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1. Introduction
Typology of wh-phrases
a.
Wh-movement languages: wh-phrase overtly moves to [Spec, CP]



(English, German)

b.
Wh-in-situ languages: wh-phrase remains in base position
(Chinese, Japanese)

c.
Focus-fronting languages: wh-phrase moves to a focus position distinct from [Spec, CP]
(Hungarian, Basque, Serbo-Croatian)

Persian seems to have mixed properties:

· wh-element seems to be in-situ (1a)
· displays optional wh-movement (1b)
· has an interrogative particle in yes/no questions (1c), which has been described as a characteristic of wh-in-situ languages (Cheng 1991).
(1) a. 
nâder 

ki-ro 

dide-ø?



Nader

who-râ
has seen-3sg?



‘Who has Nader seen (Lit. Nader saw who)?’

b. 
ki-ro 

nâder

dide-ø?





who-râ
Nader

has seen-3sg

c.
âyâ
unhâ
zud

mi – xâb – an(d)?



Q

they
soon

prog-sleep-3pl




‘Do they sleep early?’

Goals:

I.   Show that Persian has properties of a focus-fronting language (earlier proposed by Kahnemuyipour 2001)
II.   Show that there are two distinct focus related landing sites in Persian, which
a. correlate with different interpretations
b. relate to the NP/DP structure of the wh-phrase (e.g., specificity and D-linking)
2. Persian as a Focus-Fronting Language

Kahnemuyipour 2001, 2006
- Persian wh-in situ is actually syntactic movement to a low FP position in [spec, vP]
- All wh-phrases originate in postverbal position and move to preverbal FP above vP 
- Persian wh-phrase can optionally move to a focus position in the left periphery at [spec, FP] for emphasis, but there is no “wh-movement” to [spec, CP]
Evidence:
Prosody: In focus-fronting languages like Persian the wh-element receives the main stress (as in (2)), but in wh-movement languages like English the wh-phrase moves out of FP to CP and doesn’t receive main stress (cf. (3)).
(2)  
a. 
ali 

kojâ 
raft-ø?



Ali

where
went-3sg




‘Where did Ali go?’




b.
ali 

chi 
xunde-ø?





Ali

what
has studied-3sg




‘What has Ali studied?’




c.
ali 

kodum 
ketâb-o 
xunde-ø?





Ali

which

book-râ
has read-3sg




‘Which book has Ali read?’

 
a. 

What did Helen review?

b.  *
What did Helen review?

In Persian, stress is assigned following the FPCP (cf. 4; adapted from Zubizarreta 1998). 

(3) Focus Prosody Correspondence Principle (FPCP)


The F-marked constituent of a sentence must contain the most prominent word


in that sentence.
In English, wh-phrase moves out of FP to [Spec, CP] and stress assignment is determined solely by the default sentential/nuclear stress rule.

Adverb position: Manner adverbs mark the edge of the vP in Persian. Wh-phrases appear to the right of these adverbs showing that they occupy a position low in the structure, within the verb phrase.
(4) a.
ali

bâ

sor’at

raft

madrese

(Kahnemuyipour 2001, (13))


Ali

with
speed
go.past.3sg
school




‘Ali went to school quickly’




b.
ali

bâ

sor’at

kojâ

raft?





Ali

with
speed

where

go.past.3sg




‘Where did Ali go quickly?’



c.??ali
kojâ

bâ

sor’at

raft





Ali

where

with
speed

go.past.3sg

Also, see Kahnemuypour, 2001, p. 50, example 14.

Typology of wh-questions (Kahnemuyipour 2006)

	
	Movement
	No Movement

	+ Stress
	focus-fronting

{+F, +wh}
	wh-in situ

{-F, -wh}

	- Stress
	Wh-movement

{+F, +wh}
	*


(We agree that Persian is a focus-fronting language following Kahnemuyipour, and that there are two distinct FP positions …
Problem:

(i) Kahnemuyipour focuses on adjuncts and specific DPs and does not take into consideration distinct types of NP structure, and
(ii) He also does not take into consideration the different interpretations associated with distinct wh-phrases

3. D-linked and Non-D-Linked wh-Objects

As the following data suggest, the D-linked and non-D-linked wh-phrases in the direct object position have different interpretations:

(5) 
a. 

ali

chi

xord-ø?







Ali

what
ate-3sg

    





‘What did Ali eat?’



b. 

ali

che
chiz – i – ro 


xord-ø?




Ali

what
thing-indef-râ 

ate-3sg



‘What was it that Ali ate?’

The answer to the question in (6a) could be sib ‘apple’, un do tâ sândevich-ro ‘those two sandwiches’ or hichi ‘nothing’. In other words, the answer could be a member of a nonspecific set, a member of a specific set (syntactically marked with the object morpheme –râ), or a member of an empty set.  The answer to (6b), however, identifies the exhaustive subset of a potential set of candidates for which the phrase holds.  Thus, the bare wh-element chi in (6a) solicits any new information, while che chiz-i-o in (6b) solicits a contrastive or exhaustive identificational interpretation.  

4. Two Focus Positions



4.1 Structural Position

As the following data suggest, the D-linked and non-D-linked/nonspecific wh-elements occupy distinct positions.  (Note that we cannot use stress placement since wh-elements always get the stress in Persian since they appear in FP.) 
Manner Adverbs
Non-D-Linked Wh-Elements in the Direct Object Position
(6)  
a.

ali

tond-tond
chi

xord-ø






Ali

fast-fast

what
ate-3sg





‘What did Ali eat quickly?’




b. ?* 
ali

chi

tond-tond
xord-ø


(with non-specific reading)





Ali

what
fast-fast

ate-3sg
D-linked Wh-Elements in the Direct Object Position

(8)

a.
??
ali

tond-tond
kodum maqâla-ro

xund-ø







Ali

fast-fast

which
article-râ

read-3sg








‘Which article did Ali read quickly?’




b.

ali

kodum maqâla-ro

tond-tond
xund-ø






Ali

which article-râ

fast-fast

read-3sg

Summary: While the non-D-linked wh-elements appear lower than the manner adverbs, the D-linked wh-elements appear higher than the manner adverbs.


Clitic Binding

(Context: two people are sorting pairs of small tea glasses and their matching saucers.)


(9)

unhâ
kodum
estekân – roi

baqal-e

nalbeki-shi
gozâsht-an




they
which 
tea glass -râ

next to-ez
saucer-3sg 
put-3pl



‘Which tea glassi did they put next to itsi saucer?’


(10)
unhâ
chii

baqal-e

nalbeki-sh*i/j 
gozâsht-an





they
 what

next to-ez
saucer-3sg

put-3pl



‘Whati did they put next to its*i/j saucer?’




‘What did they put next to his/her saucer?’ (a piece of cake; a flower; a  napkin)
Summary: While the D-linked wh-element can bind a clitic, the non-D-linked wh-element cannot.

(We conclude that the D-linked wh-phrase is outside the vP while the non-D-linked wh-element remains in the low FP in vP.


4.2 Focus Interpretation
Kiss 1998
Two different types of focus can be distinguished; one expressing a quantification-like operation, and another merely conveying non-presupposed information:
- Identificational Focus (IdF) expresses exhaustive identification performed on a set of entities given in the context or situation.
- Information Focus (InfF) marks the non-presupposed nature of the information it carries (marks new information).

(11)
a.
ali

chi


xund-ø






Ali

what

read-3sg






‘What did Ali read?’




b.
ali

kodum maqâla-ro

xund-ø






Ali

which article-râ

read-3sg






‘Which article did Ali read?’


(12)
a.
har kodum az in pesar-â

chi

mi – xâ  –n 

be-bin-an?






each which of this boy-pl
what
dur-want-3pl
subj-see-3pl






‘What does each one of these boys want to see?’




b.
har kodum az in pesar-â
  che chiz-i-ro


mi – xâ  –n 

be-bin-an?






each which of this boy-pl  what thing-indf-râ
dur-want-3pl
sbj-see-3pl




‘What is it that each one of these boys wants to see?’





(here, che chizi-ro refers to a specific subset of things)

The answer to (11a) could be ye ketâb (a book), un maqâla-ro ke behesh dâde budam (the article that I had given him) or hichi (nothing) 
( any new, non-presupposed information
The answer to (11b) identifies the exhaustive subset of a potential set of candidates for which the phrase holds.
( solicits a contrastive or exhaustive identificational interpretation
(We argue that the distinct positions occupied by the D-linked and the non-D-linked/nonspecific wh-phrases correspond to these different focus interpretations:

· low FP position in vP

( information focus

· high FP position in CP 
( identificational focus



4.3 Specific DPs

Specific wh-objects which are non-D-linked also occupy a position outside the vP and seem to parallel the behavior of the D-linked wh-phrases:

Manner Adverbs

(13)
a.
??
ali

tond-tond
chi-ro

xund-ø







Ali

fast-fast

what-râ
read-3sg








‘What did Ali read quickly?’




b.

ali

chi-ro

tond-tond

xund-ø






Ali

what-râ
fast-fast


read-3sg

Clitic Binding

(14)
unhâ
chi – roi

baqal-e

nalbeki-shi
gozâsht-and




they
what-râ

next to-ez
saucer-3sg 
put-3pl



‘Whati did they put next to itsi saucer?’

Focus Interpretation


(15)
a.
ali

chi


xord-ø






Ali

what

ate-3sg






‘What did Ali eat?’




b. 
ali

chi-ro

xord-ø






Ali

what-râ
ate-3sg






‘What was it that Ali ate?’

(These results suggest that the distinction is related to specificity and the internal structure of the wh-phrase (i.e., NP/NumP vs. DP) more than D-linking.
Generalization

(D-linked and non-D-linked/non-specific wh-phrase objects occupy distinct positions that correlate with different interpretations.
(It has been previously argued that the nonspecific direct objects in Persian are NPs or NumPs, i.e., they lack a D-head in their internal structure (Megerdoomian 2002, Ganjavi 2007, among others).
	
	wh-phrase includes D head
	wh-phrase occupies FP domain in …
	wh-phrase interpretation

	Non-D-linked/non-specific
	*
	vP
	InfF

	
	*
	vP
	InfF

	Non-D-linked/specific
	(
	CP
	IdF

	D-linked
	(
	CP
	IdF


Kiss (1998) suggests:
a. An InfF is present in every sentence, but not every sentence contains an IdF. 
b. InfF and IdF are not interpretational variants but occupy distinct structural positions.

c. InfF is not associated with movement.
We have argued that:
a'.
(
Each wh-phrase obligatorily moves to the low FP position in Persian, but   movement to the high FP position is available only to D-linked or specific DPs (or for contrastive focus).
b'.
(
Persian has two FP positions that correspond to distinct interpretations.
c'.
(
We follow Kahnemuyipour in arguing that InfF is movement to low FP in Persian, at the edge of the vP.
5. D-Linked Wh-Phrases

Karimi and Taleghani (2007) also note different interpretations for wh-elements in Persian:
(i) Non-D-linked wh-argument:

a. If in-situ shows InfF
b. If moved to [Spec, FP] shows IdF (contrastive)
(ii) D-linked wh-phrases are inherently contrastive and always show IdF, regardless of position: by assumption, their D-head “is filled by a wh-operator representing contrast” (K&T 2007, p. 9), making a move to the [Spec, FocP] superfluous.
( D-linked are always contrastive. Non-D-linked are contrastive only if moved to FP. (Note: K&T assume one single FP position in the CP domain.)
(K&T, example 2)
(16)
a.

kimea

diruz

[vP
ketâb-ro

be
ki

dâd]?






InfF




Kimea
yesterday

book-Acc
to
who
gave





‘Who did Kimea give the book to yesterday?






b.

[TopP
Kimea
[FocP
be ki
[TP
diruz
[vP
ketâb-ro
t
dâd
]]]]
IdF



c.

[FocP
be
ki

[TP
Kimea
[
diruz
[vP
ketâb-ro
t
dâd
]]]]
IdF




‘Who was it that Kimea gave the book to yesterday?
K&T: In (16b) and (16c) the speaker has a set of people in mind and wonders which one was the receiver of the book.

(We agree with K&T (2007) that the interpretation of the wh-phrase corresponds to its syntactic position and internal structure, but we differ on the analysis of the D-linked wh-phrases.

If indeed the D-linked wh-elements with their contrastive interpretation stay in-situ we would expect them to appear lower than manner adverbs.  As the following data suggest, this is not the case.


(17)
a. ??
nâder

bâ

ajale

che-kasi-ro


mo’arefi:kard-ø
?







Nader

with
haste

which-person-râ
introduction:did-3sg






‘Which person did Nader introduce hastily?’





b.

nâder

che-kasi-ro


bâ

ajale

mo’arefi:kard-ø







nader

which-person-râ
with
haste

introduction:did-3sg






‘Which person did Nader hastily introduce?’



(18)
a.
??
târâ
arum

kodum
ketâb-ro
gozâsht-ø
ru
miz







Tara
gently

which

book-râ
put-3sg
on
table







‘Which book did Tara put on the table gently?





b.

târâ
kodum
ketâb-ro
arum

gozâsht-ø
ru
miz






Tara
which

book-râ
gently

put-3sg

on
table







‘Which book did Tara gently put on the table?’
Proposal

· D-linked wh-elements in Persian appear outside of the vP. They do not remain in-situ.
· The IdF interpretation obtains because they appear in the higher FP domain

Note: the similar behavior of D-linking and scrambling has also been discussed by Boeckx and Grohmann (2004). The final position of the D-linked wh may ultimately be the Topic Phrase (cf. Grohmann 1998, den Dikken and Giannakidou 2002); we will leave that for future research.
Remaining issue: Specific/Non-D-linked arguments
 K&T (2007) claim that with the specific wh-argument, when it seems to remain in the lower position it represents InfF (19) as opposed to its interpretation in (20) where it receives IdF (19).

(K&T, examples 4 and 5)

 (19)  to 
hads mi-zad-i      /  dust-dâsht-i     /   xâhesh kard-i  /  [pro ki-ro be-bin-i] 


you guess hab-hit-2sg / friend had-2sg /   ask did-2sg     [   
   who-râ  subj-see-2sg]  


‘Who did you guess/like/ask to see?’ 

(20)  to 
[ki-ro    hads mi-zad-i    
/   dust-dâsht-i   /   xâhesh kard-i  /  [pro t  be-bin-i] 


you who-râ  guess hab-hit-2sg  / friend had-2sg / ask did-2sg     [       subj-see-2sg ] 


‘Who is it that you guessed/liked/asked to see?’ 

According to K&T, the first sentence is an appropriate utterance when the speaker and hearer do not have a specific set of people in mind, as opposed to the second sentence where the speaker and hearer are wondering which people out of a pre-supposed set they might want to see.

(We feel that in both cases, the ki-ro is referring to a specific set of people.
· ki-ro is a specific wh-phrase (with overt râ marking)

· it is outside of the vP domain as shown in its relative positioning with respect to the manner adverb in (21) 
( it is not within vP and occupies the FP in CP position in (19) and should get IdF


(21)
a. ?*
to

xub

ki-ro

mi-shnâs-i
?







you
good

who-râ
dur-know-1sg




b.

to

ki-ro

xub

mi-shnâs-i
?







you
who-râ
good 

dur-know-1sg






‘Who is it that you know well?’

6. Conclusion

We showed that:

· Persian is a focus-fronting language: wh-phrases move to Focus Phrase (following evidence proposed by Kahnemuyipour 2001, 2006) 

· There are two FP positions in Persian: one within the vP and one in the CP

· These different structural positions correspond to distinct interpretations of Information Focus (FP in vP) and Identificational Focus (FP in CP)

· If a wh-phrase is a NP/NumP, it remains in the low FP position; if it is a DP (specific or D-linked) it moves to the higher FP position
Note: We assume following K&T (2007) that the nonspecific wh-phrase may scramble to the higher FP to receive contrastive (IdF) interpretation.

	
	wh-phrase includes D head
	wh-phrase occupies FP domain in …
	wh-phrase interpretation

	Non-D-linked/non-specific
	*
	vP
	InfF

	
	*
	vP
	InfF

	Non-D-linked/specific
	(
	CP
	IdF

	D-linked
	(
	CP
	IdF


This analysis straightforwardly captures the distinct interpretations previously observed for Persian by Karimi and Taleghani for wh-elements:

· the internal structure of the wh-phrase determines which structural FP position they occupy.

· In addition, D-linked wh-phrases are not treated as “inherently contrastive”. We provide a uniform analysis for D-linked wh based on their DP structure.
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