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Short version: Germaniwhat forfeatures gfor ... NP] which, con-
trary to familiar assumptions, is not restricted to intgatve con-
texts. The[for ...NP] features an often silent (closed class) nomi-
nal (SLAG, SORYin the complement dfior. What forsplit involves
leftward movement dffor . . . NP] followed by leftward movement of
the remnanfwhat . . .]. What forsplit can happen not only in the mit-
telfeld, but also within the left periphery, involving tagailization of
the[for ...NP]. This is supported bwhat the hell forevidence. The
subsequent remnanwhatmovement may (in some variants) piedpipe
the entire clause acroffer ... NP] giving rise to[for ... NP] “extra-
position”. This explains interpretive parallels betweeft-peripheral
and right-peripherdior NPs.

*Many thanks for discussion and comments, examples and jedignat diverse stages of the
development of this paper to Klaus Abels, Kristine Bentaéersti Barjars, Marcel den Dikken,
Richard Kayne, Lisa Levinson, Henrik Melder, @ystein Nilsdlichal Starke, Anna Szabolcsi,
@ystein Vangsnes, Michael Wagner, Annalena Wiklund, ad$ agthe audience at the Syntax
Supper at CUNY in Feb 2003, the audience at the 19th CGSW atYCidNlune 2004, where
parts of the present work were presented, and the audietize BANYU forum practice talk last
week. All errors are mine.



1 General Remarks

1.1 Meaning of life issues

e The discussion of Germanvehat forpresented here bears on (among other
things):
- the notion of Classifier with regard to IE languages (s&&ti® and 4)
- V2 (section 5)
- the analysis ofvhat for (obviously)

1.2 Germanicwhat for

e Thewhat for construction is uncontroversially present in many Germani
languages@German: den Besten (1981, 1985); Pafel (1996); ljbema (1997);
Abels (2003),Norwegian: Lie (1982),Dutch: Bennis (1983, 1995); den
Besten (1985); Corver (1990, 1991); Bennis et al. (1988)dish Bgrjars
(1992); Delsing (1993)Danish: Vikner (1995),Yiddish: Vikner (1995),
Swiss German Leu (2003, 2004)).

e Standard English and Icelandic seem to lack them (i.e. laclants that
would be uncontroversially analyzed as belonging to thiedt for-construction”)!2

e what for questions are usually glossedsat kind of NP. ...

(1) a. whatfor

Was fur einenHund hastdu gesehen?
whatfor a dog haveyouseen?

“What kind of dog did you see?”
b.  what forsplit:

Was hastdu fur einenHund gesehen?
whathaveyoufor a dog seen?

“What kind of dog did you see?”

The OED lists a few examples efhat for in older varieties of English. These typically
involve copular sentences amdhat forsplit. Some speakers of present day American English
quite readily accepwhat forsentences.

2t is possible that EnglishVhat books shall we buy8hares much of the structure what
for-questions. See footnote 14.



2 for and below

¢ | takewhat forto be strongly parallel across the relevant languages.

e | argue that there are unpronounced elements which do net davan-
tecedent. (cf. Leu (2004) akin to proposals in van Riemd@02); Kayne
(2002, 2003, 2005))

e The positions/elements which will be motivated in the pnésection aré:

(2) “... for SORT [a booK]
P Classifieropen class nominal

2.1 Open class head nominal

e Lacks higher functional structure (e.g. no definite detasrs, no interrog-
ative wh).

German:
(3) a.  Welche(Apfel) soll ichkaufen?
which (appleskshouldl buy

b. Was fur welchesoll  ich kaufen?
whatfor some shouldl buy

“What kind should | buy?”

C. Erhat welchegekauft.
hehassome bought

“He bought some.”
Swiss German:
(4) a. Weli (6pfl) sell ichna?
which (apples)shouldl  take

b. *Was firweli sell ichna?
whatfor whichshouldl take

c. *Erhetweli gnu.
hehaswhichtaken

SCapitals represent unpronounced elements.



2.2 Classifier

2.2.1 Overt manifestations

(5) a. NOR Hvahar du lest for slagsbok?
whathaveyou readfor slagsbook

“What kind of book did you read?”

b. SWE Vad for slags/sortshil kopte du?
whatfor slags/sortscarboughtyou

¢ | am generalizing this to all instances what for. there always is such a
classifier nominal, which | take to be in the complemerfioof*
¢ Evidence in favor oSORTIn what for.
- the Case-inertness @ir
- the spuriousness efen
- the appearance of adjectivay to the immediate right ofor in SG
- the demonstrative variasertigin SG
- the diminutive morphemsje in DU

2.2.2 for and Case

¢ In nonwhat for-contextdur assigns ACC to its complement DP.

(6) Ich habedasLied [fur dich] geschrieben.
| havethe songfor you,cc written

4The idea of a silent SORT iwhat for NPwas noted and rejected in Corver (1990) chapter 6
footnote (10). Corver considers (1a) to be favorable exiddor such a move, but he abandons
the idea in view of (1b), which would suggest the presencecbfapother SORT. But this latter
does not seem to be able to be overt (1c).

(1) a. [Watvoor (een)soorthondenheb je gezien?
whatfor (a) sort dogs haveyouseen

b. [Watvooreensoorterhondenlheb je gezien?
whatfor a sorts dogs haveyouseen
c. ?*[Wat voor een soort soorten honden] heb je gezien?

In the idea abandoned by Corver the silent nominal seleetbl{R)hondenras its complement. In
the present proposal on the other hand, the silent nomirehizedded in a specifier headed by
for.



¢ In what forcontextdor and the open class head noun of et for-phrase
are not in a Case relation.

e This observation has led to the descriptiorflofin was firas Case-inert.

(7) a. Mit was fur einemp,r Hundhastdu gespielt?
with whatfor a dog haveyou played

“What kind of dog did you play with?”

b. Mit was [fur SORT]einemp 4 Hundhastdu gespielt?
with whatfor KIND a dog haveyou played
“What kind of dog did you play with?”

NP (einem Hundlis not the complement dfir.

2.2.3 Spuriouseen

¢ In a limited range of contexts (includinghat for), Dutcl® sometimes has
an “indefinite article” which precedes plurals, proper napmeass nouns.

e Bennis et al. (1998) call it a “spurious article” and analyzas a small
clause copula.

¢ Alternatively, we can think of the “spurious article” asiele that goes with
an unpronounced nominal SORT as in (8b).

(8) a.  Wat voor(een)jongens...
whatfor (a) boys

b.  Wat voor (een)SORTjongens...
whatfor (a) KIND boys

In (8a),eenis not in an “article-noun” relation witfjpongens

SSwedish exhibits a similar phenomenon (Delsing, 1993)
6A full alternative account of the “spurious article” would course have to extend beyond

what for.



2.2.4 Adjectival-ig

e Swiss German has a variantwés furwherefir is followed by the adjec-
tival suffix -ig, which usually combines with nominal and verbal stems to
form adjectives.

(9) a. Wasfur-iga wi hesch kauft?
whatfor-ADJ wine have-youbought

What kind of wine did you buy?

b. Wasfur-SORTiga wi hesch kauft?
whatfor-KIND-ADJ wine have-youbought

What kind of wine did you buy?

In (9a),ig does not overtly follow the kind of root it usually
follows.

2.2.5 Demonstrativesertig

e Swiss German has a demonstrative counterpdiiraj, which has no (overt)
fur but has what looks like a cognate safrt

(20) a.  Wasfurtiga wi?
whatfor-Adj wine

b.  Sertigdwi.
such wine

’Other instances in whictig seemingly follows a preposition exist. They would be trdate
a parallel fashion to the present treatmenfimfSORT-ig

(1) a. Esischnu 6pis Ubrig
it is still somethingoverig
“There’s something left over.”

b. Ubrmassig
over-measurég

“over the top / exaggerated”

An analysis of (1a) as involving a silent nominal betwéidn andig is supported by the existence
of (1b).



e flrig andserigetc. seem to have a similar range of morphophonological
variants:

furig fortig furnig futtig

(11) serig sertig sernig settig

e Takingfurtig andsertigto be strongly parallel suggests:

(12) fur-SORT-ig
FOR-sert-ig

e Norwegian allows the non-pronounciation foir in the presence of overt
slagsin:

(13) Hva (for) slagsbok har du lest?
what(for) slagsbookhaveyouread
2.2.6 Diminutive -tje

e In Dutch it is possible to say (14a). The diminutive morphetjes which
in the example follows the indefinite article, normally appgeonly with
nouns®

(24) a. Wat vooreen-tie  heb jij gekocht?
whatfor a/one-DIMhaveyoubought

“What kind of thing did you buy?”
b.  Wat voor een SORT-tje ...

2.2.7 Conclusion

e what for NPfeatures a classifier nominal morphe®@RT / SLAG

e This classifier can, in some variants, remain unpronounced.

8'm grateful to an anonymous Linguistik Aktuell reviewerrfpointing this out to me.
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3 for and above

e The literature onwhat forassumes thigr NP to be limited to co-occurring
with (interrogative)what

e Leading to the proposal thédr is inherently [+wh] (Bennis et al., 1998).
¢ | will argue thatfor is not [+wh].

e Further:whatis not the specifier dffor.

3.1 Acceptable environments foifor

e Possible environments féiir NPs:

Interrogative (familiar):

(15) GE Was verkaufendie fur Platten?
whatsell theyfor records

Non-interrogative:

(16) GE Die verkaufensonst wadur Platten.
theysell else whatfor records

“They’re selling all kinds of records (even pretty weird&anes).”

(17) GE Ichhab mir  was (*fur Platten)  gekauft.
| havemyselfsomething for recordsought

(18) SG Di verchaufetllerlei  fur platta.
Di verchaufetllachaibsfur platta.
theysell all kinds for records

“They're selling all kinds of records.”

¢ theflir-phrase can occur in non-interrogative contexts.

e flr is not [+wh].




3.2 Betweenwhat and for

e Some uninflected modifiers as well@fescan occur betweewhatandfor
(Corver, 1991, Pafel, 1996; ljbema, 1997; Leu, 2003).

(29 a. SG Wasungfahr fir enbetrag hesch  usgga?
whatapproximatelyfor anamounthave-youspent

b. SG Wasallesfur lut hesch igglada?
whatall for peoplehave-younvited
c. SG Was heschélles fur lut igglada?

e allesis inflected: suggesting movememas alles t
A

(20) a. ...alldas...
b. *...dasall...
C.

...das alles ...
e was alless insensitive to outside Case.

(21) a. SG?Mitdem allem han ichnid z tua.
with thisp 47 allp 47 havel  nothingto do

b. SG Mit was ?alles/ *allemfur Lit hesch grachnet?
with whatall  /allp 47 for peoplehave-youcalculated

“Who did you expect?”

e Coordination offor NPs is possible (Corver, 1991; Pafel, 1996; ljbema,
1997):

(22) DU: Wat voor mannenen voor vrouwen heb jij gezien?
GE: Was fur Manner undfur Frauen  hastdu gesehen?
whatfor men andfor women  haveyouseen

e wasis not in the specifier diur.
e washas moved through the Specifieraifes

e was allesis Case-licensed internally to tivehat for
phrase.




4 Thewhat for phrase

4.1 What a DPfor a PP
e (Corver, 1991; Pafel, 1996)pp for NP] right-adjunction tavhat
(23)

DP

/\
DP PP

What

for DP
—_

a dog

4.2 What for a modifier: the present proposal

e for SORTIs parallel to adjectival modifiers.

e Wwhatis in a predication relation witBORT-> genitive inslags chaibs

(24) a. was fur SORTbuéachr
whatfor SORTbooks

b. WhP

was

fP

(ig) buachr
O

t far SC

A
SORT OF t

e Possibly fP is underlyingly a relative clause in the spifikayne (1994);
Alexiadou and Wilder (1998).
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5 what for-split

5.1 Traditional view

(25) Was hastdu fur Blicher gekauft?
whathaveyoufor books bought

e what subextracts out of the specifier of thhat forphrase (den Besten,
1981; Bennis, 1983; den Besten, 1985; Corver, 1991; P&8éb)1

(26) CP

was
hast

du

wasP gekauft

fur Bicher

5.2 Aremnant movement analysis of splitting

e Splitting must (at least sometimes) be analyzed as invglsubextraction
of the[flr NP] followed by movement of the remnajwas t;p].

(27) a. [Waggenau t] hesch  fir na wi wella?
what exactly have-youfor a winewanted

[Mit was t] hast du dennfir Leuten geredet?
with what haveyou PRT for people spoken
Mit was alles fUr Leuten hast du geredet?

what for-split is to be analyzed as extraction of a phrase contaithag
fur-phrase and the head-NP, followed by remnant movement of th
wasphrase (piedpipingitin (27b)) (Abels, 2003; Leu, 2003).

11



(28)

wasP

was yp

A

fP

_ wasP
fur §ucher

was fP

T~
far E}Ucher

Such an analysis unifies diverse instances of split corginsg; e.g.:

e combien desplit (Starke, 2001):

(29) [A c?mbien t]tu as parlé [de photographes]a.cpmbierjde photographd§?
A 1 J

e something strangsplit in French and (Swiss) German (Leu, 2005):

(30) [W?s t] hast duA[sch('jnes]. wa@s[schonel gekauft?
i |

5.3 Split and interpretation

e There are interpretive difference distinguishing leftipkeeral and mittelfeld

fur NPs.
(31) a. “Whatfor NPV, ............... ?"
Versus:
b. “What Vi, oovnnn s for NP...... ?”

e How do “right-extraposedfiir NPs pattern in this respecf?

%“Right-extraposition” is used as a purely descriptive term

0In German, Swiss German and Dutch (32b) and (32c) are eag}i tapart in periphrastic
tenses.
- (32b) has the orddfor NP] (...) Vhon—finite-
- (32c) has the ordeV,,op,— finite [fOr NP].
Acceptability offor NP-“extraposition” is subject to speaker variation, withiotb Dutch and
Swiss German.

12



(32) a. “Whatfor NPV, .....ooooviiiiinnn, ?”
Versus:
b.  “WhatV,......... forNP............ "
versus:
(of “What Vi, oo for NP?”

To be shown in this sectioheft-peripheral and right-peripherdr NPs
pattern together and against mittelféa NPs in interesting respects.

e Three (interpretive) properties with respect to which {3#al (32b) pattern
together and against (32c), which involve topicalizatibthe for NP:

A) idiom/literal reading of N (exclamative/interrogativa)subsection 5.3.1.
B) weak island sensitivity in subsection 5.3.2.

C) discourse-linking interpretation, in subsection 5.3.3.

5.3.1 Idiomatic versus literal N

e Compare the idiom/exclamative versus literal/interroggpair!

(33) a. Was bischdu fiur en eseP! (idiom)
whatare youfor a donkey

b. #Was fur en esel bischdu? (literal)
whatfor a donkeyare you

e Compare left-peripheral, mittelfeld, and “right-extraed”fir en esel

(34) a. Wasbin ich nur furenesel gsi?!(idiom)
whathaveyou only for a donkeybeen

b. #Was fur en eselbin ich nur gsi? (literal)
c. #Washbin ich nur gsifir en eseP (literal)

1This contrast can be reproduced for Dutch.
Some speakers of Swiss German are less sensitive to thasiahsin others. Intonation also plays
its role.
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5.3.2 Weak Island sensitivity

e What forsplit is sensitive to Weak Islands (de Swart (1992); Beclo@)9
Honcoop (1998) among others).

(35) a. Wasfir es budchhesch  nu nid glasa?
whatfor a book have-youstill notread

“What book haven't you read yet?”
b. ?* Was hesch nu nifilir es buachglasa?
C. Was hesch nu nid gla$ar es buach?

e Negation doesn’t seem to intervene betwedratand a “right-extraposed”
for NP.1?

e A parallel pattern emerges with Wh-Islands:

(36) a. (?) Wasfur es buachfragschdich  6b sellsch  l&sa?
whatfor a book ask-youyourselfwhethershould-youead

b. *Was fragschdich  6b sellsch  fir es buachlasa?
whatask-youyourselfwhethershould-youor a book read

c. (?)Wasfragschdich  6b sellsch  lasafir es buach?

whatask-youyourselfwhethershould-youreadfor a book

e Obdoesn’'t seem to be intervening betweeasand the “right-extraposed”
for NP.
5.3.3 Discourse-linked interpretation

o Mittelfeld and left-peripherdior NPs have been argued to differ with regard
to D-linking (de Swart, 1992; Diesing, 1992; Beck, 1996¢gljiia, 1997).

12possibly Yiddish (1, from Vikner (1995)) , where the expedtél-violation is circumvented,
should receive an analysis parallel to the one proposed here

(1) Vos hot Avrom nishtgekoyftfar abikher?
whathasAvromnot bought for abooks

14



e Context A:Hans and | have a common friend, Pumuckl, who likes receiving
postcards. Hans always sends him an original one when helsraMans
goes on vacation to the Swiss Alps. When he’s back | ask hira)(@ther
than (b):

(37) a. Sowas hesch am Pumucklfir na chartd gschickt?
so, whathave-youo-thePumucklfor a postcardsent

b. # So,was fur nd chartd hesch am Pumucklgschickt?
so, what for a postcartiave-youo-thePumuckisent

c. #Sowas hesch am Pumucklgschicktfir na charta?
so, whathave-youo-thePumuckisent  for a postcard

e Context B: Same as above, plus: Hans calls me from his vacation and
describes three postcards to me, undecided which one hédséend to
Pumuckl. We hang up before reaching a conclusion. When laek bask
him (38b) or (c) rather than (a):

(38) a. #Sowas hesch am Pumucklfir nd chartd gschickt?
so, whathave-youo-thePumucklfor a postcardsent

b. So,was fir nd chartd hesch am Pumucklgschickt?
so, what for a postcartiave-youo-thePumucklisent

C. So,was hesch am Pumuckigschicktfir néa charta?
so, whathave-youo-thePumuckisent  for a postcard

e The “right-extraposedfor NP patterns with the left-peripheral one.

5.3.4 Conclusion

e The patterning observed above suggests that left-peapfear NPs and
“right-extraposed’for NPs have a derivation similar in respects not shared
by mittelfeld-strandeébr NPs. A natural proposal is that the former both in-
volve topicalization ofor NP. The interpretation involves a discourse given
set of (kinds of) donkeys/books/postcards etc.

e Assuming this to be on the right track, | take “right—extrajion” to be
the result of piedpiping of the entire clause by the (leffyanovement of
the remnantvas tto a position to the left of the topicalizédr NP (akin to
Kayne and Pollock (2001}}

3There are restrictions diir NP extraposition, which | don’t understand:

15



5.4 what the hell for-split

e Further support for left-peripheral splitting comes fravhat the hell for
sentences.

¢ the hellandfor NP are, descriptively speaking, in complementary distribu-
tion with regard to sharing constituency witlhat

(39) a. Was zum tufl bisch du fir en esel?
what to-thedevil are you for a donkey

b. #Was zum tufl fir en eselbisch du?

e Sluicing forces linking to an antecedent (den Dikken andn@ékidou,
2002).

(40) Someone bought that book. John knows who / *who the hell.

e Interestingly, in Swiss German, the judgment in (40) cand@aduced,
with a pronominal wh-phrase (41a), but witlwas firsluice, adding @he
hell phrase becomes marginally acceptable (41b).

— Some bad cases of extraposition:
- Plural subjects

(1) a. Wasfur gleser sindabéaghit?
whatfor glassesre down-fallen

b.  Was sindur gleser abaghit?
c. (?*) Was sind abaghitir gleser? (unstable judgment)

- Dative noun phrases (selected/assigned by V)

(2) a. Wasfiremena hus hesch dich  agneheret?
whatfor ap 47 househave-youwourselfapproached

b.  Was hesch dichiir emena husagneheret?
c. ?*Was hesch dich agnehefét emena hus?

— Dative prepositiora makes (2¢) improve:

3) a. *(A)was hesch dich  agneheret?
(to) whathave-yowourselfapproached

b. ? A was hesch dich agnehefiét emenéa hus?

16



41 a. Si het geschter 6pis gse.
shehasyesterdaysomethingsee

Unddu waischgenau was (*zum tufl).
and youknow exactlywhat(to-the devil)

b. Si het geschter enfilm gse.
shehasyesterdaya film seen

Unddu waischgenau was (?zum tufl) fur aina.
and youknow exactlywhatthe hell ~ for one

e The only interpretive contribution that thbe hell phrase has inas fir
guestions is the expression of the negative attitude offibaler.

5.5 The derivation proposed
¢ | am proposing the following possible (partial) derivation

1. what (the hell) for SORT NRoves to the left periphery.
2. for SORT NPmoves (to a Topic position).

3. The remnanwhat (the hell) tmoves across the position hosting the
for SORT NPThis last step may (in some variants) piedpipe the entire
clause, giving rise to “extra-positiort*.

14Some speakers of English allow (1b), (Pesetsky, 1987). digkeD and Giannakidou (2002)
claim thatwhat the hell books semantically equivalent twhat kind of bookather than tavhich
book In view of the above discussion the availability of (1b) atsdinterpretation suggest an
analysis as in (1c).

(1) a.  What book did you buy?

b.  What the hell book did you buy?
C. [[What the hell] [FOR SORT book] [did you buy?

17



(42)

/\

" TopP

for books

P

have

what the hell tp you bought

e There are however some puzzles that either remain or arglrow light,
see footnote 13.

6 Conclusion

for in what foris not interrogative.

for in what forhas in its complement a (sometimes silent) classifier noimina

whatis related to this classifier nominal, rather than to the apass NP.

what for-split involves remnant movement.

what+ for NP are sometimes split even in the left periphery.

“right-extraposition” of theor NP is an offspring of left peripheral splitting.
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