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1. Introduction: In German, the wh-phrase was für ‘what for’ can be split, as in (1) (Pafel 1996). 
The split is, however, incompatible with sluicing (2b) (see Merchant 2001 for evidence from a 
case connectivity effect for the presence of a full-fledged structure in an ellipsis site in German 
sluicing), which we generalize as (3). This is due to scrambling of the für-phrase being a necessary 
step for the split. Before offering independent evidence for this claim, in section 2, we discuss 
some other possible causes that may make sluicing (2b) unacceptable and show that they are not 
the culprits. 
(1) a. [ Was  für  Bücher ]1  hast  du  t1  gelesen?       b.  Was1  hast   du  t1 für Bücher gelesen? 
    what for  books       have   you    read                     what  have you    for  books   read  
  ‘What kind of books did you read?’ 
(2) Hans hat sonst was  für Bücher  gelesen, aber ich weiβ  nicht  genau, 
 Hans has else   what for books   read       but   I    know not     exactly 
 a. no split with and without sluicing:    was   für  Bücher ([TP er  gelesen hat]). 
                                                                            what for  books           he   read      has 
 b. split with and without sluicing:          was     *([TP er   für Bücher gelesen  hat]). 
                                                                            what            he for books    read      has 
 ‘Hans read various kinds of books, but I don’t know exactly what kind of books (he read).’ 
(3) Was für-split is impossible if a für-phrase is included in an ellipsis site. 
2. Putative causes for the deviance: One conceivable reason for the deviance of sluicing in (2b) 
could be that the split occurs only in the ellipsis clause. In other words, the antecedent and the 
ellipsis clauses encompass non-parallel structures, which is known to be illicit in ellipsis under 
certain circumstances (as argued for by Rooth 1992). However, this is not what renders sluicing in 
(2b) unacceptable: in (4), the split also takes place in the antecedent clause, yet it is not permitted 
in sluicing (4b) – while the non-split (hence non-parallel) version in (4a) allows sluicing. Another 
potential explanation for the degradedness of sluicing that the für-phrase must be focused to be 
split, and hence, cannot be elided, can also be countered by (4b), since the same embedded clause 
appears twice. Thus, the second occurrence of the für-phrase cannot be focused, yet sluicing is not 
allowed in (4b). 
(4) Ich weiβ  mit   was  Hans für Aktien  handelt,  aber ich  darf  dir  nicht  sagen, 
 I     know with   what Hans for stocks   trades     but   I     may  you not    say 
 a. no split with and without sluicing:     mit   was  für Aktien ([TP er   handelt]). 
                                                                             with what  for stocks         he  trades 
 b. split with and without sluicing:           mit   was   *([TP er   für Aktien   handelt]). 
                                                                             with what           he  for stocks  trades 
 ‘I know what kind of stocks Hans trades, but I may not tell you what kind of stocks (he trades).’ 
3. Explaining (3): To set the stage for explaining (3), we adopt Abel’s (2012) proposal that the 
split is achieved by movement of the für-phrase out of the wh-phrase, which is followed by 
remnant movement of the wh-phrase, as depicted in (5) (see also Leu 2008a). Evidence comes 
from the fact that was can pied-pipe a P without having the für-phrase, as in (6a). Unless the für-
phrase moves out of the PP, no constituent can be formed that exclusively contains the P mit and 
was, as in (6b). 
(5) [CP [was t1]2 … [TP … [für NP]1 … t2 …]] 
(6) a. Mit  was   hast du   denn für Leuten gerechnet?  
  with what have you PRT  for people reckoned 
  ‘What kind of people did you expect?’ (Abels 2012:252) 
 b. [[für Leuten]1 … [PP mit [was t1]] …] 



We propose that movement of the für-phrase is scrambling. In this proposal, the optionality of was 
für-split is reducible to that of scrambling. We can now rephrase (3) as (7). This can be accounted 
for by economy considerations. Scrambling is an optional operation and its word order changing 
effect must be represented in the PF representation (see Fox 2000). However, if a scrambled phrase 
lies within an ellipsis site, this requirement cannot be met, and scrambling is thus disallowed. Since 
scrambling of the für-phrase, a prerequisite step for was für-split, is not possible in sluicing, (2b) is 
unacceptable. 
(7) A scrambled phrase (i.e., the für-phrase) must not be included in an ellipsis site. 
4. Additional evidence: In order to offer further support, we capitalize on Müller’s (1998) 
generalization in (8) (see also Takano 1994). While the entire wh-phrase can be scrambled in (9a), 
was cannot undergo scrambling alone in (9b) (cf., Blümel 2012). The unacceptability of (9b) 
shows that the für-phrase moves out of the wh-phrase via scrambling in (5) and hence, the remnant, 
which comprises was and the trace, cannot undergo scrambling. 
(8) Remnant-inducing movement and remnant movement cannot be of the same type. 
(9) a.    Wer  hat [was    für  ein Bier]1 gern    t1  getrunken? 
     who has   what  for   a    beer   gladly     drunk 
 b. *Wer hat  was  gern    für  ein Bier getrunken? 
     who has what gladly for  a    beer drunk 
    ‘Who liked to drink what kind of beer?’ 
5. Parasitism: Before concluding, we address one puzzle raised by the remnant movement 
analysis: scrambling of the für-phrase is parasitic on wh-movement, and the derivation does not 
converge if it is terminated at the stage in (6b). Put simply, the für-phrase cannot precede was, as 
in (10) (see, e.g., den Besten and Webelhuth 1990; Brümel 2012). First, we adopt Leu’s (2008b) 
internal syntax of was für (11), according to which für takes a silent nominal SORT and was as its 
complement and specifier, respectively, and F0 combines with an NP complement and the für-
phrase in its specifier. Was moves to the specifier of whP. In addition, we propose that FP is a 
phase and following Fox and Pesetsky (2005), the entire phase is Spelled-Out, which determines 
the relative linear order between the items within the phase. The relative order once determined 
must be preserved throughout the derivation. If für and Bücher could move to the edge of FP 
before Spell-Out, they would be able to precede was. However, as they do not form a constituent, 
they cannot. Movement of the NP Bücher alone to the edge of FP is not possible either, because 
it violates Abels’ (2003) Comp-to-Spec anti-locality constraint. This explains the deviance of (12), 
where the NP precedes was and für. This predicts that a complement of the NP can precede the 
wh-phrase because its movement to the edge of FP does not violate the anti-locality constraint. 
The prediction is borne out in (13). 
(10) *Wer  hat  für Bücher  was    gelesen? 
  who has  for books   what  read 
 ‘Who read what kind of books?’ 
(11) [whP ___ wh0 [FP [fürP was1 für t1 SORT] F0 [NP Bücher]]]        (irrelevant details omitted) 
(12) *Bücher1 frag ich mich,  was2   er [ t2 für t1]  gelesen hat. 
  books     ask  I     REFL  what  he       for       read       has 
(13) [ Über Medizin ]1   frag ich mich,  was2   er [ t2 für Bücher t1] gelesen hat. 
  about medicine   ask  I     REFL  what  he       for books        read      has 
  ‘I wonder what kind of books he has read about medicine.’ 
6. Conclusion: If our analysis of the facts above is successful, it lends additional support to the 
independently motivated proposals: among others, Fox’s economy-style view of optional 
operations, Müller’s generalization, Fox and Pesetsky’s cyclic linearization, and Abels’ anti-



locality constraint. 
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