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1. Background: Intervention effects

e Intervention effects arise when a quantificationalfocusing element, labeled the
intervener, precedesvephrase in avh-question, leading to degradedness.

e The core set of crosslinguistically stable inteessnconsists of the focusing operators
equivalent to Englistonly, even andalsg as well as NPIs (Kim 2002, Beck 2006).
Certain quantificational elements and disjunctiiesitan also be interveners.

(1) a. *Minsu-man nuku-l0l po-ass-ni?
Minsu-only WhOoACC seePAST-Q
b. nuku-lal Minsu-man po-ass-ni?
who-AcCC Minsu-only SeePAST-Q
'‘Who did only Minsu see?' (Korean; Beck 2006:3

(2) a. *amuto mudos-al ilk-chi anh-ass-ni?
anyone whancc readeH! not.doPAST-Q
b. muds-al amuto ilk-chi anh-ass-ni?
whatAcc anyone readH! not.doPAST-Q
'What did no one read?' (Korean; Beck 2006:4)

(3) a.”hukuna-ka  on0  kyosu-ldl chonkydngha-ni?
everyoneNom which professorcc respecto
b. 6nd  kyosu-ll nukuna-ka chonkybngiita
which professoacc everyoneNoM  respect
'For whichx, x a professor: everyone respexts (Korean; Beck 2006:4)

(4) a.”’1John-ka Billl-ga nani-o  yon-da-no?
John-or BillNoMm whatAcc read-pasty?
b. nani-o  [John-ka Billl-ga yon-da-no?
whatAcc John-or BillNom read-pasty
'What did John or Bill read?" (Japandsamioka 2007b:1571)

e Crucially, the order in the (a) versions is therebn expected one, since these are
SOV whin-situ languages. The effects are eliminatedh&wh-phrase is scrambled
over the intervener, as in the (b) versions.

e Intervention effects surface in Asante Twi, Banddatch, English, French, German,
Hindi, Japanese, Korean, Malayalam, Mandarin, Paagaoddy, Persian, Thai, and
Turkish (Simpson & Bhattacharya 2003, Beck 200a&)&e & Torrence 2006).
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at the University of Pennsylvania, as well as audiences at WQZFand Ben-Gurion University of the
Negev. Special thanks to my Amharic informants: Mengistu énmér, Tilahoun Amera, Tigist Guebreyes,
Birtukan Medhani, Tefesehet Mesfin, Takala Chakele, apaiticular Gelila Asnake.



Goal: Argue for a non-structural approach to intervemteffects, given novel dat

from Ambharic, in which these effects (almost) neagse.

Outline:

» Existing analyses of intervention effects

B The lack of intervention effects in Amharic
» Attempting to apply a structural analysis
» A non-structural explanation

» Conclusions and remaining issues

a

. Existing analyses of intervention effects

Typically divided into syntactic, semantic, andgmaatic accounts. Alternatively:

onfiguration| Structural/Hierarchical Linear
Cause
Wh-phrase Kim (2005), Beck (2006)
Intervener Grohmann (2006) Tomioka (2007a,b)

Table 1: Classes of Approaches to Interventiondiffe

Pesetsky (2000): A semantic restriction on a qtiant{including wh) may not be

separated from that quantifier by a scope-bealeEment (p. 67).

Feature Movement Covert Phrasal Movement
— Doesn't license ACD — Licenses ACD
— No Superiority effects — Superiority effects
— Intervention effects — No intervention effects
— No Subjacency effects — Subjacency effects
— Obeys Attract Closest — Obeys Attract Closest

Table 2: Properties of Feature Movement vs. LF gdirflslovement (Pesetsky 2000)

— Predictions:A configuration that lacks intervention effects (1)licenseswh-
phrases through covert phrasal movement; (2) will »hibit Superiority

effects; (3) will not allowwh-phrases inside islands.
— No clear definition of the set of interveners
— Tsai (1994), Reinhart (1998), a.o.: in-sitb-phrases do not move

Beck (2006): Semantic theory in which the hierazahstructure at LF plays a role.
— Interveners come with the focus operator ~ in tmss®f Rooth (1992).

— Whphrases lack an ordinary semantic value; when teapio thewh-phrase, the

resulting value is undefined and ungrammaticagtuits.

— "... a wh-phrase may never have a focus-sensitive operatother than the Q

operator as its closest c-commanding potential biret." (p. 46)
— Do all interveners give rise to focus-affected regs?



e Tomioka (2007a,b): Structural approaches do natuca@ number of properties:
1. Interspeaker variability in judgments
2. Distinctions within the class of interveners
3. Difficulties in defining a property which uniqueilgentifies interveners
4. Weakening of the effect when the intervener is eddbd or not a subject

— Intervention effects are the result of a mismataiween the properties of
interveners and the informational articulationmdfquestions.

(5)[...A... [Wh] ...B..] (cf. Vallduvi 1990, 1995)
LINK FOCUS TAIL

— Interveners cannot be links because they are @pit-items (ATIs), and cannot
be tails because tails must be phonologically reduc

(6) *[...Int... [Wh] ...B...]
+HNK FOCUS TAIL

— Scrambling places ATIs in the phonologically redipart of the sentence.

(7) [[wh]; ...Int... t ...B...]
FOCUS TAL ———»

\ 3. The lack of intervention effects in Amharic |

e Ambharic is an SOV and/h-in-situ language.

e Contra the descriptive generalization whereby ugrtion effects are universal (Beck
2006), Amharic does not exhibit degradedness whenaatificational or focusing
element c-commands a nominal (8), adverbial (9)-timnkedwh-phrase (1h*2

(8) a. haile b¢éca mon andbbéb-a? (only + nominalwh-phrase)
Haile only what reader-3ms
b. mon haile béca andbbab-a7?
'What did only Haile read?'

(9) a. haile béca lanmpn ya-n mas'haf anabbab-a? only+ adverbiawh-phrase)
Haile only why thatcc book rea®ErR3ms
b. lamon haile béca ya-n mas'haf andbbab-a?
'Why did only Haile read that book?'

(10) a. haile b¢ca yabnnaw-on mas'haf andbbab-a? onfy + which-phrase)
Haile only whichacc book rea®@Er3wms
b. yabnnaw-on mas'haf hailedgé¢a anabbab-a?
'Which book did only Haile read?'

! Some languages exhibit distinctions among these categoriesq 2898, Soh 2005, Tomioka 2006).

2 Abbreviations used for Amharic: ACC = accusative, AUX =ikary, DEF = definite, F = feminine,
FOC = focus, IMP = imperfect, M = masculine, NEG = niegtsubscribed O = object, P = prepositional
suffix, PER = perfect, PL = plural, POSS = possessit#, Rrelative marker, S = singular, TOP = topic.

% The transcription is as follows!, k', p', s' and t' are ejective stopss the palatal nasal; superscribed w
represents labial secondary articulatioig a high central vowel and & is a mid-central vowel.



Vv

This is true of (almost) all potential intervendarg;luding the core set dibdca ‘only’,
dagmo / -mm ‘also' andank'an 'even’, quantificational elements likeullumm
‘everyone’, and disjunctive NPs (see Eilam 2009uibtist).

In the above examples, the (a) versions withvthghrase in situ are preferred, on a
par with run-of-the-millwh-questions. There is one class of interveners foichv
judgments are less clear: some speakers prefarphrase to remain in situ
following an NPI (11a), while others prefer it staled above the NPI (11b).

(11) a. manamm nmon al-anabbab-&-mm? (NPI)

anyone  whateG-readPER 3MS-NEG
b. mon manmmm al-andbbab-a-mm?
'‘What did no one read?"

What could explain the exceptionality of Amharic?

— Sensitivity to intervention effects is a parametedi feature: NO.

— The semantics of Amharigh-phrases and/or focus: NO (cf. Higginbotham 1985).

— Amharic clausal structure: Amharic intervenerselikubjects in general, are
above the Q operator i’ Go that the lattds the closest c-commanding potential
binder to thavh-phrase (cf. Pesetsky 2000, Beck 2006).

— Amharic information structure and/or prosody (abrmiioka 2007a,b).

4.

Attempting to apply a structural analysis

4.1 Evidence for a structural analysis

Recall the predictions from Pesetsky (200@&: configuration that lacks
intervention effects (1) licensesh-phrases through covert phrasal movement;
(2) will exhibit Superiority effects; (3) will not allow wh-phrases inside islands.

— Not covert phrasal movement: Amhandrphrases in situ are acceptable inside
islands. Thus, under Pesetsky's thearphrases in Amharic remain below the
intervener at LF, and are licensed through featuveement.

(12) a. haile astdmari-w l&-man ya-sat't'-a&iw- mas'haf anédbbab-a?

Haile teachebeF to-whoREL-give PER3MS-DEF-ACC book  rea@ER-3MS
'Who is the persoxisuch that Haile read the book that the teaches gax?'

b. *la-man haile astamari-w ya-sat't'-dsw- mas'haf anabbab-a?
to-who Haile teach@eF REL-give PER3MS-DEFACC book  rea®ER3MS
'Who is the persansuch that Haile read the book that the teaches gax?'

Beck (2006):"... a wh-phrase may never have a focus-sensitive operatother
than the Q operator as its closest c-commanding perttial binder." (p. 46)

Under Pesetsky or Beck, Amharic should only be &blevade intervention effects if
potential interveners don't intervene, because #eyabove the Q operator ifl.C



e Evidence for the C domain position of clause-ihigl@ments, including interveners:
1. Amharic is a null subject language with obligateapject agreement affixes:

(13) sak'-&c.
laughPER3FS
'She laughed.’

(14) aster doro-wa-n  arrdd-H3.
Esther herbEFAcC butchemrER-3FS
'Esther butchered the hen.'

— Following Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998) andny others, one can
assume that agreement is pronominal in null suljecjuages, indicating that the
subject is not in SpeclP, but rather adjoined lmgaer position in the C domain.

2. Adverb positioning
— Sentential adverbs, adjoined to IP (e.g., Jonaso®aljik 1993), can follow the
subject:

(15) polis-u daggnnatu leba-wsn yaz-a.
police-DEF fortunately thiefeEF-ACC catchPER3MS
'Fortunately, the police caught the thief.’

(cf. The police, fortunately, caught the thief

(16) manmmm nonabbab mas'haf-u-n  al-anabbab-a-mm.
anyone  probably boakeFACC NEG-readPER3MS-NEG
'Probably, no one read the book.’

(cf.?’No one probably read the book

3. String-vacuous clitic-left-dislocation (CLLD)

— A clause-internal phrase moves to an A'-positiothen C domain, often without
any necessary surface reflex: it can remain belosv dubject (cf. Simpson &
Bhattacharya 2003 for a similar proposal regardingsked" movement).

(17) a. yonas anbasa-wr gaddal-a.
Jonas liomerFAcc kill. PER3MS
'‘Jonas killed the lion.'

b. yonas anbasa-wn gaddal-aw.
Jonas liomEF-AcC kill. PER3MS-3MS,
‘Jonas killed the lion.' (Demeke 2663

— Object marking (OM) as in (17b) is restricted apanted if the NP referred to is a
topic, and hence in the C domain, where discouepeidencies are licensed:

1. Nonreferential pronouns andvh-words are incompatible with OM.
Referentiality is an obligatory property of topi(Reinhart 1981), whilevh-
words, being inherently focused, cannot also sexwetopics (Polinsky &
Potsdam 2001).

(18) aster andagor ayy-&c-(*ow).
Esther something s&&R 3Fs-3MS,
‘Esther saw something.’ (Amberber 1996:139)



(19) aster mn ayy-&¢-(*ow)?
Esther what seeER 3FS-3MS,
'What did Esther see?’ (Amberber 1996:139)

2. The forms used as reflexive pronouns can only htdner nonreflexive
interpretation if referred to by OM. Reflexive poams are not possible topics
due to their nonreferentiality (Polinsky & Potsdaf01).

(20) a. haile ras-u-n ayy-a.
Haile headr0SS3MS-ACC SeePER-3MS
'Haile saw himself.'

b. haile ras-u-n ayy-a-w.
Haile headr0ss3vs-Acc seeRPER 3MS-3MS,
'Haile saw his head/*himself.'

— In terms of its discourse function, OM seems tgbmarily a cataphoric device
(e.g., Gasser 1983), which is characteristic oicem the sense of Givon (2001).

— A syntactic reflex of OM can be seen in word orgdren an OMed phrase
interacts with a non-subject. Displacement is thenhhidden because the latter,
unlike the subject, is not in the high left periphe

(21) a. aster bet-u-n ba-mat'ragiya-w t'arrég-a
Esther houseEerAcc with-broombeF cleanPER 3FS
‘Esther cleaned the house with the broom.’ (Yalog BD)

b. aster <b&-mat'ragiya-w> bet-u-n  “ba-matragiya-w> t'arragsé-obb-at.
Esther with-broonbEF houseseEFACC with-broomper cleanPER3FS-P-3MS,
'Esther cleaned the house with the broom.'

c. aster <mat'ragiya-wn> bet-u-n <*matragiya-wn> tarragdk-obb-at?
Esther broonpeFACC/TOP housePEFACC broombEFACC/TOP cleanPER 3FS-P-3MSo
‘Esther cleaned the house with the broom.’ b€Y2007:82)

— If (21a) is not the base-generated order, but rathe result of scrambling the
direct object: (21b-c) shows that the DO cannohigder than the adjunct when
the latter is referred to by OM, because CLLD ptaphrases in the high left
periphery, whereas scrambling does not.

— Scrambling does not enable phrases to precedeuthjecs (22) because it is
limited to adjunction to IP/VP/AP (cf. Grewendorf &ternefeld 1990), while
CLLD derives this order because it is associated thie C domain.

(22) wod8a-wen, aster ;tmatt-&s-*(ow).

dogDEFACC Esther hiPER3FS-3MS,
'Esther hit the dog.' (Amberber 1996:138)

* There is some interspeaker variation regarding (21b)e Y2007) says that only for some speakers is the
DO-PP order dispreferred, while Haile (1970) claims thas iungrammatical. In any case, pace Yabe
(2007), (21c) is not an applicative construction; ikslaot allow passivization, for example.

® There is some interspeaker variation in the acceptability of WRout OM, perhaps suggesting that
some speakers allow scrambling to target CP-adjoinedqusit



e |If lexical subjects in declarative sentences occ@P-adjoined position in Amharic,
we might expect other types of elements to be platsuch a position:

(23) man m&e nmon gazz-a?
who when what buper3Ms
'‘When did who buy what?'

(24) a. m&e man tmon gazz-a?
when who what buyer3ms
‘When did who buy what?'

b. bnant  Kassa maéas'haf gazz-a.
yesterday Kassa book  besrR3ms
‘Yesterday Kassa bought a book.' (Demeke 2008boh 2007:304)

— (24) and other possible permutations of the baskero(23) are violations of
Superiority. Wh-phrase movement motivated by something other thacking a
[+wh] feature (e.g., focus movement; BoSko2002) disregards Superiority.

— Given that the various permutations allow singlsevegr readings, we can also
conclude that none of theh-phrases occupy SpecCP (Bosko2002). Rather,
wh-phrases adjoin to CP on a par with lexical NPdaaolaratives.

e The proposed clausal structure for Amharic allowsamaintain Pesetsky's (2000)
classification of movement types, as well as Be¢kB06) ideas regarding the
definition of interveners, the underlying causepmssible for intervention effects,
and the relevance of hierarchical structure forphenomenon at hand.

4.2 Problems with a structural analysis

1. Amharic also does not show intervention effects nvttee potential intervener is a
non-matrix subject (25) or a non-subject (26):

(25) girma haile b¢ca mon ond-andbbab-a  y-asall?
Girma Haile only what that-rea&r 3ms 3vs-think.IMP-AUX.3uS
'What does Girma think that only Haile read?"

(26) girma la-haile bc¢ca mon sat't'-a?
Girma to-Haile only what giveer3us
'What did Girma give only to Haile?'

— Assuming that multiple elements can adjoin to Qe oould claim that in (25)-
(26) both the matrix subject and the potentialrirgeer are above®C

— This leads to the prediction that adverbs assatmaith the matrix clause should
be able to follow the embedded subject (27). Howethe prediction fails (28).



now VP

DP Vi
book read

(28) <ahun> haile <ahun> girma <*ahumsnant  mas'haf-u-n and-andbbéb-a
now Haile now Girma now yesterdapkbDEFACCthat-reackER3MS
<ahun> y-awk'-all.
now  31s-knowiMP-AUX.3MS
'Haile now knows that Girma read the book yestetday

2. There is interpretational evidence for a high fedtipheral "hanging topic" position,
but it is orthogonal to the absence of intervengéfects:

(29) haile »¢éa non anabbab-a? (=8a)
Haile only what reader3ms

a. 'What did only Haile read?'
b. 'Only speaking of Haile, what did he read?’



(30) Context: There are four students in the classfodlt have read "The Neverending
Story" and "Harry Potter”, but only Haile has réatie Hobbit".

(31) Q: haile ¢éa nen anédbbab-a?

Al: "The Hobbit" (v'reading a)

A2: "The Neverending Story", " Harry Potter", "Thi@bbit". (V'reading b)
(32) Q: mon haile ¢éa anabbab-a?

Al: "The Hobbit" (v'reading a)

A2: #'The Neverending Story", "Harry Potter”, "THebbit". (*reading b)

— The subject must be in SpeclP in (32) in order apture the interpretive
distinction. This is the same position that derivesding (a) in (31), establishing
that the hanging topic position is not require@vade intervention effects.

e Only subjects can be hanging topics in the C domajiut they do not have to be

— Explains the properties described above, fits ithwhe well-known correlation
between subjecthood and topichood (e.g., Chafe)1@n@ the obligatory status
of subject agreement, as opposed to other forragmrafement.

— The lack of intervention effects is independent ahe position of the subject.

\ 5. A non-structural explanation |

e Tomioka (2007a,b): intervention effects are theultesf a mismatch between the
properties of interveners and the informationdtalation ofwh-questions.

(33) *[...Int... [Wh] ...B...] (=6)
+HNK FOCUS TAIL

e Ambharic prosody and the lack of intervention effecs
— The absence of intervention effects is correlat&tl wrosodic properties which
are predicted by Tomioka (2007a,b): Amharic doet seem to exhibit pitch
prominence on the associate or on the focus pauticl

(34) haile »¢¢a mon anabbab-a?
Haile only what reader3ms

'What did only Haile read?’ l
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haile bixchcha mixn anaxbbaxbax

0 1.78678
Time (s)



(35) haile-mmonk”an mon anabbab-a?
HaileFoceven what reapPER3MS
'‘What did even Haile read?
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hailemm ixnkwan mixn anaxbbaxbax

0 1.86245
Time (s)

— Morphosyntactic focus structures in various langsagre claimed to be
independent of intonational prominence (Drubig 2003

— Marking the associate of a focus particle in Ambaran be achieved through
linear adjacency, even if this involves breakingcopstituents.

(36) aster k'ay &¢a shamiz-&¢ to-darg-all-&¢.
Esther red only shirt FsweariMP-AUX-3FS
'Esther only wears [regkhirts.’

— In other wordsAmharic has as a default the property which otheranguages
derive by scrambling thewh-phrase over the intervener the positioning of a
nontopicalizable element in a phonologically redupesition, allowing it to be
interpreted as (part of) the tail.

— The variable judgments vis-a-vis NPIwmight indicate intervention effects.
Interestingly, these elements do exhibit unambiguntonational prominence.

(37) manmmm mon al-andbb&b-a-mm? (=11)
anyone  whateG-readPER 3MS-NEG

'What did no one read?’ I
400
300_/
R I /
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e Ambharic information structure and the lack of inter vention effects

— There is no degradedness when a focus particlebdié&éa ‘only' takes a hanging
topic as its argument (38b) because the topic isnmegrated in the information
structure of the question.

(38) haile »¢ca mon andbbéb-a?
Haile only what reader-3ms
a. 'What did only Haile read?'
b. 'Only speaking of Haile, what did he read?"

— Other languages ban this order of topic marking fomis particle and/or the
interpretation which it derives in Amharic; somelpbit the combination of topic
marking and focus particles altogether (e.g., TBetinsky & Potsdam 2001).

6. Conclusions and remaining issues |

e Given the novel observation that Amharic exhibéabnst) no intervention effects,
we first attempted to apply a structural theorygevety the linear string of Amharic
hides a hierarchical structure different from tbalanguages which have intervention
effects.

e The structural approach did not capture the erdinge of data, forcing us to abandon
it in favor of a non-structural explanation. Undénis theory, the attested
crosslinguistic variation was reduced to prosodid mformation structural properties
which distinguish Amharic from other languages.

e The analysis can also be extended to alternatiestouns, where an intervener
preceding a disjunctive phrase is said to remowe atternative question reading,
allowing the sentence to be interpreted only asséng question (Beck & Kim 2006).

(39) Does only John like Mary or Susan?
a. #Mary. [*AltQ]
b.Yes. F'Yes/NoQ]

— The alternative reading is lost because the disjignihe focus, but the intervener
can be neither link nor tail in its surface positi@he polar reading is retained
because in a yes/no question the disjunct is motdtus.

— As expected, Amharic allows both readings despiepresence of an intervener.

(40) haile »¢ca Say wayss buna t'at'-a?
Haile only tea or coffee drimkeRr3ms
'Did only Haile drink tea or coffee?"/
'Only speaking of Haile, did he drink tea or coffee
a. Say. Y AltQ]
tea
b.awo. F'Yes/NoQ]
yes

11



— The explanation is the same aswh-questions: interveners can be tails when
preceding the disjunct since they are not prosdgiggominent, and when they
are interpreted as hanging topics they do not ergdéervention effects because
they do not need to be incorporated in the inforomastructure of the question.

The analysis of Amharic contributes to a growingdypof work showing that
intervention effects are not structural in nature.

— Tomioka (2006, 2007a,b): Japanese and Kovdaquestions

— Zubizarreta (2003) & Hamlaoui (2007): Frengh-in-situ questions

— Eilam (2009): English alternative questions

The analysis is also part of a broader line of asde attempting to distinguish
structural from non-structural phenomena, and, espondingly, ungrammaticality
from unacceptability (cf. Kroch 1989).

Remaining issues and open questions:

— Does the analysis extend to other intervenersjrapdrticular QPs?

— Find independent language-specific diagnosticsdpicalizability.

— Further work on the intonational phonology of Ambas needed.

— Further work on the left periphery in Amharic: dhere any other correlates of
hanging topics?

12
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