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Underlying much of the research on interventior@s, in which a quantificational
or focusing element precedingnda-phrase leads to degradedness, is the assumption
that these effects are universal, and should thexdbllow from basic properties of
the grammar. This paper shows that unlike any dédrgjuage documented until now,
Ambharic does not generally exhibit interventioneett. It is nevertheless empirically
possible and theoretically preferable to retainitlea that these effects are derivative,
rather than to consider their presence vs. absemcparameterized feature.
Accordingly, two existing approaches to interventieffects are assessed vis-a-vis
their ability to account for the exceptionality Afnharic: a hierarchical analysis,
following Beck (2006), and an information struclypaosodic analysis based on
Tomioka (2007a,b), whereby the effect is read b# tinear string. The latter is
claimed to better explain the data and correlath imdependent aspects of Amharic,
thus providing a general argument in favor of ntoedural approaches to
intervention effects. This analysis is also extehtiealternative questions, in which
an intervener preceding a disjunctive phrase resitdwe alternative question reading,
allowing the sentence to be interpreted only ases/ng question. In the process,
many hitherto unknown properties of Amharic synta¥prmation structure, and
prosody are brought to light.

Keywords: Amharic, syntax, pragmatics, informati@bructure, prosody,wh-
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1. Introduction

Intervention effects arise when a quantificatiomalocusing element, labeled the
intervener, precedesverphrase in avh-question, leading to degradedness

Beginning with Hoji (1985), this phenomenon hasgaed a great deal of attention
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! For structural accounts, such as Beck (2006)pkiemomenon is defined in hierarchical terms: when
an intervener c-commandsw-phrase, and both are c-commanded by the Q opéna@r the result

is ungrammatical, as schematized in (i). The isguerigrammaticality vs. degradedness will be
discussed below.

() *[Qi [... [ intervener [...wh-phrase.. ]]]] (Beck 2006:5)



in the theoretical literature, from which we magah a number of important

generalizatiorfs

First, there exist four primary types of intervenarertain quantificational

elements (1), focused phrases (2), negative pplgeins (NPIs) (3), and disjunctive

NPs (4).

(1) a.

b.

(2) a.

(3) a.

??nukuna-ka ond  kyosu-Idl dydmgha-ni?
everyoneNoM which professoacc respect

on0  kyosu-Idl nukuna-ka chonkyGaugti’?

which professoacc everyoneNoM  respect

'For which x, x a professor: everyone respe@ts x (Korean; Beck 2006:4)

*Minsu-man nuku-lGl po-ass-ni?

Minsu-only whoACC SeePAST-Q

. nuku-lal Minsu-man po-ass-ni?

whoAcc Minsu-only seerAST-Q
‘Who did only Minsu see?' (Korean; Beck 2006:3
*amuto muds-al ilk-chi anh-ass-ni?

anyone whancc readeH! not.doPAST-Q

. mubs-0l amuto ilk-chi anh-ass-ni?

whatAcc anyone read:H! not.doPAST-Q

'What did no one read?' (Korean; Beck 2006:4)

2 Discussions in the literature include Beck (198®)6), Beck and Kim (1997, 2006), Choi (2007),
Grohmann (2006), Hagstrom (1998, 2007), Hamlac@® {2, Hoji (1985), Hwang (2008), Kim (2002,

2005),

Liptak (2001), Pesetsky (2000), Shields 808impson and Bhattacharya (2003), Szabolcsi

(2006), Takahashi (1990), Tanaka (1997, 2003), d&en{2007a,b, 2008a), and Zubizarreta (2003).



(4) a. ???[John-ka Bill]-ga nani-o yon-da-no?
John-or BillNoM whatAcc read-pasy?
b. nani-o [John-ka Billl-ga yon-da-no?
whatAcc John-or Billnom read-past

'What did John or Bill read?" (Japandsenioka 2007b:1571)

Second, despite the existence of crosslinguistiatian in the exact elements that
give rise to intervention effects (Beck 2006), adlas the strength of the effect
associated with different interveners within a giv@nguage (i.e., the extent to which
the sentences are degraded and the degree opiedes agreement regarding
judgments; Tomioka 2007a,b), there seems to beeased of crosslinguistically
stable interveners. These interveners, identifie®im (2002) and Beck (2006) as
the focusing operators corresponding to Englisly, even andalso, as well as NPIs
(which are focus-sensitive; see also Tomioka 20Q3ieduce the most robust effects
across speakers and languages. Beck (2006) sugjgatstise effect itself is universal,
and an explanation for it should therefore be sbugthe basic properties of the
grammar. Indeed, intervention effects have beenmeated in a wide range of
genetically and typologically distinct languagesafte Twi, Bangla, Dutch, English,
French, German, Hindi-Urdu, Japanese, Korean, N#ay, Mandarin,
Passamaquoddy, Persian, Thai, and Turkish (Kim 2B8&pson & Bhattacharya
2003, Beck 2006, Kobele & Torrence 2008 final noteworthy observation is that
the (b) versions in examples (1)-(4) above aregodlsf acceptable, illustrating that

the effects are eliminated if thdphrase is scrambled over the intervener.

% For many of these languages, the examples prowinkedve only one type of intervener, and in
particular an NPI. Since NPIs are known to behafferéntly from other interveners (see below;
Tomioka 2007a,b), more data from a wider rangenfliages is obviously needed.



Attempts to determine the underlying cause of iré@etion effects have run the
gamut from syntactic (Pesetsky 2000), through séiméBeck 2006), to information
structural accounts (Tomioka 2007a,b). An altexsatperhaps more insightful way
to classify theories of intervention divides theoc@ding to whether they apply to
the hierarchical structure (i.e., structural thesyior to the linear string. In the former
camp, we can further distinguish between theorigshvattribute the effect to the
wh-word (Kim 2005, Beck 2006) vs. those which reditide the illicit position of the
intervener (e.g., Gronmann 2006), while the lagteup of non-structural theories is
best represented by Tomioka (2007a,b) (see alsddéair20075.

This paper compares these two major classes obagipes, structural and non-
structural, in light of a range of novel data frémmharic, which contrasts with every
other language reported in generally not exhibitirigrvention effects. The two
types of approaches to intervention are assessed/isea-vis their ability to account
for the exceptionality of Amharic. Although it isima facie possible to handle the
exceptional status of Amharic by simply ascribihg presence or absence of
intervention effects to a parameter, such a salusaininteresting and stipulative. An
alternative solution, both empirically possible ahdoretically preferable and hence
taken up here, is to reduce the status of Amhariedependent properties of the
language. By doing so, one can retain the ideanbetvention effects are derivative,
while acknowledging that the properties which caresto produce them are subject

to crosslinguistic variation.

* While information structure may be sensitive terhichical notions, such as constituenthood, this
study argues against the relevance of such notisristervention effects. We are thus justified in
describing information structural theories in tb@text as non-structural or linear (see also Témio
2008b).



In order to account for the fact that Amharic donesshow intervention effects,
the structural approach must appeal to its clastsatture. Specifically, the
hypothesis to be explored below is that potentiedrveners in Amharic, like subjects
in general, are positioned above the Q operat6f.ihis hypothesis looks
promising at first: assuming, for example, thaeémention effects stem from the
binding of awh-phrase by a focus-sensitive operator (i.e., tterwener), instead of
the required Q operator in’"@Beck 2006), the data is successfully explaindatTs,
the position of interveners in Amharic does notcrée the necessary relation
between Q and theh-phrase from being established, and hence no eéon
effects are found. However, beyond general difieslwith structural accounts of
this type, outlined in Tomioka (2007a,b) and dethibelow, this analysis also leads
to predictions which are specific to Amharic and aot confirmed by the data.

In view of these problems, an alternative appraadonsidered, in which the
hierarchical structure does not play a role. Acoaydo this theory, proposed by
Tomioka (2007a,b), intervention effects result frizmlty realization of the
information structure of questions, the latter ¢oredd as in Vallduvi (1990, 1995).
Thus,wh-questions are divided into a focus (thlephrase) and a ground, with the
ground further partitioned into a topic-like linkdtail. Interveners, like all nowh-
phrases, must occupy the ground, but they cannsbdiheir inherent anti-topicality
prevents them from serving as links, while theielr position is not that of a talil,
due to prosodic considerations. These factors wag&ther to produce the
degradedness of intervention configurations deedrdbove. If this approach is

correct, one expects there to be properties of Ammipaosody and/or information



structure which distinguish it from languages whieve intervention effects; as
demonstrated below, this is indeed the case. Gheghoice between this non-
structural approach, which consistently lines ughwhe linguistic observations, and
the structural approach, which does not, the fosheuld obviously be the preferred
analysis, not only for Amharic but also as a gelnereount of intervention effects.
The structure of the paper is as follows. Sectioavews existing analyses of
intervention effects, focusing on the theories e€B(2006) and Tomioka (2007a,b)
as representatives of the two principal approathése issue. Section 3 then
provides the relevant data from Amharic, estalighhat the language generally
does not show intervention effects. A range of piééinterveners is considered, in
accordance with the typology outlined above; inithald to various types oivh-
phrases, alternative questions are also discuSsetion 4 attempts to capture the
findings of section 3 under a structural analysigh as Beck (2006), proposing a
clausal structure in which the absence of intereargffects is expected. Although
this structure appears to find some support irdtte, it also results in incorrect
predictions which are addressed in detail, alorggmdre general problems with the
approach it is embedded in. Section 5 explaing\thbaric data following Tomioka's
(2007a,b) non-structural theory of interventioreefs§, tying in the absence of the
latter to certain characteristics of Amharic infation structure and prosody, and
also arguing in favor of a non-structural approtxmtervention effects in general.

Section 6 concludes the paper.

2. Existing analyses of intervention effects

The review of existing analyses here follows a thgcrand chronological order: the



early literature, to be discussed first, consistslg of structural theories building on
or replacing one another with the emergence of faete or frameworks, while non-
structural theories have appeared only recently vat thus be described
subsequently.

The first major attempt to account for interventedffects, Beck (1996), focused
on the observation that scrambling aflaphrase above an intervener yields a
grammatical result. Given the received view attilme that in sitwh-phrases
undergo movement at LF (Huang 1982), the conclusias that intervention effects
reflect constraints on such movement; specificafitgervening quantifiers were
claimed to block LF movement, but not overt movetehan in situwh-phrase.
This approach has since been abandoned, becausasibe@ssumptions underlying it
are no longer thought to hold: restrictions on bwesvement and LF movement are
nowadays believed to be identical (Chomsky 1998 Uniformity Conditiorof
Hornstein, Nunes & Grohmann 2005); moreover, mamyeat theories do not
assume that in sitwh-phrases move at all (e.g., Tsai 1994, Reinhar8)L9%n
additional problem with this analysis, as well #seo theories, is that it does not
provide a clear definition for the set of intervesie

Pesetsky (2000) links intervention effects to ofleenomena in the domain of
movement, situating them within a model which asssithree types of movement:
overt phrasal movement, covert phrasal movemedtfeature movement. Without
going into too many details, intervention effeats elaimed to indicate feature

movement, as opposed to covert phrasal movemeatforimer separates the

® See also Beck and Kim (2006) for arguments agaiestement-based accounts of intervention in
light of the behavior of alternative questions.



restriction onwvh-quantification from the quantifier, creating ameirvention effect
when a scope-bearing element appears between thdtist of the other properties
and phenomena associated with feature movemewglaas those related to covert

phrasal movement, is provided in table 1 below.

Feature Movement Covert Phrasal Movement
— Doesn't license Antecedent — Licenses ACD
Contained Deletion (ACD)

— No Superiority effects — Superiority effects

— Intervention effects — No intervention effects
— No Subjacency effedts — Subjacency effects

— Obeys Attract Closest — Obeys Attract Closest

Table 1: Properties of Feature Movement vs. LF sdirislovement (Pesetsky 2000)

Of interest here are the following predictions,dzhen this theory, regarding a
configuration that lacks intervention effects:i{iicenseswh-phrases through covert
phrasal movement; (ii) it will exhibit Superiorigffects; (iii) it will not allowwh-
phrases inside islands.

Most of the problems with Pesetsky's theory arermomto all structural
approaches, and will thus be addressed below.dgsréaining specifically to this
analysis are the use of the notion of covert phrasaement from the pre-
Minimalist era, which may be conceptually probleimjaand the lack of an
explanation for why interveners block feature moeatr(cf. Mathieu 2002,
Grohmann 2006).

More recent accounts which are purely syntactituohe Liptak (2001) and Kim

(2005). The former views intervention effects ascking of feature movement,

® Although Soh (2005) claims that in Mandarin, featmovement is sensitive to Subjacency while
phrasal movement is not, there is little eviderwetiis crosslinguistic parameterization (see also
Sprouse 2007). | therefore follow Pesetsky in usiglack of Subjacency effects as a diagnostic for
feature movement (see section 4).



specifically arguing that various adverbs in Humgablock movement of the [+wh]
feature of avh-phrase to the robe, and hence prevent the uninterpretable [+wh]
feature of € from being checked. However, it is not clear whyerbs likemindig
‘always' block this type of feature movement, gitieatt they do not share relevant
features with either the probe or the target. Sirlyi| Kim (2005) construes
intervention effects as Relativized Minimality efte (Rizzi 1990, Chomsky 2001), in
which a focus operator with an interpretable fomagure blocks the Agree relation
between €and thewh-phrase. Again, it is difficult to establish that ¢he focus
operator and thesh-phrase necessarily have a feature in common.

Recently, researchers studying intervention efflat&e recognized the
importance of uniquely defining the set of intergex which was often overlooked in
earlier accounts, and have thus taken this isstieeasstarting point. Beck (2006) is
a theory of this sort, in which the semantic cohtd@nnterveners plays a crucial role,
as does their position in the hierarchical striet@he proposes that interveners are
the set of operators which can have focus affesadings, i.e., those that have the
focus operator ~ in the sense of Rooth (1992).sHEmeantics works as follows. In the
general case, when the operator ~ applies to itgment, it resets the focus
semantic value of the c-commanding node to itsnamyi semantic value, and hence
alternatives introduced below the operator caneaided by operators higher up.
Wh-phrases introduce alternatives into the computdiie., the set of answers to the
guestion; Hamblin 1973), but unlike focused phragesr ordinary semantic value is
undefined. Thus, when ~ applies to a complementagang awh-phrase, the result

is undefined, and this undefinedness is inheritethb larger structure. The Q



operator ends up with this structure, which hatheeia well-defined ordinary
semantic value nor a focus value, as its argunagck the entire question is then
undefined and uninterpretable. Assuming that urnpné&tability is a possible source
of ungrammaticality, the question is also ungranwahtWhphrases demand the Q
operator for interpretation, which uses the fo@mantic value and outputs it as the
ordinary semantics of the question.

The clear, crosslinguistically applicable prediotaxising from Beck's theory is
that "awh-phrase may never have a focus-sensitive oper#iter than the Q operator
as its closest c-commanding potential binder" (B2@86:46). As in other structural
theories, hierarchical structure is involved heréhie form of c-command relations,
due to the way in which LF representations arerassiio be organized. Beck
incorporates an additional aspect of previous &rattheories by suggesting that her
account is a translation of Pesetsky's notion atuiee movement into semantic terms.
Of course, her account could be right even if treligtions of Pesetsky's theory were
not confirmed.

Although Beck's proposal is an interesting attetaggackle intervention from a
semantic point of view, the main issue with ithe tlaim that all interveners give rise
to focus affected readings. While this may be #éifor the core set of interveners,
only, even alsg and NPIs, it is debatable whether it can be extno®ther
members of this class, such as disjunctive NPsaistiential quantifiers (Tomioka
2007Db; see also Szabolcsi 2006). A more genetajwei of structural approaches,
applicable to Beck (2006) as well as the otherribealescribed above, is given in

Tomioka (2007a,b). He lists four observations wipolse a problem for theories of

10



this type: (1) there is a great deal of interspeakeability in judging intervention
configurations; (2) there exist intraspeaker didtons in the acceptability of
configurations involving different interveners: dRilways lead to the greatest
degree of unacceptability, while other intervenens in their degradedness; (3)
some quantificational NPs do not give rise to meetion effects (e.g., Japanese
subete-/zenbu-no-NRoreanmotun-NPall (the) NP'), while Japanese nominative-
marked subjects (as opposed to topic-marked sshjecexpectedly constitute
interveners, albeit weaker than others; (4) intetioa effects are much weaker when
the intervener is an embedded subject and whemibtia subject, at least in Japanese
and Korean (as noted also by Choi 2007). All fdoservations can be satisfactorily
explained, Tomioka (2007a,b) argues, under anraltise, non-structural analysis.
According to Tomioka, intervention effects reflectismatch between the
properties and linear position of interveners draihformation structure afh-
guestions. Following Vallduvi (1990, 1995), theoimhational articulation of a
sentence is divided into two major parts, a foaus @aground, with the ground
further partitioned into a topic-like link and tailhe focus constitutes the informative
part of the sentence, and the ground is its comginndicating to the hearer where
and how the information contributed by the focuwibe entered into his knowledge
store. Within the ground, the link is analogoust#® more familiar notion of topic,
but restricted to sentence-initial positipand its function is to point to the specific
address in the hearer's knowledge stdnerethe information must be recorded.

Lastly, the tail signallowthe information carried by the sentence is tortered

" Thus, ground elements which are not sentenceiimite not links by definition, including the typé
low, familiar topic described inter alia in Frasel#ir(2007). See also Brunetti (2009) for an anialys
these expressions as tails.

11



under a given address. Unlike the focus and lifkclvare universally associated
with some property (i.e., intonational prominenod gentence-initial position,
respectively), the tail is only negatively charaizded as the counterpart of the link
and as lacking intonational prominence. | illustrttis partition with the English
example from Vallduvi (1990) in (5), where][delimits the link andd] the focus,
the latter bearing intonational prominence as iatgid by the capital letters. In this
case, the hearer is instructed to go to the ethigybboss' and substitute the new

information 'hates’ for V in the existing recorté&rboss V broccoli'.
(5) [L The boss]d HATES] broccoli. (Vallduvi 1990:64)

In the case ofvh-questions, Tomioka follows the common assumptiat thewh-
phrase constitutes the focus (e.g., Krifka 2001) thie remainder of the sentence is
the ground; the information structure ofve-in-situ question is thus as schematized

in (6):

6)[...A... [Wh] ...B..]
LINK FOCUS TAIL

Given such an information structural articulatiah ,nonwh-material must
occupy the ground, and this is where the probleth imierveners arises. On the one
hand, they cannot serve as links because of thie@rént semantic properties; in fact,
this is the trait which uniquely defines all inteners. Nonspecific indefinite
expressions, for example, are not suitable linksbse their referents are not familiar

to the discourse participafit§/oreover, there is morphological evidence fos thi

8although Tomioka (2007b) explains the incompattiilhetween the link function and each category
of interveners separately, using the file card pleda of Vallduvi (1990, 1995), many of them can be
subsumed under the class of nonreferring expressidre anti-topical status of the latter is well

12



distinction: the class of interveners cannot bectoparked in Japanese and Korean,
and are hence dubbed 'anti-topic items' (ATIs) bgnibka (e.g., Koreanamuto-nun
‘anyone-top, whereas items which appear semantically similiraie compatible
with topic marking do not constitute interveners;ts as Japanesebete-no NP-wa
‘all (the) NP-top”.

On the other hand, there is also incompatibilitin@en interveners and tails,
which Tomioka explains on phonological grounddstaiust be prosodically
reduced, but material to the leftwh-phrases and focused phrases receives
secondary stress and cannot be reduced, at lezegpamese and Korean. In other
words, what prevents interveners from being tailsat a lexical property intrinsic to
them, but rather their linear position in the san& As for other languages, in theory
there could be variation both in the source ofgtesodic prominence which
characterizes interveners (i.e., whether it is emtionally associated with them or
follows from their linear position) and in the pimkty of manipulating this
prominence in situ. As expected under Tomioka's@aet; when prominence can be
reduced, interveners (as well as non-interveneegaling avh-phrase or focused
phrase can function as tails. For example, Amhggically reduces prosodic
constituent boundaries to the left ove-phrase and allows interveners in this
position, as will be observed below, while in Esglalternative questions, a focused

phrase preceding the disjunctive phrase (whictséfifocused) can be made less

established in the literature (Reinhart 1981, Lagobt 1994, a.0.).

° As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, this tisrmot to be confused with "antitopic" in the
sense of Lambrecht (1994).

1 There does not appear to be a one-to-one corrdepoa, both within a language and
crosslinguistically, between the information sturet notion of anti-topicality, arguably rooted in
semantic properties, and the morphosyntactic expamnef this notion, such as the unavailability of
topic marking. It is the latter, i.e., the languagecific encoding, which determines whether orthet
expression will constitute an intervener.
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prominent and is then acceptable (see fn. 57).|&ilyi the status of a Frenefh-in-
situ question involving a floating quantifier deplsron whether or not the latter is

prosodically prominent:

(7)a.lls ont tous mangé quoi?
they have all eaten what
‘What have they all eaten?’

b.*lls ont TOUS mangé quoi? (Zubizarreta 2003:363)

In a language like Japanese or Korean, where th&treant on phonological

reduction is non-violable, scrambling of thé-phrase above the intervener is needed
to derive an acceptable prosodic configurationc&the portion of the sentence to
the right of a focus, includingwh-phrase, is phonologically reduced, it can
accommodate a tail (cf. (8)). Thus, unlike theisuwitability as links, this problem

with interveners can be circumventéd

(8) [[Wh]; ...Int... t ...B...]
FOCUS TAIL ————»

Having shown that his theory explains the well-knavbservations regarding
intervention effects, such as the existence ofrstrained set of potential interveners
and the role of scrambling, Tomioka argues tha fitsimework also resolves the
difficulties for structural accounts noted abovest: the variability between speakers

in judging intervention configurations is relatedtheir pragmatic nature: speakers

1 While an anonymous reviewer assumes that thisgsaientails a prosody-driven syntax, and hence
raises various problems for current conceptiontd@fgrammar, this is not necessarily the case.eTher
are a number of ways to prevent the syntax froroKilog ahead" to the output of the phonology; for
example, the syntax could blindly create multipdpies, to be later filtered out by the phonologlyisT
and other ideas are discussed in numerous recghéstdedicated to the syntax-phonology interface
(e.g., Richards 2006).
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differ in the extent to which they can accommodgatggmatic difficulties caused by
less-than-perfect realization of information struwet It is perhaps more precise to say
that this flexibility is due to the non-fixed ass@n between (context-free)
sentences and information structure, and is heatexpected with semantic or
syntactic phenomena, aside from cases of ambidgséyond, the robust
unacceptability of intervention configurations imviag NPIs follows from the
existence of phonological restrictions on theietising, at least in Japanese and
Korean. Because it is focusedybe-phrase places an intermediate phrase boundary to
its left, and hence separates a clause-initial fidih its licenser in terms of
phonological phrasing. Thus, NPIs not only faistoface in the ground portion of

the sentence, like other interveners, but alsatech phonological locality condition,
which states that they must be in the same inteateghrase (or major phrase) that
includes their licenséf. A third observation that seems mysterious ungistiag
structural accounts, namely, the fact that somatifuztional NPs do not cause
intervention effects in Japanese and Korean, digiexd by Tomioka's account: these
quantificational NPs can be topic-marked, indicgtimat they are not intervenéts
Although Tomioka's generalization regarding conipkty with topic marking may

be language-specific, the data establishes tih#cessary to employ a criterion of
this type for anti-topicality, which will often, bumot always, overlap with semantic

or pragmatic diagnostics (see fn. 10). Finally,ithproved status of sentences in

which the intervener is an embedded subject omasabject can also be linked to

12 NPIs are also subject to a syntactic locality ¢omw, requiring clausemate negation for their
licensing.

13 Readers are referred to Tomioka (2007b) for disiomsof the opposite case, i.e., Japanese
nominative-marked subjects which surprisingly fumctas interveners.
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properties of information structure. Although tretails remain to be worked out, it
appears that such interveners can be backgroundesleasily; for example, while
matrix subjects in Japanese will generally be prited as focused if not topic-
marked, this is not true of non-matrix subjects aod-subjects (Tomioka 2007b). If
there are such distinctions between the informagtancture of root and embedded
contexts, it is not surprising that the statushoéiveners may differ accordingly.
While Tomioka's analysis, which appeals to lineations of information
structure and prosody, leaves a number of issuesolved, it seems prima facie
better equipped to deal with the data reportetieriterature than analyses which
refer exclusively to hierarchical structure. Théeex to which it is specific to certain
languages or subsets of the data and not applietg#e/here, a concern expressed by
Beck (2006) and Hagstrom (2007), is an empiricastjon. Novel data from
Amharic to be presented below suggests that thigsasas on the right track, and

that structural approaches, whatever their padrsylare not.

3. The absence of intervention effects in Amharic

Ambharic is an SOWh-in-situ language, belonging to the Ethiopic bran€semitic.
Unlike any other language documented until now, @ntra the descriptive
generalization suggested in Beck (2006) wherelgrention effects are universal,
Ambharic does not exhibit degradedness when a digatitbnal or focusing element
precedes ah-phrase, regardless of whether or not the latteominal (9), adverbial

(10), or a d-linked 'which'-phrase (11J°. Note than in the following examples, the

4 Some languages exhibit distinctions among thetgodes. In Mandarin, for example, intervention
effects do not occur with nominadh-phrases, at least for some speakers, but ratiewdth ‘which'-
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(a) versions represent intervention configuratiovisich are expected to be degraded,
while the (b) versions have tistphrase preceding the potential intervener and
hence should be acceptable crosslinguisticallArharic the preferred order is in
fact (a), on a par with run-of-the-millh-questions, and the order in (b) is generally
judged to be awkward (cf. Halefom 1992), making Améan almost ideal mirror
image of languages like Japanese and Korean.

(9) a. haile b&a mon anabbab-%1718

(only + wh-nominal)
Haile only what reader3vs
b. mon haile kéca anabbab-a?

'What did only Haile read?’

(10) a. haile bé¢ca lamn ya-n mas'haf anédbbab-a? only + wh-adverb)

Haile only why thatkcc book  rea®eErR3wvs

phrases andh-adverbs (Soh 2005, Beck 2006). In Japanese aneliipd-linkedvh-phrases andhy
do not result in the same degradedness as nomimphrases (Ko 2005, Tomioka 2008a).

15 Amharic has an additional, oft-useti-question formation strategy, in which té-phrase is
clefted. This strategy enables one to circumvemiritervention configuration by placing tid-
phrase above the potential intervener (ia), balsiv allows word order variants which are primaefac
expected to give rise to intervention effects aetlaye perfectly acceptable, as in (ib) and (ic).

(i) a. mondbn n&w haile d&ca y-andbbab-a-w?
what cor.3us Haile only REL-readPER3MS-DEF
b. haile bhéca nondon ndw y-andbbab-a-w?
c. haile h¢ca y-anabbéab-a-w smdon naw?
'‘What is it that only Haile read?'

8 The Amharic transcription more or less follows dumventions of the descriptive literature (Leslau
1995, 2000)&', k', p', s' and t' are ejective stopss the palatal nasal; superscribed w represebtslla
secondary articulation; is a high central vowel and & is a mid-central @bw

" The following abbreviations are used for the Anihdata: ACC = accusative, AUX = auxiliary,
COP = copula, DEF = definite, F = feminine, FOCosus, IMP = imperfect, M = masculine, NEG =
negation, subscribed O = object, P = prepositisolx, PER = perfect, PL = plural, POSS =
possessive, REL = relative marker, S = singular? EQopic.

18 The fact that the focus partidiecca ‘only’ is post-nominal and derived from the advatbne' does
not seem relevant to the analysis, since thesespiep are not unique to Amharic. Many of the
languages discussed here use post-nominal partelps Korean in (2)), and their equivalents of
‘alone' in its exclusive particle function alsogiise to intervention effects (e.g., Japanesashat
Nambu, p.c.). Moreover, evenlif¢céa were somehow unique this would not extend to tligeeset of
potential interveners.
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b.

(11) a.

b.

l&armon haile éca ya-n méas'haf anabbéb-a?

'Why did only Haile read that book?'

haile bc¢ca yabnnaw-on mas'haf andbbab-a? onfy + ‘which'-phrase)
Haile only whichacc book rea®ER3wms
yabnnaw-on mas'haf hailedgca anabbab-&7?

‘Which book did only Haile read?'

This is true of almost all potential intervenerssluding the core set tbcca

‘only’, as illustrated in (9)-(113lagmo'also’ in (12)-(13) anemm+ onk'an'even' in

(14)-(15), as well as quantificational elements likillum‘everyone' ((16)-(173,

and disjunctive NPs ((18)-(19)). Examples of otbetential interveners of all types

can be found in the appendix.

(12) a.

(13) a.

(14) a.

haile dagmo am/yabnnaw-on mas'haf anabbab-a? alqo)

Haile also what/whichkec book readerR-3MS

. mpn/yabnnaw-on mas'haf haile ddgmo anabbéb-a?

‘What/which book did Haile also read?'

haile dagmo l&sm ya-n mas'haf anébbéb-4? alsq

Haile also why thaisc book  rea®erR3Ms

. larmon haile dagmo ya-n mas'haf andbbéb-a?

'Why did Haile also read that book?'

haile-mmpnk"an nmon/yabiiaw-on mas'haf anabbab-a? evern

Haile+oceven what/whiclacc book readER3MS

19 Questions witthullum'everyone' allow a single-answer and a pair-#siling, regardless of the
position of thewh-phrase (unlike German, where an intervenedgr'every(one)' rules out a single-
answer reading; Beck 1996).
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b. mon/yabinaw-on mas'haf haile-mrank”an anabbab-a?

‘What/which book did even Haile read?"

(15) a. haile-mnpnk“an lamn ya-n mas'haf anabbab-a? evel)
Hailefoceven why thatcc book rea®eER3MsS
b. lamon haile-mmonk“an ya-n mas'haf anabbab-a?

'Why did even Haile read that book?'

(16) a. hullumm ran/yabinnaw-on mas'haf andbbab-u? (bare universal)
everyone what/whiclhcc book  readER3MPL
b. mon/yabinnaw-on mas'haf hullumm anabbab-u?

'‘What/which book did everyone read?’

(17) a. hullumm laman ya-n mas'haf andbbab-u? (bare universal)
everyone why thatec book reatER3MPL
b. [&mon hullumm ya-n mas'haf anabbab-u?

'Why did everyone read that book?'

(18) a. haile wayss girma mn/yabnnaw-on mas'haf anabbab-u? or)
Haile or Girma what/whickec book rea®ER3mMPL
b. mon/yabnnaw-on mas'haf haile wégs girma anabbab-u?

'‘What/which book did Haile or Girma read?’
(19) a. haile wayss girma lamn ya-n mas'haf andbbab-u? or)(
Haile or Girma why thatsc book readER3MPL

b. lanon haile wayss girma ya-n mas'haf anabbab-u?

'‘Why did Haile or Girma read that book?'
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An additional class of intervention effects, whitds not been discussed here
until now, involves alternative questions. Whiléstbase has received much less
attention in the literature, it appears to constitarobust effect similar to itgh-
guestion counterparts across many languages (Bd€kn82006). Unlikewh-
guestions, however, the result is the absence aftarmmative question reading for the
sentence, rather than degradedness. Thus, ing2@)tervener likenly preceding a
disjunctive phrase in English leaves the questiith anly a yes/no interpretation,

allowing it to be answered as in (b), but not (a).

(20) Does only John like Mary or Susan?
a. #Mary. [*AltQ]

b. Yes.  F'Yes/NoQ]

Ambharic is once again distinct: an intervener befadisjunctive phrase does not rule

out the alternative question reading in (21).

(21) haile »¢ca Say wayss buna t'at'-a?
Haile only tea or coffee drimeR3ms
'Did only Haile drink tea or coffee?"
a. Say. Y AltQ]
tea
b.awo. F'Yes/NoQ]

yes

Lastly, there is one class of interveners—NPIs—Wwilitiehave differently in
Ambharic, eliciting judgments of degradedness whecgding avh-phrase (22a),

much like interveners in other languages, althquegthaps to a lesser extent.
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Furthermore, since scrambling ti&-phrase above the intervener does not result in
an ideal sentence in Amharic (22b), as noted algpegkers tend to prefer the cleft
strategy mentioned in fn. 15 and illustrated agaif23) when using an NPI invah

guestion. This data will be discussed in section 5.

(22) a. ?manamm nmpn al-anabbab-a-mm?
anyone  whatEG-readPER 3MS-NEG
b. men mannmm al-an&dbbab-&-mm?

'What did no one read?"

(23) mondon naw marsmm y-al-andbbab-a-w?
what cor3vs anyone  RELNEG-readPER3MS-DEF

‘What is it that no one read?’

These observations raise two key questions, thearts the second dependent
on the first: (i) What could explain the exceptilityaof Amharic? and (ii) What does
the exceptionality of Amharic tell us about the aeriging cause(s) of intervention
effects? One possibility, which can be quicklynissed, is that intervention effects
are parameterized, and Amharic simply has the negsétting for this parameter.
Not only does this idea have no independent engpisigpport, it also flies in the face
of the abundant evidence suggesting that interoergifects derive from something
basic in the grammar of natural language. Anotlpéion, in line with Beck (2006), is
that the semantics of Amhardhphrases and/or focus is unique. While this proposa
is more interesting than the previous one, itnsilarly problematic: a theory
allowing for crosslinguistic variation in the inpgetation ofwh-phrases or focus

operators, contrasting with existing frameworkse(ségginbotham 1985), should be
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grounded in more than just the phenomenon it isntiwaexplain (cf. also fn. 18).

We are then left with two primary candidates farsslinguistic variation. First, it
is possible that the clausal structure of Amhaifies from that of the other
languages described in the literature on intereengiffects. Under structural theories,
whatever their specifics, if a potential intervedees not actually come betweeh C
and thewh-phrase in hierarchical terms, intervention effests predicted to be
absent. Consider, for example, Beck's (2006) claientioned in section 2, that "a
wh-phrase may never have a focus-sensitive opertiter than the Q operator as its
closest c-commanding potential binder” (p. 46). &dingly, a hypothesis to be
explored in the following section is that in Amteamterveners are above the Q
operator in €, so that the latter is indeed the closest c-conatingrpotential binder
to thewh-phrase.

A second possible source of crosslinguistic vamatvhich could explain the
presence vs. absence of intervention effects esnmdtion structure and prosody, in
accordance with Tomioka (2007a,b). Finding the ige2locus of this variation is an
empirical task, and not an easy one at that, dgiverdearth of research on
crosslinguistic differences in information struewand the almost complete absence
of work on information structure and prosody in Aarib. Nevertheless, this

possibility will be taken up in section 5.

4. A structural analysis

4.1 Evidence for a structural analysis
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As noted in section 3, all structural approachdst&rvention, regardless of their
details, appeal to the relation between the Q opeiaC’and thewh-phrase;
intervention is on this path. Moreover, this ralatis viewed in hierarchical, rather
than linear, terms. Thus, this section will be deddo the possibility that interveners
in Amharic, like subjects in general, do not ocbatween thevh-phrase and € but
rather above the latter

Before going into the details of this idea, itrigoortant to rule out another
possible syntactic explanation for the lack of imémtion effects in Amharic, which
is specific to the theory of Pesetsky (2000). Rabat Pesetsky puts forward a three-
way classification of movement—overt phrasal movetneovert phrasal movement,
and feature movement—and associates each withrcpitanomena and properties
(see table 1 in section 2). Crucially, in this eystvh-phrases licensed through covert
phrasal movement do not create intervention efféasause theh-phrase is not c-
commanded by the intervener at LF (or, alternagiveécause the restriction on the
wh-phrase is not separated from it, precluding a edmgaring element from
appearing between the two). Although this wouldoaot for the Amharic data, it
also predicts that the language will exhibit Subjaay effects, contra to f&ttas
(24a) illustrateswh-phrases in situ are acceptable inside isi&nddile (24b) shows

that a relative clause is indeed an island fortowevement in Amharic.

(24) a. haile astdmari-w la-man ya-sat't'-éiw- mas'haf anébbab-a?

20 A brief summary of the arguments for this struatamnalysis can also be found in Eilam (2008).

21 Covert phrasal movement is correlated with ottiEmmmena in this system, including Superiority
effects, which Amharic lacks as well (see below)ahy case, the evidence regarding Subjacency is
sufficient to exclude this as an explanation.

% This is true of relative clause and adjunct iskandllustrate with avh-nominal and leave the issue
of whethemwh-adverbials pattern differently in islands for fteuesearch (for this distinction in
Mandarin see Tsai 1994).
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Haile teachebeF to-whoREL-give PER-3MS-DEFACC book rea®@ER-3ms
b. *la-man haile astamari-w ya-sat't’-desw- mas'haf andbbab-a?
to-who Haile teach@tF REL-give PER3MS-DEFFACCbOOK  rea®ER3MS

'Who is the person x such that Haile read theklihat the teacher gave to x?'

Thus, we can conclude that under Pesetsky's (2880)y,wh-phrases in Amharic
remain below the intervener at LF and are licerieenligh feature movement; the
lack of intervention effects is unexpected and nbgséxplained on independent
ground$®,

Returning to the hypothesis that interveners in Arithoccur above G we can
now consider the evidence available to suppofthere does not seem to be any
morphological data pointing one way or the oth&ameents arguably marking the
position of C, like complementizers and question particles, aooccur in simple
wh-questions. Moreover, even if these did surfacey thould not help, since
Amharic is a head-final language with specifierthi left. Thus, elements i’ @ill
typically surface at the right edge of the clawsiaije interveners and subjects in
general end up at the left edge. As for possihigagyic evidence, which is
necessarily more indirect, there are four obsesmatthat warrant examination.

The first relevant observation is that Amharic isull subject language with
obligatory, rich subject agreement, marked for ersumber and gender. (25)
shows that the subject need not be overtly exptdesdale (26) establishes that

subject agreement is necessary.

% There is a third type of movement, overt phrasaé@ment, which would also predict no

intervention effects. However, if Amhangh-phrases overtly raised, despite appearances to the
contrary (see Simpson and Bhattacharya (2003)ufchn & proposal for Bangla), constituents preceding
thewh-phrase would have to be higher than SpecCP. Thesmplications of this idea parallel those

of the hypothesis that interveners are aboVar@ need not be discussed separately.
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(25) sak'-&c.
laughPER3FS

'She laughed.’

(26) aster doro-wa-n arrad-tg.
Esther hemeErFAcc butchemrER3FS

'Esther butchered the hen.'

Following Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998), agothers, one could assume
that agreement is pronominal in null subject lamgsa It would therefore occupy
SpeclP, and overt subjects would have to be ditddda a higher position in the C
domain. This type of correlation between agreeraadtdislocation has been argued
for in a wide variety of languages (see Baker 2lad3ecent discussion), raising
numerous questions; for example, are the agreemarikiers indeed arguments or do
they simply license nujpro arguments in A-positions, and is the dislocatedos&e-
generated in its surface position or does it aitteze by movement. Since these
guestions are tangential to the goals of this pahey can be left aside for now.
Similarly, although an interesting and worthy tofoc research in its own right, the
precise position of dislocated subjects in thepefiphery is not crucial for
determining the validity of the structural analydikat is, pace the opinion of an
anonymous reviewer, an articulated left periphdrhe type proposed in Frascarelli
(2007), in which functional projections are dedschto particular discourse-related
interpretations and associated with specific intimmal contours, will not fare better
than a simpler framework, involving adjunction asa@burse grammar categories to

the CP node. This will become clear in section WiZre a critique of the structural
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analysis is presented: many of the problems with sun analysis are not limited to a
particular view of the left periphery, but ratheisa under any theory which assumes
that subjects in Amharic are necessarily abold terefore assume an adjunction
analysis, leaving the applicability of a cartograpdpproach to Amharic for future
research.

A second potential piece of evidence for the hypsiththat interveners in
Amharic are above Tcomes from adverb placement: sentential adverlysfoliaw
the subject in Amharic, as in (27) and (28). Wiiile order in (27) is also possible in
English The police, fortunately, caught the thjeh (28) 'mnabbab’ probablyis
able to take sentential scope from its positioloWing the subject, which seems to

be impossible in the English equivaled?lNo one probably read the bgok

(27) polis-u daggnnatu leba-wen yaz-a.
policeDEF fortunately thiefeEF-AcC catchPER3MS

'Fortunately, the police caught the thief.'

(28) manrmmm nmonabbab mas'haf-u-n  al-anabbab-&-mm.
anyone  probably boaleF-ACC NEG-readPER3MS-NEG

'Probably, no one read the book.’

Assuming that this class of adverbs is adjoineldPt(e.g., Jonas & Bobaljik 1993),
we can infer that the subject is positioned higigf. Unfortunately, the behavior of
other types of adverbs does not allow such a $ttfaigvard conclusion. Although

manner adverbs in Amharic can appear between thectand verb (29) or object

2 An anonymous reviewer suggests that these adeeeliscated in dedicated functional projections
high in the | domain. Insofar as this hypothesisvés the same prediction as the adjunction arglysi
do not explore it further.
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(30), in order for this to bear on the positiorttté subject, one has to adopt a set of
debatable assumptions, namely, that Amharic has-Mytovement, and that adverbs
cannot adjoin to the X' level (Alexiadou & Anagnmsbulou 1998). The former
assumption seems to have no support beyond argsrioera general correlation
between V-to- movement and null subject langudéésxiadou &

Anagnostopoulou 1998) or rich subject-verb agred¢nagrguages (Platzack 2003),

while the latter has been disputed (e.g., Chom8@p)L

(29) aster tolo c'affar-&c.
Esther quickly danceer-3Fs

'Esther danced quickly.’

(30) aster bahok'uk’s bar kaffat-&c.
Esther carefully door op@ER3FS

'Esther carefully opened a door.'

A third observation bearing on the hypothesis cofrea an Amharic
construction which seems to displace elementsdrCtidomain, but nonetheless
allows them to remain below the subject. Displag@ngeuld be "hidden" in this way
if subjects, including potential interveners, apewe the position of the displaced
element; i.e., higher in the C domain (see UribecBérria 2002 and Simpson and
Bhattacharya 2003 for other cases of putative "e@disknovement). Although this
string-vacuous clitic-left-dislocation (CLLD) diffe from other left dislocation

phenomena in not requiring a phrase in the clanisiliposition (van Riemsdijk
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1997; cf. (31)°, it shares interpretive and syntactic propertiéh them, in
particular CLLD in Arabic (see Aoun and Benmamo@88, Alexopoulou, Doron
and Heycock 2004). Some of these properties of Almi@&LLD will be discussed in

turn, as will an apparent word order reflex it doits.

(31) <naadya> Seef-a <*naadya> kariim <*naadynbeef.?®
Nadia sawms-her Nadia Karim Nadia yesterday

'‘Nadia, Karim saw her yesterday.' (Lebanese Ajabic

Consider (32a), which is a standard declarativéesee in Amharic with a
transitive verb, compared to (32b), illustratingl@L: the resumptive clitiew,
labeled an object marker in the Amharic literatisesuffixed to the verb and refers to
the objectanbdssawn 'the lion (accusative)', the latter putativelyifiosed in the

left periphery despite its occurrence below thgexi.

(32) a. yonas anbassa-wgaddal-a.
Jonas liomeeErFAcc kill.PER-3MS

'‘Jonas killed the lion.'

b. yonas anbassa-wn gaddal-aw.
Jonas lioreer-Acc Kill. PER3MS-3M S,

‘Jonas killed the lion.' (Demeke 20686)

% This difference is not related to the SOV wordesrdf Amharic, which distinguishes it from many
languages which possess CLLD, including other Setaihguages: in other SOV languages, such as
Hindi (Pritha Chandra, p.c.), left-dislocated plessmust also appear clause-initially. An anonymous
reviewer comments that some languages exhibit terse-initial CLLD topics; however, as in the
case discussed here, it is often argued that tbeses are merged in the left periphery but do not
surface first because of further movement withim ¢ctause (cf. Frascarelli 2007).

% thank Lina Choueiri for providing the Lebanesebic judgments.

7| remain agnostic about the actual mechanism irain this displacement, that is, base generation
or movement.
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Object marking (OM) as in (32b) is restricted iway that is expected if the NP

referred to is a topic, and hence arguably in tlto@ain, the component of the

clause structure which licenses discourse depei@#hdirst, nonreferential

pronouns anevh-words are incompatible with OM, as shown in (33) é35),

respectively; (34) and (36) provide the correspogdiata from CLLD in Lebanese

Arabic. The ungrammaticality of (33) with OM ders/&om the fact that

referentiality is an obligatory property of topigeinhart 1981, Lambrecht 1994,

a.0.)*®, while in (35) avh-phrase, being inherently focused, cannot alscesas\a

topic (Bresnan & Mchombo 1987, Polinsky & Potsdan 2.

(33) aster andagor ayy-&c¢-(*ow).
Esthera thing se&ER3FS-3MS,

'Esther saw something."'

(34) *waahed Seft-o0 mbeéri
someone sereR 1IMs-3MS, yesterday

‘Someone, | saw him yesterday.'
(35) aster mn ayy-&c¢-(*ow)?
Esther what seeER-3FS-3MS,

'What did Esther see?'

(Amberber 1996:139)

(Lebanese Arabic

(Amberber 1996:139)

28 OM seems to primarily be a cataphoric device,alated with the recurrence of the marked object
in subsequent sentences (Haile 1970, Hetzron X9d@4dser 1983). This is a typical property of topics
in the sense of Givéon (2001). It is sometimes akid that OM is used to mark "emphasis" and/or is a
marker of contrastive focus (Demeke 2003b, Yabe3paut this claim is difficult to assess, since no

independent evidence is provided.

29 An anonymous reviewer notes that indefinites the pronoun in (33) can be topicalized, at least in
some languages, provided that they are specifiis. fiiedicts that (33) may be grammatical under
certain conditions, given that the specific intetption of indefinites is the non-default, context-
dependent option (Geurts 2002), but does not refig@roposed relation between OM and topichood.
%0 This generalization is often cited in the literatubut may require refinement given the claim that
various casewh-phrases can be topicalized (see below; Wu 1989322004, Grohmann 2006).
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(36) *Su  Striit-o mbees??
what buyPER2MS-3MS, yesterday

'What did you buy yesterday?' (Lebanese Arabic)

Second, the forms used as reflexive pronouns cimhane their nonreflexive
interpretation if referred to by OM, so that in (3Tasunis understood as meaning
'his head' rather than the reflexive ‘himself'.|®a¥e pronouns are not possible
topics due to their nonreferentiality (Polinsky &tBdam 2001, following Reinhart

1981, Lambrecht 1994, a.o.).

(37) a. haile ras-u-n ayy-a.
Haile headr0SsS3VS-ACC SEEPER3MS

'Haile saw himself.'

b. haile ras-u-n ayy-a-w.
Haile headr0ss3Ms-ACC SeEPER3MS-3MS,
'Haile saw his head/*himself.'

Beyond its interpretive properties and relatedritistional characteristics, which
suggest displacement in the C domain, OM has ex@illinear order. This is not
observed with respect to the subject, as illusdrateove, but rather is evident when
OM resumes a phrase base-generated below an obijest;the latter is not in the
high left periphery, it does not hide displacemehich places phrases in a higher
position. Thus, (38a) is an example of a simpleditave verb with a direct object and

PP adjunct, while in (38b) the prepositional suffik->* and OM-ét referring to the

31 The prepositional suffixedl- and-bb- are derived from the prepositiolds andba-, respectively,
and carry a range of meanings similar to the latterforms (Leslau 1995).
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PP have been added to the verb. Crucially, the &8 thhen precede the direct object.
(38c) illustrates the same point with a slightlffefient structure, in which the PP

surfaces without a preposition, and instead takesdpic markefan.

(38) a. aster bet-u-n ba-mat'ragiya-w t'arr&g-a
Esther houseerAcc with-broombEF cleanPER3FS

‘Esther cleaned the house with the broom.’ (24l :80)

b. aster <b&-mat'ragiya-w> bet-u-n Sriat'ragiya-w>
Esther with-broonbeF housepEFACC  with-broompeEer
t'arrag-ac-obb-at*

cleanPER3FS-P-3MS,

‘Esther cleaned the house with the broom.'

c. aster <mat'ragiya-wA> bet-u-n <*mat'ragiya-wn>
Esther broonbeEFTOP houseBEFACC  broOmPEFTOP
t'arrag-ac-obb-at>
cleanPER3FS-P-3MS,

'Esther cleaned the house with the broom.’ béY2007:82)

Note that the question of whether or not (38ahé&liase-generated order is not
essential for the issue at hand. If it is, (38lmndjcate that the PP adjunct necessarily
takes a higher position than the direct object evtien it is resumed through OM,

that is, having undergone CLLD. If (38a) is not Hase-generated order, but rather

32 yabe (2007) says that leaving the PP adjunctérdtver position is dispreferred only by some
speakers, while Haile (1970) claims that it is @mgmatical. | have found some interspeaker variation
in such cases.

% Pace Yabe (2007), (38c) is not an applicative ranson: the alleged applied argument does not
exhibit the hallmark properties of argumenthoodfiberosslinguistically with applicatives, such as
allowing passivization (Baker 1988, Peterson 2007).
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PP-direct object is, (38b-c) show that the dirdgeot cannot be higher than the PP
adjunct solely when the latter is referred to by Gijuably because CLLD positions
phrases in the high left periphery, whereas scringlais in (38a) does rét

Considering (38a) from another perspective providgber demonstration that
subjects are high in the C domain. (39) is a vamaihis sentence with scrambling
of the PP adjunct (or its base order; see abogtbkshing that scrambling can
displace elements locally. However, as shown i), (@€ ambling does not enable
phrases to precede the subject, conceivably bedagdanited to adjunction to IP,
VP or AP, on a par with German, Japanese, etcw@rdorf & Sternefeld 1990,
Mdller & Sternefeld 1993), while CLLD derives trosder, because it is associated
with the C domain. If the subject remained witHh) it is not clear what would

preclude another phrase from scrambling over it.

(39) aster ba-mat'ragiya-w bet-u-n agrac.
Esther with-broonBEF housepEFACC cleanPER3FS

'Esther cleaned the house with the broom.'
(40) woSSa-wen, aster ;tmatt-&s-*(ow).*®
dogDEFACC Esther  hiPER3FS-3MS,
‘Esther hit the dog.' (Amberber 1996:138)

To summarize, Amharic possesses a constructionhwhsembles clitic-left-

34| use the term "scrambling" to refer to a prodéss derives non-canonical word order without a
resumptive element. The properties of this progegsnharic and its affinity to scrambling in other
languages are beyond the scope of this paper.

% There is some interspeaker variation in the aatifty of (40) without OM, perhaps suggesting
that some speakers allow scrambling to target Géiretl positions. | leave this issue for future
research.
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dislocation in other Semitic languages: a phrasesamed in the verb, and
consequently takes on topic-like functions typigalésociated with the high left
periphery. Unlike these languages, however, Amlawes not require the phrase
which has putatively undergone CLLD to appear @augially. The hypothesis that
subjects are also displaced in the C domain eespyures this peculiarity; the
CLLDed phrase could then surface to the left ah#oright of the subject, depending
on its adjunction site. For the sake of simplicitgssume that the subject is adjoined
to CP rather than in SpecCP, since the latter arsalyould require postulating
different types of adjunction sites for CLLDed pea, and in particular adjunction to
the X' level of a lower CLLDed phra¥e

Before wrapping up this section, it is necessagddress a fourth and final set of
data, which is predicted under the account predahtes far and hence serves to
reinforce it. If lexical subjects in declarativengences occupy a CP-adjoined position
in Amharic, there is no a priori reason other typeslements could not also be
placed in such a position. Furthermore, Amharicg#h structure should allow
multiple elements of this type, given the recursiagure of adjunction. This appears
to be what we find in multiplesh-questions. Although Amharic isvahin-situ
language, displacementwh-phrases is visible when more than one such plsase

involved. Crucially, this displacement does notyBeperiority: (41) shows the

% possible further support for the claim that sutsjece not in SpecCP comes from sentences
involving lamen 'why'. If Ko (2005) is correct in stating thab-in-situ languages generatdy in
SpecCP, the canonical order exemplified in (i) datles that the subject, as well as the CLLDed bbjec
are higher than SpecCP. Of course, this is alsteece, albeit fragile, for the left peripheral piasi

of subjects and CLLDed objects.

(i) astamari-w tamari-wen lamn wak'k'as-a-w?
teachemEF studentbEFACC why  reprimandPER 3MS-3MS,
'‘Why did the teacher reprimand the student?' €Le2000:153)
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assumed underlying order of a question with thveghrases, and (42)-(44) illustrate

three possible permutations of this order, wineéée 'when' has raised abowean

'who', andren 'what' remains in place (42), surfaces abmaa'who' (43), or

appears clause-initially (44). All these permutasi@re violations of Superiority,

since it is not the closesth-phrase that is attract&éd

(41) man mé&e nmon gazz-a?
who when what buyer3ms

'When did who buy what?'

(42) a. m&e man tmon gazz-a?
when who what buyer3ms

‘When did who buy what?'

b. bnant Kassa mas'haf gazz-a.
yesterday Kassa book  besR3Ms

'Yesterday Kassa bought a book.'
(43) a. m&e mon; man tt gazz-a?
when what who buyeRr 3ms

‘When did who buy what?'

b. tbnant mas'haf Kassa géazz-a.
yesterday book  Kassa besR3ms

‘Yesterday Kassa bought a book.'

(44) a. mon; m&e mantt gazz-a?

(Demeke 2003shoh 2007:304)

(Demeke 2063shoh 2007:304)

371 consider Superiority effects to be a violatidrAttract Closest (Chomsky 1995), although nothing

in the analysis hinges on this.
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what when who buyer3vs

'When did who buy what?'

b. mas'hafdnant Kassa gazz-a.
book  yesterday Kassa begr3vs

‘Yesterday Kassa bought a book.' (Demeke 206Fhoh 2007:304)

The fact that all these Superiority-violating exdespare perfectly grammatical in
Amharic indicates that displacement of thie phrases is motivated by something
other than checking the [+wh] feature df Ce., focus movement (Bosk@v2002) or
wh-topicalization (Wu 1999, Jaeger 2004, GrohmanrspB0both of which are
known to disregard Superiority. Moreover, giventt#)-(44) allow single-answer
readings and not just pair-list interpretationsijlastrated above, we can conclude
that, as in (41), none of threh-phrases are in SpecCP (Bosko2002). Rathemvh-
phrases apparently occupy the same CP-adjoinetiqmsstargeted by lexical NPs in
declarative¥.

On the whole, we have amassed a reasonable amiodetiacand observations to
back up the hypothesis that subjects in Amharid,@otential interveners among
them, are in the C domain. Findings from subjecta@gent, adverb placement,

string-vacuous CLLD, and multipleh-questions suggest that interveners do not

38 According to Demeke (2003a), the leftmuogtphrase in Amharic multiple questions is the most
"prominent"”. While for Aboh (2007) this implies thais a focusedvh-phrase, topicalizedh-phrases
are also known to indicate what a question primagtjuests information about (Jaeger 2004).
Determining which of the two possibilities is carrgoes beyond the scope of this paper.

%1t is difficult to rule out scrambling of theh-phrases to IP-adjoined positions, which also dues
create Superiority effects (Nishigauchi 1990). ©p#on is to maintain that subjestrphrases, just
like lexical NP subjects, are in the C domain, #retefore any movement above them cannot be
scrambling. In any case, pace the opinion of aekger, a uniform adjunction approach is valid if one
does not adopt a rigid, one-to-one relation betwiigtourse grammar categories and hierarchical
positions (see, for example, Neeleman and van ax K@08).
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occupy a position between thdr-phrase and the Q operator ifi 6ut rather are
above the latter, enabling the necessary relagtwden Q and thwh-phrase to be
established and hence precluding intervention &fféicthis hypothesis is correct,
one could in principle maintain a structural apptoo intervention, and in particular
Pesetsky's (2000) framework of movement types leid torrelates, as well as
Beck's (2006) basic ideas regarding the definimperty of interveners, the
underlying cause responsible for intervention @éffeand the relevance of
hierarchical structure for the phenomenon at hkledvever, the story does not end
here. Beyond a variety of reservations regardiegeHindings, some of which were
noted above in passing, and general problems witlitaral approaches, outlined in
section 2, the structural analysis does not sutidgsexplain the entire range of
data, and it derives a number of predictions wiliehnot confirmed by the data. |

turn to these problems next.

4.2 Problems with a structural analysis

Although the structural explanation for the absewfdatervention effects in

Ambharic, appealing to the hierarchical positionmérveners, handles the findings
presented thus far, it suffers from a fundamentdkmess: the data used to support it
only establishes that subjects, including intervermnbe above & and not that
theymustbe. As will be shown below, there is explicit ewide that subjects can
remain in the | domain; moreover, when they arerirgners, intervention effects
nonetheless do not arise. The obvious conclusitmisthe position of the subject is

not related to the presence or absence of intéoreaffects, and a structural analysis
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must therefore be rejected.

To begin with, Amharic does not exhibit the distitibnal and interpretational
characteristics expected if dislocation were adigeoperty of subjects. Thus, when
functioning as subjects, nonreferential indefilNfés surface in the same position as
other subjects and are obligatorily agreed withngd5). Given the incompatibility
between nonreferential NPs and the C domain (B2B@8), this indicates that
subjects may occupy SpeclP and that subject agreetoes not have to be
pronominal (see Sheehan 2006 for a similar clagandging Romance null subject

languagesy.

(45) manmmm ya-n mas'haf al-andbb&b-a-mm.

anyone thatAcc book NEG-readPER3MS-NEG

'‘No one read that book.’
In addition, quantified subjects in Amharic allomarrow scope, nonspecific
interpretation which should not be available ifyttveere uniformly dislocated
(Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 1998, Baker 2003, Eaaslli 2007): (46) is
ambiguous between a wide scope reading for theesupje., 'some specific
policeman stood in front of every bank') and a marscope reading, according to

which 'in front of every bank stood a differentipeman’.

(46) tonant  and polis kad-yya bank fik'om-a.
yesterday a policeman at-every bank front stameBMs

'A policeman stood in front of every bank yestertay

“? This observation is at odds with (28), where arafarential NP was claimed to be in the C domain.
It may be the case that Baker's (2003) generadizasi overly strong, although this would mean that
(45) does not prove that subjects can be in SpeclP.
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Just as the behavior of subjects in general was tasargue for the left peripheral
position of interveners, the conclusion that suisjace not necessarily dislocated in
the left periphery should be extended to intervenearthermore, there are three data
points which directly support this claim. Firsthsider (47)-(48), in which a potential
intervener is a non-matrix subject and a non-stipjespectively; neither exhibits the

degradedness of an intervention effect.

(47) girma haile b&¢éa mon ond-andbbéb-a y-asall?
Girma Haile only what that-reatr 3vs 3ms-think.IMP-AUX.3MS

'What does Girma think that only Haile read?’

(48) girma la-haile béca mon sat't'-a?
Girma to-Haile only what giveer3Ms

'What did Girma give only to Haile?'

To explain these facts within the structural appm@ne could maintain that in such
cases both the matrix subject and the potentiatvener are adjoined to the matrix
CP, so that neither interferes with the relatiomieen € and thevh-phrase.
However, by doing so, one muddles the putativdiogldetween verbal marking,
whether subject agreement or object marking, agplatement in the C domain, and
it becomes difficult to identify what is in the teferiphery and what is it At any
rate, the idea that embedded subjects surfaceghdrhihe clause leads to the

prediction, schematized in (49), that they coulecpde adverbs associated with the

“IWhile it is true, as an anonymous reviewer comsehat dislocation is not limited as a rule to
matrix subjects, the argument for its applicatiotthis case would have to be circular, based only o
the absence of intervention effects. Moreover gieration itself would have to apply at every leskl
embedding ad infinitum, and simply does not aceuitt the adverb placement data presented below.
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matrix clausé. This prediction fails, as shown in (50).

(49) CP
haile CP

/\
girma CP

DP V%
book read

(50) <ahun> haile <ahun> girma <*ahursnant mas'haf-u-n
now Haile now Girma now Yyestert@pkDEFACC

ond-andbbab-a  <ahun> y-awk'4ll.

2 thank Julie Legate for suggesting this predittidote that it holds of any analysis in which
embedded subjects are in the matrix C domain, aed dot depend on a particular implementation of
this domain.
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that-reacbER3MS now  31S-knowIMP-AUX.3MS

'Haile now knows that Girma read the book yestetday

A second observation suggesting that intervenerdean the | domain pertains
specifically to non-subjects, which do not trigggervention effects. While this by
itself is difficult to reconcile with the structdranalysis, there is a subset of cases
which are even more problematic; namely, when tiresubject cannot take object
marking and hence intervention effects are expfiexpected. If an NP is
incompatible with object marking, it is assumed thaannot undergo clitic-left-
dislocation, and therefore necessarily remaingsitov base-generated position,

below C. Such NPs nevertheless do not cause intervertiect® as shown below.

(51) girma la-haile b¢éa non sat't'-a-w?
Girma to-Haile only what giveer3MS-3MS,

'What did Girma give only to Haile?'

(52) girma la-ras-u dgca non sat't-a-(*w)?
Girma to-himself only what giveer3ms-3ms,

‘What did Girma give only to himself?'

(51) is identical to (48) above but for the additmf object marking referring to the
indirect objectahaile 'to Haile', which is perfectly acceptable. In (825 indirect
object has been replaced by a reflexive and thétnssstill grammatical, despite the

fact that the reflexive is incompatible with objacarking (at least under its reflexive

“3 Barring displacement of the entire embedded clahsefact that the matrix adverb can immediately
precede the matrix verb seems to indicate thatritright-adjoin to VP, and that the verb raiselto
thus surfacing to the right of the adverb. In aage; this does not bear on the position of the
embedded subject.
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interpretation; see above). Excluding the typeimutar argument mentioned in fn.
41, the structural approach has no explanatiothfserfinding.

At this point, alert readers may wonder whetheesas which the potential
intervener is an embedded subject or a non-sujedhdeed as damaging to the
structural analysis as they seem. Specificallyali¢bat among the problems for
structural approaches listed by Tomioka (2007a,thé observation that intervention
effects in Japanese and Korean are significantliarated when the intervener is an
embedded subject or a non-subject. The findings #anharic could then be part of
a general, crosslinguistic pattern, rather thanetbing as exceptional as the behavior
of matrix subject interveners in the language. Heevethis does not make the task of
a structural analysis any simplen the contrary, it adds to the body of data wiiti¢
arguably unable to account for.

A third problematic data point for the structurabdysis of intervention in
Ambharic laid out in the previous subsection consemn interpretational distinction
between subjects, which seems to be associatedpattific structural positions.
Modifying the analysis to accommodate this datalpees an undesirable result: one
relinquishes the structural explanation for theealoe of intervention effects.
Returning to the basic example ofvb-question with a potential intervener, as in
(53), we find that it actually has two possiblediegs, only one of which was noted

in section 3*

* The same two readings are not linked to a pagtiatlause type, and are hence also available in
alternative questions (see below for declaratives):
(i) haile »¢ca Say wayss buna t'at-a?

Haile only tea or coffee drink. PER-3MS

a. 'Did only Haile drink tea or coffee?'

b. 'Only speaking of Haile, did he drink tea orfeef’
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(53) haile »¢ca mon anédbbab-a? (=9a)
Haile only what reader-3ms
a. 'What did only Haile read?’

b. 'Only speaking of Haile, what did he re&d?'

The (a) interpretation, mentioned above, is theesasin the corresponding English
sentence, while in (b), which is missing from theglish sentence, the speaker
indicates that the questidihat did he readfefers exclusively to Haile.

To illustrate the distinction between the two reggdi more clearly, consider the
context in (54) and the subsequent question-angaies in (55)-(56): the answer in

(55) reflects the (a) reading of the question, avtiilat in (56) reflects the reading in
(b).

(54) Context: There are four students in the classf®it have read "The
Neverending Story" and "Harry Potter and the Phibt®r's Stone”, but only

Haile has read "The Hobbit".

(55) Q: haile ¢ca mpn andbbab-a?

A: "The Hobbit".

(56) Q: haile ¢ca mpn andbbab-a?
A: "The Neverending Story", "Harry Potter and thHel&sopher's Stone", "The
Hobbit".
Comparable readings can be found in simple declasalike (57), where under the

(b) reading the speaker asserts that 'Haile restdothok’ and conveys that this

> The translation "speaking of" is intended to difatiate this interpretation from that of a
contrastive, "as for" topic (see below).
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proposition is the only proposition he makes webpect to the question under

discussion.

(57) haile »¢ca ya-n mas'haf andbbab-a.
Haile only thatacc book rea®ER3MmS
a. 'Only Haile read that book."'

b. 'Only speaking of Haile, he read that book.’

As expected, the sentence in (57) is compatible aitontext in which each book
was read by more than one person.

The critical datum against the structural analg$istervention is given in (58):
the (b) reading of the question is lost whenwihephrase precedes the subject,

rendering the reply below infelicitous given thentext in (54) (cf. (56.

(58) Q: mon haile b¢ca anabbab-a? (=9b)

what Haile only reader3ms

‘What did only Haile read?'

A: #'The Neverending Story", "Harry Potter and Bt@losopher's Stone", "The
Hobbit".

The finding in (58) shows that the "speaking oténpretation is necessarily
connected to a high left peripheral position. bemipting to explain why the subject
in (58) is not, and cannot, be in this positiom $tructural analysis encounters a
problem: since it claims that subjects are univbrsisplaced in the left periphery,

and thatvh-phrases can also freely adjoin to CP, what igstirdjuish the subject in

6 An anonymous reviewer suggests that the quesaitks|this reading because contrastive topics are
incompatible withwh-questions. Beyond the questionable status ofattericlaim (Tomioka to

appear), as well as my assumption that the (bjnigatbes not involve a contrastive topic (see 8), 4
this hypothesis fails to explain the acceptabiity56).
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(58), when it follows thevh-phrase, from that in (53), when it is clause-aiftf? In
order to handle this data, it seems necessaryoyt addifferent set of assumptions.
Thewh-phrase in (58) must be adjoined to IP, rather (&, and therefore the
subject is in SpeclP, which is also the canonioaitpn of subjects in Amharic.
Furthermore, when the subject is clause-initiaing®3), this actually hides two
possible hierarchical positions: one is the caradrpeclP position, not associated
with any peculiar interpretation, and the othea lsigher, CP-adjoined position,
where the "speaking of" interpretation is derivieigntatively suggest that the latter
represents a type of hanging topic left dislocatighich is a base-generated
dependency between a topic and a pronominal elefoei@rohmann 2000, a.o.).
Accordingly, a subject in this position can be dkto an element inside an island,
and is intonationally set off from the rest of thause by a low boundary tone and

optional paus¥, as demonstrated in (59).
(59) girma # haile ya-s'af-a-an mas'haf naw y-andbbdét-a
Girma HaileReL-write PER3VS-DEF-ACC book  COP.3VS REL-readPER 3MS-DEF

'‘Speaking of Girma, the book that Haile wrote s time he read.’

Returning to the list of properties which were gilad to show that subjects are in

the C domain, such as the pronominal status oestibgreement and the post-

" Given an expanded left periphery, one could asshatethe subjects under both readings (53a) and
(53b) are topics in the C domain, differing in tigght of the topic projection which houses thend a
that the lower of these projections hosts the stilije(58). However, we would then expect both g/pe
of topic to exhibit certain prosodic correlates gédifferentiate them from non-topical constituents
(cf. Frascarelli 2007). While such a correlate &sxis the case of high topics, as described below,
canonical subjects as in (53a) and (58) have theggdlic characteristics of IP-internal material.

“8 This would fit in with the hypothesis that th-phrase has been scrambled to its clause-initial
position, given the earlier assumption that andfiaed position is the highest possible target for
scrambling in Amharic. However, it also causes f@ois in explaining (40), where the clause-initial
position should be available for a scrambled olifette subject is simply in SpeclP.

“9 See the description of the tonal properties ofithenational phrase in section 5.
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subject position of sentential adverbs, these tribéuatable to the possibility of
subjects being hanging topics. However, the mopbmant by-product of the clausal
structure in which subjects can be in SpeclP ictrelusion that their position is
orthogonal to the presence or absence of intemetifects. As shown in (53),
repeated here as (60), intervention effects ar@bstrved in Amharic regardless of
whether the subject is in the position of a hangamic above € and thus associated

with a "speaking of" interpretation, or in the lav&peclP position.

(60) haile »¢ca nmon andbbab-a?
Haile only what reader-3ms
a. 'What did only Haile read?'

b. 'Only speaking of Haile, what did he read?"

The attempt to implement a structural analysis,refne Amharic evades
intervention effects because it places subjectdydting interveners, above’Geems
to have ended in failure. While numerous findinggarding Amharic clausal
structure may be retained and further examinedturé work, they do not provide a
satisfactory explanation for the absence of intetioa effects. Non-structural factors

must be considered, and these are the topic ofakiesection.

5. A non-structural approach

The absence of intervention effects in Amharic challenge for all existing
approaches to the phenomenon, since they are ggrmeved to reflect basic
properties of the grammar. Maintaining the lattkya, this section is devoted to an

alternative take on intervention effects, propasetiomioka (2007a,b), in which
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information structure and prosody are the cruamhponents, and the effects are
accordingly read off the linear string. | beginegapping the basic features of the
theory, which were described in section 2, and dpgly it to the Amharic data
introduced in section 3. If Tomioka's proposalasrect, we expect that
characteristics of information structure and/orsmay in Amharic would distinguish
it from languages which exhibit intervention effledndeed, this is exactly what we
find. Following presentation of these charactassstifomioka's theory is extended to
alternative questions, which have not yet beenesd@d in this framework, but
follow from it rather straightforwardly. The outcens not only a general argument
in favor of non-structural approaches to intervamind against structural ones, but
also a case for more judicious consideration oéioffhenomena which seem at first
glance to be structural in nature.

Recall that in the informational partition wh-questions Tomioka adopts, thw-
phrase is the focus and the rest of the questithreiground. Intervention effects then
come about because this information structure Hasulty accommodating a certain
class of elements, namely, interveners. Intervecemaot serve as links since they
are intrinsically anti-topical, and they cannot(part of) the tail because of
phonological reasons. According to Tomioka, theragical cause in Japanese and
Korean is the inability to reduce material to te# bf wh-phrases and focused
phrases, which clashes with the requirement tlilatléeck intonational prominence.
Intervention effects are not observed in theseuaggs when theth-phrase
scrambles above the intervener because the |aitisrig in the phonologically

reduced part of the sentence to the right ofthghrase, which serves as the tail.
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Other languages could have alternative means ofriegsthat the intervener does not
bear prominence, thus achieving a prosodic reptasen which aligns with the
information structure.

Tomioka's account has a number of advantages trvetigral approaches, as
described in section 2; it not only covers the aetech all analyses attempt to
handle, but also explains a number of additionakolations which have generally
gone unnoticed. As for its applicability to langeagther than Japanese and Korean,
I now proceed to show that certain properties ohant prosody and information
structure line up as predicted by the theory, yigjdhe absence of intervention
effects in the language. These findings serveihdéu undermine structural
approaches, and they refute suggestions by Bed6j2thd Hagstrom (2007) that
Tomioka's theory is overly language-specific.

First, Amharic interveners do not exhibit the tooaitrelates of focus when
preceding avh-phrase, and therefore satisfy the phonologicatlitmm on tails. In
order to spell out this claim, a brief descriptafrthe intonational phonology of
Ambharic is in order. There are two levels of phagital phrasing, the phonological
phrase (P-phrase) and intonational phrase (I-pphréseformer roughly
corresponding to a maximal projection, while thigelais the higher, clause-level
unit. Non-final P-phrases are associated withiagisontour, composed of a low
phrasal tone (k) ending right before the edge of the prosodic dopend a
following high boundary tone @), while final P-phrases are associated with a low
boundary tone (&) (cf. Hayward 1992). I-phrases are characterized boundary

tone, which is low in statementsland high in questions (H These tonal events
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are illustrated in the pitch track (62) for the plmtransitive sentence (61), in which

prosodic constituents have been indic3ted

(61) ((haile} (aority (zalewawyary (andbbab-&),

Haile book Leviticus

readr-3Ms

'Haile read the Book of Leviticus.'

(62)

500

400+

200

Pitch (Hz)

100

3001 v\/ \\/

haile

aorit

zalewawyan

anabbaba

Time (s)

2.04

Associating the subject in (61) with the focus jgées-mm+ onk*an 'even’, as in

(63), creates a different phrasing in (64): while two constituents that make up the

object retain their P-phrase high boundary tortesstibject does not. Rathkaile is

phrased together with the following focus partieldich has its own high boundary

tone.

(63) haile-mm onk"“an aorit zalewawyan anabbab-a

*0 Recordings were done with four native speakesnoharic, three females and one male, who read
written materials directly into Praat (Boersma & &k 2008), installed on a PC laptop. The pitch
tracks presented here are from two of the fourlsgrsabut all four produced the same general pitch

contours.
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Haile+oceven book Leviticus readR3ms

'Even Haile read the Book of Leviticus.'

(64)
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hailemm ankwan aorit zalewawyan anabbaba
0 2.467
Time (s)

An analysis of this tonal pattern, which also cltegrzes the other focus particles
mentioned in section 3, is beyond the scope offtajger’; what is important for our
purposes is to examine what happens to this ploresiization of focus iwh-
guestions. As predicted by Tomioka's theory, reimoved: the pitch contour of the
standard intervention configuration in (65), giver{66), shows a pitch peak on the
wh-phrase, as is commonwirin-situ languages (Ladd 1996), and an I-phrasaHfin

high boundary tone typical of questions, but neotibundary tonéé

(65) haile-mm oank"an nmon anabbab-a?
HaileFoceven what reapER3MS

'‘What did even Haile read?'

*1 See Li (2002) for description of a similar tontlisture in the related Ethiosemitic language Chaha
2 This pitch contour represents only the standasd;manging topic interpretation of the subject. The
prosodic features of the latter were describecaatisn 4.2.
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(66)
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The connection between the fact that focus pastisl®w no phonological
correlates of focus inwh-question and the absence of intervention effects i
Ambharic seems fairly straightforward. Simply putnBAaric allows in situ
manipulation of the prosody of interveners, maktrgpssible for them to be
interpreted as (part of) the tail, whereas langsdige Japanese and Korean require a
syntactic operation—scrambling of th-phrase over the intervener—to derive the
appropriate prosodic representation. Note thaavdeopen the question of whether
this in situ manipulation is a default propertytioé intonational phonology of
Ambharic; i.e., a type of automatic pre-focal degimg, or an option which speakers
make use of to accommodate a focused phraseicuestion. Careful examination
of the prosody ofvh-questions is required to resolve this issue: @tlevaterial
preceding avh-phrase lose its prosodic constituent status, dictuexpressions
which can be links and hence need not be reducesi tlus only true of anti-topic

items?
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Before moving on to a discussion of the relevafarmation structural properties
of Amharic, it is necessary to address one clag®tantial interveners which was
singled out in section 3, namely, NPIs. These etemeid trigger a certain degree of
unacceptability when precedingw-phrase, reflecting the type of intervention effect
found in other languages but not elsewhere in Ainh&he difference between NPIs
and other potential interveners in Amharic, andcleethe cause underlying their
divergent behavior ivh-questions, | suggest, is the fact that NPIs dgoeomit in
situ modification of their tonal correlates, andrfore cannot function as tails. Thus,
when speakers are asked to produs#rguestion involving an NP1, as in (67), the
latter exhibits an unambiguous Houndary tone (cf. (68)} As noted in section 2,
NPIs in other languages are also distinct in ctutstg the most robust type of
intervener; moreover, while differing in its detaitom the reasoning given for
Ambharic, the explanation for this finding in Japs@@nd Korean is similarly

phonological.
(67) ?manmmm non al-andbbab-4-mm? (=22a)

anyone  whatEG-readPER3MS-NEG

'What did no one read?'

3 The absence of a pitch peak onwtephrase in (68) is putatively the type of post-foceduction
also observed following NPIs in Japanese (IshiRay).
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(68)
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Although the phonetic data from Amharic fits inelicwith Tomioka's account
of intervention effects, and therefore providespgupfor the theory, it should
obviously be augmented by a formal analysis ofctes to focus induced by focus
particles and NPIs and the way in which these anesltered in certain
environments. An additional issue which must beftaffuture research is the status
of those members of the class of interveners wtiachot seem a priori to be focus-
sensitive, such as quantificational phrases. Ttietfet these expressions do not
cause intervention effects in Amharic could steomfitheir inherent lack of focus
correlates, or from the eradication of these catesl before ah-phrase, on a par
with focus particles. Similarly, the reason thagé elements are not interveners in
many languages, and are hence not included indtleeset of interveners, may be
phonological: they are usually not lexically asstedl with intonational prominence,
and therefore would only create intervention eBetthe intonational phonology of

the language forced all material precedingrephrase to be prominent, as in
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Japanese and Korean.
Turning to information structure, recall the findithatwh-questions like (69)
actually have two possible readings, (a) and (I8 latter roughly meaning that the

guestionwWhat did he read®efers exclusively to Haile.

(69) haile »¢ca mon anébbab-a?
Haile only what reader-3ms
a. 'What did only Haile read?'

b. 'Only speaking of Haile, what did he read?"

While the (a) reading, | assume, is sanctionedittyev of the prosodic facts
described above, allowing the focused phrase to e ground, the interpretation in
(b) requires additional discussion. | use the datlhze in (70) for the purpose of

clarity and brief exposition, but the facts remthia same in questions.

(70) haile »¢ca ya-n mas'haf andbbab-a. (=57b)
Haile only thatacc book rea®ER3MmS

'Only speaking of Haile, he read that book.’

In examples like (70), the focus partitie’ca takes the hanging topic as its
argument, as schematized in (71), rather thanrigjaqent proposition (e.d-aile
read that book as Englistonly does. Thushacca here does not signal
exhaustification over the proposition, but ratheeradthe address in the hearer's

knowledge store where the information contributgdhe focus is to be entered.

(71) [[haile]rop]lony he read that book.
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The fact that Amharic enables focus particles lik&'a to take a topic as their
argument provides it with a second way to evaderveintion effects. The reasoning
behind this is simple: there is no degradednessich cases because the focused
hanging topic is an extra-sentential element, migigrated in the information
structure of the questidh No attempt to accommodate the focused phrageein t
ground portion of the question is made, and hewncgash between its information
structural properties and the information strudtaréiculation of the question arises.
Other languages seem to lack this option; theythiarorder of topic marking and
focus particle and/or the interpretation whichetides in Amharic (or the
combination of topic marking and focus particleéegether, as in Tsez; Polinsky &
Potsdam 200%3. An additional noteworthy aspect of the Amharitagiavhich
similarly sets it apart from other languages, &ftict that although possiBfeovert
morphosyntactic marking of the subject is not neagsto obtain the topic
interpretation.

A final issue which must be addressed within Toralsframework is alternative
guestions, both from a general, theoretical pdiniew and specifically in Amharic.

As noted in section 3, alternative questions walsgmed under Beck's (2006)

% The structural analysis is able to capture themts of intervention effects with the hanging topic
interpretation, given the assumption that the irgeer is indeed above’ @ such cases. However, we
have abandoned this analysis altogether at thge sta

%5 Japanese does allow the combinatiodaie'only' and the topic markewa, in that order. While
there seems to be some interpretational affinith wie combination dbacca and the hanging topic in
Ambharic, the fact thadake-wais not permissible in questions (Hara 2006, 200gpssts that the two
are not the same.

%% For example, with the markess

(i) haile-ss  b¢a ya-n mas'haf anabbéab-a.
Haile-rorponly thatAcc book  rea®ErR3MS
'Only as for Haile, he read that book.'

Demeke and Meyer (2007) argue tketmarks contrastive topics, while sentence-init@difion in
Ambharic indicates non-contrastive topics.
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structural analysis of intervention by Beck and K&006), who contend that the
effect is basically the same aswh-questions; in the latter case the problem involves
awh-phrase, while in alternative questions it is tiguhctive phrase which ends up
lacking the alternatives required for interpretati®he result is that examples like

(72) only have a yes/no reading, which can be arew&ith (b), but not (a).

(72) Does only John like Mary or Susan? (=20)
a. #Mary. [*AltQ]

b. Yes.  F'Yes/NoQ]

Although Tomioka did not extend his theory to altdive questions, it can easily
account for the effect found in (72). In an altélvequestion, the disjunct is the
focus and the remainder is the ground, but inteskeeare not easily accommodated
in the ground, at least when preceding the fochsyTannot be links because of
their anti-topical status, while their tendencyattyact intonational prominence
interferes with their serving as tails. The pokading of the question is nonetheless
retained in the presence of an intervener becaes@y questions have a different
information structure. This information structuseairguably very similar to that of a
declarative, and in any case does not have a fo@gs, so that the focus-ground
partition is much more amenable to speaker modifinaand hearer accommodation
than in alternative questions (see Hedberg 200®rdstingly, we have come to the
conclusion that alternative questions in a languikgeEnglish paralleWh-questions
in wh-in-situ languages like Japanese and Korean, wdgcbrds with the assumption
that the articulation of information structure andny associated properties are

universal in nature. Furthermore, one can remogeértervention effect from
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alternative questions by placing the disjunctiveagk in a phonologically reduced
position which naturally houses the ground; forregke, in the non-clefted part of an
it-cleft (73) (see Vallduvi 1990 for similar decdive examples, where the associate
of onlyis claimed not to constitute the foctfs)This is the equivalent of scrambling

thewh-phrase to eliminate intervention effestsvh-in-situ languages.

(73) Is it Mary or Susan who only John likes? (Beck 8nK2006:167)
a. Mary. VAIQ]

b. Yes. F'Yes/NoQ]

Unsurprisingly, Amharic allows interveners to préedhe disjunctive phrase in
alternative questions, akin to the findings fratquestions, and the alternative
guestion reading is not excluded. Moreover, theesamo interpretations observed in
wh-questions and declaratives, linked to the stattiseosubject, are also found in

this case, as noted in fn. 44.

(74) haile »¢ca Say wayss buna t'at'-a? (=21)
Haile only tea or coffee drimeR3mMs
'Did only Haile drink tea or coffee?' /

'Only speaking of Haile, did he drink tea or coffee

" In fact, intervention effects can be greatly ammtied in alternative questions by setting up a
context which renders the focused phrase parteob#tkground information, as in (i); (ii) is then
acceptable as an alternative question.

(i) Context: The graduate students in linguistics ttvek preliminary exams, in syntax and phonology,
last week. The results were surprising: there wees eéxam that all the students, including John,
passed, but no one except John passed the other.

(i) Did only John pass syntax or phonology?

Assuming that intervention in alternative questiogftects the same phenomenon awlrguestions,

as Beck and Kim (2006) do, this data constitutessilee evidence against structural approaches. See
Eilam (in prep.) for further discussion.

%8 Of course, for Beck and Kim (2006) and other strral explanations, what is crucial in (73) is the
fact thatonly does not c-command the disjunct.
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a. Say. Y AltQ]
tea
b.awo. F'Yes/NoQ]

yes

The explanation for the exceptionality of Amhamcthis case is the same aswh-

guestions. Interveners can be tails even when giegehe disjunctive phrase since
they do not carry the phonological correlates @auf) and when they are interpreted
as hanging topics they do not create interventféeces because they do not need to

be incorporated in the information structure of aternative question.

6. Conclusions and remaining issues

This paper took as its starting point the noveleobation that intervention effects are
nonexistent (or nearly so) in Amharic, making itque in the fairly broad

typological picture of the phenomenon currentlyilade. Assuming that this
peculiarity follows from some property of Amharicaghmar, and is not a primitive
resistant to explanation, | surveyed the two exgstipproaches to intervention effects
in terms of their ability to explain the Amharictdal first attempted to apply a
structural theory, focusing on Beck's (2006) semanrtalysis, in which hierarchical
structure plays a crucial role. Under such a theAmyharic necessarily has an
exceptional clausal structure, which it hides uralknear string that is identical to
that of other SOV languages which do exhibit inéeion effects. While this
approach seems to have some merit, it also hasrousproblems, in terms of its

ability to explain the entire range of existingajdtoth in Amharic and in other
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languages, in a satisfactory manner. In additioe discussion on alternative
guestions briefly alluded to what appears to beteal datum against structural
approaches to intervention; namely, the fact thay are context-sensitive in a way
not expected of truly structural phenomena.

The alternative non-structural approach of Tomi(#@07a,b) was consequently
considered, where intervention is viewed as a timteof information structural
constraints, interacting with prosody and lineatery onwh-questions. Beyond its
advantages over structural theories vis-a-vis lagga which have intervention
effects, the approach was found to elegantly cateelith independent aspects of
Amharic prosody and information structure, corngptiedicting that the language
should pattern differently. Furthermore, Tomiokapproach was applied for the first
time to alternative questions, with seemingly pesitesults. The final outcome was
a plausible non-structural explanation for the abseof intervention effects in
Amharic, as well as corroboration of this type gplanation for intervention effects
in general.

The analysis proposed here falls in line with angng body of work establishing
that intervention effects are not structural irun@t Engdahl (2006), for example,
shows that the degradedness of French in situiqneswith negation, often taken to
reflect an intervention effect (e.g., Pesetsky 20B0reducible to conditions on the
use of negative questions; accordingly, setting dscourse as in (75) renders the

guestion in B acceptable.

(75)A: Mon fils ne mange pas de POISSON.

my SOME eats NEG fish
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'My son doesn't eat fish.'
B:Et ta fille, elle ne mange pas Q@O
and your daughter shee eats NEGwhat

'What about your daughter? What doesn't she eat?' (Engdahl 2006:100)

This study should also be viewed in the broadetecdrof work attempting to
discriminate between phenomena that are truly stralcand those that are not (e.g.,
Kroch 1989 on long movement of nonreferentiédphrases and negative islands).
Since native speaker judgments are an indireaxeft the grammar at best, and
deviance could stem from any number of linguistiextra-linguistic reason% one
must proceed with caution in determining whethegrddedness indicates
ungrammaticality, or rather unacceptability, susidpto the influence of context
and other non-structural factors. Having concluitefdvor of a non-structural
approach, this study also has implications for agtit theories which use
intervention effects as a structural diagnostichsas Richards (2001) and Simpson
and Bhattacharya (2003).

Of course, this is not to say that there existmervention effects with a
structural basis. However, this class of phenomesaally known as minimality
effects (Rizzi 1990), has characteristics whictadiedistinguish it from the effects
under consideration in this paper. Indeed, althddgtk and Kim (2006) propose a
structural analysis for the latter which is engrdifferent from the one promoted
here, they also contend that the two phenomenddhbettreated separately (pace,

for example, Shields 2008). As for other minimaéffects which seem to involve

%9 Cf. Chomsky (1977:4): "We may make an intuitivdgment that some linguistic expression is odd
or deviant. But we cannot in general know, pretbgoally, whether this deviance is a matter of
syntax, semantics, pragmatics, belief, memory #tiohs, style, etc."
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focus but are not necessarily associated with gquresstsuch as multiple focus
constructions and NPI licensing (see Beck 2006 rzaune 2007), whether or not they
ought to be subsumed under the current framewak smpirical question; at this
point there is no reason to rule out an informasitnctural analysis.

Much work on the approach first outlined in TomidkR@07a,b) and expanded
here remains to be done. Besides further studiesuoous properties of Amharic,
including the details of its intonational phonolagyd the behavior of the entire range
of interveners, future research could continuectiraparison between structural and
non-structural approaches to intervention by exargiocases where c-command and
linear precedence do not line up. If examples isfsbrt are constructed so as to be
relevant to the questions at issue, the two typepproaches could easily be tested,
since they yield opposing predictions. For instaifdatervention effects are found
when an intervener is in a position linearly prengdut not c-commandingwah-
phrase, this is obviously a problem for the cldsstrmictural approaches but could be
accounted for by a non-structural theory.

I conclude with two observations which will hopdyukerve as the basis for
further research. First, recall that alternativeesiions generally give rise to
intervention effects when an intervener appearsorbetthe disjunctive phrase,
manifested in the lack of an alternative questieading. | claimed that this stems
from a clash between the need to background thedrspunctive portion of the
guestion and the inherent properties of intervenasswell as their linear position.
However, the patterning of alternative questionpeaps prima facie baffling in

comparison with another class of questiom$yquestions. As noted in fn. 14,
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intervention configurations withvhy in Japanese and Korean show much weaker
intervention effects than those involving otheh-phrases, if at all (Ko 2005,
Tomioka 2008a). In order to account for this withis general framework, Tomioka
(2008a) appeals to the fact thahyquestions presuppose the proposition that
corresponds to the nomh portion of the sentence, which includes the inteeveas

exemplified in (76):
(76) Why did only Sue leave early? Presupposes: Onlyi&uearly.

The intervener is necessarily in the ground, namaish with the information
structure of the question arises, and thereforaksgys judge such questions as
significantly more acceptable than interventionfaurations with argumenwh-
phrases.

If this line of reasoning is correct, one might egpalternative questions to
behave on a par witlthy-questions. Alternative questions are claimediggér a
presupposition, which would include an intervetigmesent; specifically, that one

(and only one) of the alternatives is true (Kartiiri977), as illustrated in (77).

(77) Does only John like Mary or Susan? Presupposey. dJofin likes Mary or only

John likes Susan, but not both.

Why then do the two types of questions differ ime of acceptability judgments
when interveners are involved? | suggest that ibygadty derives from the different
implications which different types of questions baaffecting the information status
of the intervener. Questions involvimdrarguments-who andwhat—have an
existentialimplicature whose content is not backgrounded in informasiwactural

terms (cf. Geurts 1999 and Ginzburg 2003); likevitsestandard alternative
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guestions, pace the received view mentioned abequestions with avh-adjunct
(when howandwhy) and clefted alternative questions, however, camrgxistential
presuppositionin which the intervener is backgrounded, amelioggor eliminating
the intervention effect. This correlation betweeneptability judgments and
pragmatic implications, taken up in detail in Eiléim prep.), is another observation
which structural accounts would be hard-pressetbtiunable, to explain.

A second issue worthy of further examination conse¢he information structure
status of various quantified phrases, some of wtaod to function
crosslinguistically as interveners. While it is pitide that some or all of what was
said in this paper, which focused on the core Betterveners—focus operators and
NPIs—is applicable to quantificational NPs, it iscaconceivable that the latter
follow the same pattern of exceptionality in Amlgafior another reason. One
speculative idea, inspired by Gundel (1999, in Gliiathd Fretheim 2004) and
Portner and Yabushita (1998), is that this clasderhents can be links in Amharic,
unlike other languages, because it is the discaefeeent representing the domain of
guantification, rather than the entire quantifiédgse, which actually serves as the
link in terms of information structure. Moreovenyharic would allow this even in
cases where the domain is not overtly expressednbst be constructed based on
the context. Thus, the equivalent of (78) in Amba&ould be construed as a
proposition about a pre-established group of pe@pld the discourse referent

representing the group would be the link.

(78) Every man left.
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If true, intervention effects would not be expectéth such elements because they fit

into the information structure efh-questions and alternative questifns

Appendix: Remaining potential interveners

(79) a. haile-mm man/yabinnaw-on mas'haf andbbab-a? alqo
Haile-also what/whicixcc book  rea®@Er3ms
b. men/yabnnaw-on mas'haf haile-mm andbbab-a?

‘What/which book did Haile also read?'

(80) a. haile-mm lamn ya-n mas'haf andbbéab-a? als@
Haile-also why thatkcc book  rea®ER3MS
b. [anmpn haile-mm ya-n méas'haf anabbab-a?

'Why did Haile also read that book?'

(81) a. haile mn/yabnnaw-on mas'haf al-anabbab-a-mm? (negation)
Haile what/whichacc book NEG-readPER3MS-NEG
b. mon/yabnnaw-on mas'haf haile al-anabbéb-a4-mm?

'What/which book didn't Haile read?"
(82) a. haile lamn ya-n mas'haf al-andbbab-a-mm? (negation)
Haile why thatacc book NEG-readPER3MS-NEG
b. lanon haile ya-n mas'haf al-andbbéb-&-mm?

'Why didn't Haile read that book?’

(83) a. haile zawat mon/yabnnaw-on mas'het §gaz-all? often

%0 For this explanation to be valid, one would obgigthave to show that in a language like Japanese
this option is not available, but Portner and Ydditas(1998) argue that it is, at least for quaatfNPs
with an explicit domain of quantification. Also,dbuld in principle be applicable to NPIs.
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Haile often  what/whiclcc magazine @s-buyiMP-AUX.3MS
b. men/yabnnaw-on mas'het haile zawgitys-gaz-all?

'What/which magazine does Haile often buy?'

(84) a. haile zawat lanon ya-n mas'het oygaz-all? often
Haile often why thatcc magazine @s-buyimMP-AUX.3MS
b. lampn haile zawatr ya-n mas'hetyrgaz-all?

'Why does Haile often buy that magazine?'

(85) a. haile hulgize mn/yabnnaw-on mas'het §rgaz-all? alway9
Haile always what/whichcc magazine @s-buyimMp-AuX.3us
b. mon/yabnnaw-on mas'het haile hulgizerygéaz-all?

‘What/which magazine does Haile always buy?’

(86) a. haile hulgize laam ya-n mas'het oygaz-all? alway9
Haile always why thatcc magazine @s-buy.IMP-AUX.3MS
b. l&amon haile hulgize ya-n mas'het-gaz-all?

'Why does Haile always buy that magazine?'

(87) a. hullu tdmari mn/yabinnaw-on méas'haf anabbab-a? (universal)
every student what/whickec book  rea@eEr3wvs
b. mon/yabnnaw-on mas'haf hullu tdmari andbbéb-a?

‘What/which book did every student read?"

(88) a. hullu tamari lamn ya-n mas'haf andbbab-a? (universal)
every student why thatsc book  rea®ER3mMsS

b. lamon hullu tdmari ya-n mas'haf andbbéb-a?
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(89) a.

(90) a.

(91) a.

(92) a.

(93) a.

(94) a.

'Why did every student read that book?'

saw an/yabnnaw-on mas'haf andbbab-a?

someone what/whichec book rea@eER-3MS

. mpen/yabnnaw-on mas'haf sdw anédbbab-a?

'What/which book did someone read?'

saw laem ya-n mas'haf andbbab-a?

someone why thatecbook  readeER3MS

. lamn saw ya-n méas'haf anabbab-a?

'‘Why did someone read that book?'

abzaaw tdmari-¢¢ mon/yabnnaw-on mas'haf andbbab-u?

most studert. what/whichAcc book readER-3MPL

. mon/yabnnaw-on mas'haf abzeaw tamari-é¢ anabbab-u?

'What/which book did most of the students read?’

abz#éaw tadmari-6¢ lamon ya-n mas'haf andbbab-u?

most studerst why thatAcc book rea®ER3VPL

. l&rmon abzaiaw tamari-@¢ ya-n mas'haf anabbab-u?

'Why did most of the students read that book?'

yatawassanu tamari<o mon/yavnnaw-on mas'haf anabbab-u?

few studerst. what/whichacc book rea®ErR3mPL

. mpn/yabnnaw-on mas'haf yatawassanu tamatt-anéabbab-u?

‘What/which book did few students read?"

yatawassanu tamari<o lanmon ya-n mas'haf anabbab-u?
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b.

(95) a.

(96) a.

few studertt why thatacc book readER3mPL
l&men yatawassanu tamarédoya-n mas'haf anabbab-u?

'Why did few students read that book?'

kd-amst yamsu tdmari-6¢ mon/yabnnaw-on mas'haf andbbab-ulzgs thah

from-five less.than student-what/whichacc book  reader3vPL

. men/yabnnaw-on mas'haf ké-amst yassu tamari-6¢ anabbab-u?

'What/which book did less than five students réad?

kd-amst yarsu tdmari-6¢ lanon ya-n mas'haf anabbab-1e&s§ thap

from-five less.than student- why thatacc book rea®ER3MPL

. larmon k&-amst yanssu tdmari-6¢ ya-n mas'haf anabbéb-u?

'Why did less than five students read that book?"

(97) a.oska  amst tamaried mon/yabnnaw-on mas'haf anabbab-u? at(nos}

at.most five studemtr what/whichacc book rea@ER3MPL

. mon/yabnnaw-on mas'hafoskd amst tamariégd anabbab-u?

‘What/which book did at most five students read?'

(98) a.oska  amst tamaried l&amon ya-n mas'haf anabbab-u?  at ros}

at.most five studemt why thatacc book  rea@®ErR3vpPL

. l&mpn oskd amst tamariéd ya-n méas'haf andbbab-u?

'Why did at most five students read that book?"
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