, Li. 1980 [2015]. Hany1i Shigdo [A Draft of the History of Chinese Language]. Beijing:
Zhonghua Bookstore.

Yao, Zhenwu. 2015. Shanggu Hanyii Yiifashi [ A History of Old Chinese Grammar]. Shanghai:
Shanghai Classics Publishing House.

Yu, Min. 1989. Hanzang Tongyudn Zipugéo [A list of cognates between Chinese and Tibetan
(Draft)]. Minzu Yuwén [Minority Languages], Vol.1.

Yue-Hashimoto, Anne O. 1991. Stratification in Comparative Dialectal Grammar: A Case in
Southern Min. Journal of Chinese Linguistics, Vol.19, No.2, pp. 172-201.

Zhang, Min. 1990. Hanyufangyan Fdnfuwenju de Leéixingxué Yanjiu: Gongshifenbu jiqi
Lishiyunhan [A Typological Study of Yes-no Questions in Chinese Dialects: in Diachronic
Perspective]. PhD Dissertation, Peking University.

Zhao, Changcai. 2000. Hanyu Shubujiégou de Lishiyanjii [A Diachronic Study of the
Predicate-Complement Structure in Chinese]. PhD Dissertation, Graduate School of Chinese
Academy of Social Sciences.

Zhao, Changcai. 2023. Zhonggu Hanyi Fojing de Shéwenju [A Study of Rhetorical Questions
in the Medieval Chinese Translation of Buddhist Sutras]. Lishi Yiiyanxué Yanjiii [Studies in
Historical Linguistics], Vol.20, pp. 35-50.

Zhao, Cheng. 1999 [2009]. Jiagiiwén Jianming Cididn [A Concise Dictionary of Oracle Bone
Inscriptions]. Beijing: Zhonghua Bookstore.

127



