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American Sign Language (ASL) allows wh-constructions like (1), which involves two instances of the wh-element. A distinctive property of these constructions is that the wh-element must not be morphologically complex, as illustrated in (2):

(1)
WHAT NANCY BUY WHAT
(´What did Nancy buy?’)

(2)
a. *WHICH COMPUTER JOHN BUY WHICH COMPUTER


b. WHICH COMPUTER JOHN BUY WHICH (´Which computer did John buy?’)

There has been a debate in the literature on how to analyze these constructions. For Neidle, Kegl, Bahan, Aarons, MacLaughlin (1994, 1998), for instance, the first wh-element is base-generated in a topic position and the second one has moved to a right [Spec, CP]. For Petronio and Lillo-Martin (1997), on the other hand, the first wh-element has moved to a left [Spec, CP], whereas the second one is a “double” base-generated in C0. Both of these analyses require special provisos. NKBAM assume that [Spec, CP] may be on the right (contra Kayne 1994); in turn, P&L tacitly assume a special mechanism to copy the phonetic content of a wh-element onto C0, for it seems problematic to say that every wh-element in ASL is lexically specified either as a true wh-element or a C0.

Bringing additional data from Brazilian Sign Language (LSB), this paper offers an alternative analysis of these double constructions that is consistent with Kayne’s (1994) Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA) and accounts for the “repetition” of the wh-element in a more general fashion. We assume Nunes’s (1998) version of the copy theory of movement, according to which deletion of  traces (copies) in the phonological component is triggered by the LCA. Under the assumption that copies count as the same element for purposes of linearization, was in (3a) below is required to both precede and follow John, because it asymmetrically c-commands is asymmetrically c-commanded by (a copy of) John; these contradictory requirements disappear if the lower copy is deleted yielding the sentence in (3b). If the LCA does not apply word-internally, as suggested by Chomsky (1995), a given copy may become invisible to the LCA if it is morphologically reanalyzed as being part of a word; in such a case, a chain may surface with more than one copy phonetically realized (see Nunes 1998). This is arguably the case of “wh-copying” constructions in Romani such as (4a) (see McDaniel 1886), which are found in many spoken languages. In (4a), one of copies left by the movement of kas fuses with the embedded C0, becoming invisible to the LCA; the phonological component then deletes only the lower copy that is visible to the LCA, as shown in (4b), yielding an instance of a chain with more than one link phonetically realized:

(3)
a. [ Johni [ was [ arrested Johni ] ] ]


b. John was arrested

(4)
a. Kas
misline

kas 
o Demìri
dikhlâ?


    whom 
you-think
whom 
Demir

saw
('Who do you think Demir saw?')


b. [CP kasi .... [CP #[ C0 kasi +C0 ]# ] [TP ... kasi ... ] ] ]

We argue that the ASL constructions in (1) and (2b) are to be analyzed along the same lines. More concretely, the two “repeated” wh-elements are in fact copies left by movement and one of the copies has been morphologically reanalyzed, becoming invisible to the LCA. In this sense, the morphological restriction shown in (2a) is not different from the one also observed in standard wh-copying constructions (see McDaniel 1986), as illustrated in (5). Morphologically heavy material cannot undergo morphological reanalysis and, therefore, all the copies in the derivation of (2a) and (5) are visible to the LCA and the lower copies must be deleted for the structure to be linearized; hence the unacceptability of (2a) and (5):
(5) *Save chave
mislinea
save chave
  o Demìri
dikhlâ?

       which boy
you-think
which boy
  Demir
saw    ('Which boy do you think Demir saw?')

The final position of the “double” in (1) and (2b) in ASL can be accounted for if these constructions involve remnant movement (see Quadros 1999). (1), for instance, can be derived along the lines of (6). The wh-element adjoins to a Focus head in the left periphery (cf. ((6a)) and the whole IP moves past the Focus head (cf. (6b)); the wh-element and Foc undergo morphological reanalysis and the adjoined copy becomes invisible to the LCA; deletion of the lower copy of IP then yields the sentence in (1). A similar derivation can account for verb duplication under clefting in Korean (see Nishiyama and Cho 1997), illustrated in (7):
(6)
a. [FocP WHi+Foc0 [IP​ … WHi … ] ]


b. [FocP [IP​ … WHi … ]k [Foc’  WHi+Foc0 [IP​ … WHi … ]k ] ]


c. [FocP [IP​ … WHi … ]k [Foc’  #WHi+Foc0# [IP​ … WHi … ]k ] ]


d. [FocP [IP​ … WHi … ]k [Foc’  #WHi+Foc0# [IP​ … WHi … ]k ] ]

(7)
John-i


computer-lul

sa-ss-ki-nun
sa-ss-ta


John-NOM
computer-ACC
buy-T-ki-CON
buy-T-Mood


“Indeed, John bought a computer, (but…)’

LSB offers compelling evidence to this analysis. Focus duplication is a very pervasive phenomenon in LSB, affecting different kinds of constituents, as shown in (8) (see Quadros 1999). As we would predict under the above analysis, if the focused material is morphologically complex, repetition is blocked, as illustrated in (9)  (see also Petronio 1993 and P&L for ASL):
(8) a. WHO LIKE BANANA WHO?





   ('WHO likes bananas?')

     b. YESTERDAY JOHN BUY CAR YESTERDAY        ('John bought a car YESTERDAY') 

     c. JOHN BUY CAR YESTERDAY CAR


   
   (‘John bought A CAR yesterday’)

     d. JOHN BUY BIG CAR BIG





   
    (´John bought a BIG car´)

(9) a. *WHAT MAN OF-THEM YOU LIKE WHAT MAN OF-THEM?


(‘Which of those men do you like?’)

     b. *NEXT MONTH I WILL-GO ESTRELA NEXT MONTH 


('I will go to Estrela NEXT MONTH.')

     c. *JOHN BUY CAR YESTERDAY BUY CAR        ('Yesterday, John BOUGHT A CAR’)
     d. *JOHN BUY BIG CAR YESTERDAY BIG CAR  ('Yesterday, John bought A BIG CAR’)
Even more telling is the contrast in (10), where focus duplication is possible with plain verbs like LOSE, but not with non-plain verbs like LOOK. Quadros (1999) has shown that non-plain verbs in LSB has very different syntactic properties from plain verbs and attributes these differences to the morphological agreement represented in (10b) by the indices. The contrast in (10) indicates that agreement morphology in LSB renders the verb too complex, preventing morphological reanalysis and, consequently, phonetic realization of more than one copy of a nonplain verb. In this sense, LSB patterns like Vata, which allows duplication of focalized verbs only if the focalized head is not morphologically complex, as shown in (11) (see Koopman 1984):
(10)
a. I LOSE BOOK LOSE




('I LOST the book.')



b. *JOHN aLOOKb MARY aLOOKb 

('John LOOKED AT Mary')
(11)
li (*wa)
wà

li-wa


zué





eat(*TP)
they
eat(*TP)
yesterday

(‘They ATE yesterday.’)

The paper concludes by discussing the correlations between wh-copying and non-manual markers both in ASL and LSB.

