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5 - Word Order Typologies - Interrogative Clauses across Languages

1 Crosslinguistic typology of simple wh-interrogatives.

Interrogative sentences involve one or more interrogative operators (also called ‘wh-operator’, words such as who, what, when, how, why, etc etc).

(1) English: single vs. multiple wh-operators

a. What have you seen?

b. Who has seen what?

c. Who has given what to whom?

Languages differ in the position assigned to wh-operators, yielding the following crosslinguistic typology among SVO languages here represented in accord with the analysis given in Ackema and Neeleman (1998).

1.1 English.

One wh-operator must rise to specCP, but any additional one remains in the position where it has been generated (which is called their “in situ” position).

Ackema and Neeleman (henceforth ‘A&N’) dispense with the intermediate IP projection and assign (1a) above the following structure.

(2) English: ‘What have you seen?’
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1.2 Bulgarian.

Bulgarian raises all wh-operators to specCP (Rudin 1988).

(3) 


a.

Koi kakvo ti 
e 
 kazal?







( ‘ti’ clitic must follow wh-complex.
 who what you has told


Who told you what? 

b.

*Koi   ti   e   kakvo
 kazal?









 who you has what     told

(4) 


a. 

Zavisi ot tova, 
koj kogo 
prǔv e udaril? 

( Adverb must follow wh-complex. 

depends on this, 
who whom first has hit


It depends on: who hit whom first? 





b.

* Zavisi ot tova, 
koj   prǔv kogo e udaril? 

   depends on this, who first whom has hit

A&N also remind us that interrogatives in Bulgarian trigger inversion of the verb relative to the subject.

(5) 


a. 

Kakvo kupuva Ivan? 








( Verb precedes subject. 

 what    buys    John


What does Joh  buy? 





b.

* Kakvo Ivan kupuva?

   what    John buys

The above data suggest that the wh-operators form a complex constituent at the start of the sentence that cannot be interrupted by other intervening elements. A&N maintain that this is because the wh-operators are joined together in specCP. The verb rises to Cº to provide a head to CP, and therefore occurs to the left of the subject in specVP. They therefore assign single and multiple wh-operators in Bulgarian the following structures.

(6) Bulgarian ‘What buys John?’



 

   CP


   

|

   
Whi


   C'

what  



|






   C°








   VP





  buysk


 
  




|


     
    
    


DP





    V'







    
   
    


   John


 



|
    
  



 



        










   Vº     

 
DP



 



     
    

    
  






 
tk


  
   tj

(7) Bulgarian ‘Who what saw?’
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1.3 Czech.

Multiple wh-operators are fronted to sentence initial position in Czech as well (see also Polish). Unlike Bulgarian, however, Czech permits clitics and adverbs to intervene between distinct operators, showing that they do not join into a single complex constituent. They remains distinct constituents. (Data from Rudin 1988, A&N 1998, Kraskow 1992).  

(8) 


a.

[Kdo ho 
kde 
vidĕl] 
 je nejasné



( Clitic splits wh-complex.
 who himcl where 
saw

 is unclear


It is unclear who saw him where. 

b.

*[Kdo
kde 
ho vidĕl] 
 je nejasné







    who   where 
himcl saw
 is unclear

(9) 


a.

Kdo rychle 
co komu
 dal?







( Adverb can split wh-complex.
 who quickly what to-whom gave?


Who quickly gave what to whom? 

b.

Kdo
co   rychle  komu
 dal?






( Adverb can split wh-complex
 who what quickly to-whom gave?

Furthermore, wh-operators in Czech do not show obligatory inversion, as if the verb failed to move into Cº. Inversion is possible, but this may occur because Czech like Italian allows for sentence final subjects.

(10) 



Co Ivan Kupuje? 










( Lack of subject verb inversion. 

What John buys?


What does John buy? 

(11) 



Vcera koupil knihu Jan 







( Sentence final subject. 







Yesterday has-bought book John

 Yesterday John has bought a book

These observations lead A&N to model Czech wh-operators as adjoined to VP rather than moved into specCP. Crucially there is no CP projection.

(12) Czech ‘Who what bought?’
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1.4 Chinese.

Finally Chinese lacks movement of wh-operators completely: operators remain in the position where they have been generated. (Data Huang 1982).  

(13) 

a.

Ni xihuan shei?









( Object wh-operator unmoved.
 You like who?


Who do you like? 

b.

Wo xiang-zhidao Lisi mai-le sheme


( Object wh-operator unmoved.
  I 
 wonder 


Lisi bought what

 I wonder what Lisi bought

A&N assign multiple wh-operator questions in Chinese the following structure.

(14) Chinese ‘Who bought what?’
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1.5 Goal.

A&N’s goal is to derive the complex crosslinguistic typology of simple and multiple wh-questions examined above and summarized in the table below through the OT-interaction of as few universal constraints as possible by exploiting the conflicts arising among them.

	TYPOLOGY
	Moved Wh-Phrases

	English
	Only one (SpecCP)

	Bulgarian
	All (SpecCP)

	Czech & Polish
	All (VP-adjoined)

	Chinese & Japanese
	None


2 Assumptions on syntactic representations.

Q-marking — Interrogative clauses must be marked as interrogative. 

This is clearly the case with subordinate clauses, whose complementizer differs according to their interrogative vs. declarative status. The complementizer is sensitive to the [+wh] or [-wh] marking of the clause by the higher verb. A&N call this marking ‘Q-marking’.

(15) Declarative clauses, marked as [-wh]:


John asserted 
[   that[-wh] / *whether[+wh] Bill had left ]

(16) Interrogative clauses, marked as [+wh]:

John asked 

[ *that[-wh] /   whether[+wh] Bill had left ]

A&N  assume that the VP of an interrogative clause must be Q-marked. This may occur in two ways: 

(i) via a Q-marker in Cº, like ‘whether’ in example (15) above, which in turn Q-marks its VP‑complement. 

(ii) via a wh-operator raised into specCP. In this case Cº is Q-marked via spec-head agreement with the interrogative operator in its specifier
, and then Q-marks its VP-complement.

In main interrogative clauses (i.e. non-subordinate clauses), Q-marking occurs as specified in (ii), i.e. by spec‑head agreement of Cº with the wh-operators moved into specCP. This in turn requires a Cº head, forcing rising of the verb or auxiliary from Vº to Cº in the languages with a CP. The raised verb or auxiliary then gets Q-marked as [+wh] via its spec-head agreement relation with the wh-operator. 

In A&N’s analysis, Q-marking is one of the universal constraints at play.

(17) 
Q-MARKING: the VP of an interrogative clause must be the complement of a Q-marked head.

Q-SCOPE — The scope of a wh-operator directly affects its interpretation. Compare the two examples below. The only difference between them is the scope taken by who, yet the interpretation changes dramatically, the first being an assertion about what John knows, and the second a direct question about what John knows. The example also shows that the rising wh-operator is indeed able to mark a clause as interrogative, as discussed above: it in fact transforms the declarative sentence in (18) into the interrogative sentence in (19).

(18) John knows who Mary met.

(19) Who does John know that Mary met?

A&N take the position that wh-operators must take scope over the VP of the clause, and propose the following constraint:

(20) Q-SCOPE: [+Q] elements must c-command VP
.

For example, in sentence (18) above, the operator who c-commands the VP of the lower clause headed by met, but not that of the higher clause headed by knows. It thus satisfies Q-scope with respect to the lower clause, but not with respect of the higher clause. In contrast, the operator who in (19) c-commands the VP of both clauses, and thus satisfies Q-SCOPE with respect to each of them. The tree-structure for (18) is provided below.

(21) John knows who Mary met
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STAY (actually Shortest-Step) — This more familiar constraint penalizes movement. There is however a fundamental difference with respect to the version of STAY that we already know, because here the distance traveled by the moving item matters, whereas in the original STAY it does not. This means that moving two elements a short distance potentially involves less violations that moving a single item across a longer distance, whereas the opposite holds with the original definition of STAY by Grimshaw (1997). 

Although it reminds of STAY, the constraint proposed by A&N is thus fundamentally different, and we may wish to consider what consequences it could have in other areas of syntax or in other OT-analyses (a good topic for the final paper). In the following, I will keep referring to it as ‘STAY’ to ease cross-reference with the article, but we should keep in mind that this is not the same constraint. The proper name is suggested by the authors themselves: Shortest Step.

(22) STAYA&N (shortest step version):
Do not move. [Actually: keep moved distance as short as possible]

Technically, STAY is violated once for every node in the path that unites the landing site of the moving item and the original position. Nodes however must be distinct, and therefore several segments of the same category — for example several successive VP-nodes in an adjunction structure— only count as one violation. 

For example, the wh-operator ‘what’ in figure (2) above violates STAY four times, corresponding to the four nodes that separates it from its VP-internal trace, namely CP, C', VP, V'.  Likewise, the raising auxiliary violates STAY an additional three times, due to the C', VP, and V' node separating it from its trace. In total, structure (2) thus violates STAY seven times, as indicated in tableau (7) in A&N’s article.

3 Exercise 1: 
a. Build the tableaux representing the violations of Q-marking, Q-scope, and StayA&N for the structures shown in (7), (12) and (14). 

b. Consider the English multiple-wh sentence in (1b) above. Provide its structure according to Ad and Neeleman’s assumptions (i.e., lack of IP). What constraints does it violate and how many times?   






� SPEC-HEAD AGREEMENT: The ‘spec-head agreement’ relation occurs between a head and its own specifier, and is the relation responsible for the agreement of a subject in specIP with the verb in Iº. For example, in a the sentence like “The child has gone to school” the subject ‘a child’ agrees with the 3rd person singular form of the auxiliary ‘has’ via the spec-head agreement relation. It is generally maintained that a head might share its syntactic features, including the [(wh] one, with any phrase in the specifier position of its own projection.


� C-COMMAND: The c-command relation refers to the structural relation between two items in a tree-structure representation. Its definition follows below:


	


Def of C-command: A node X c-commands a node Y if and only if the node that immediately dominates X also dominates B.


In other words, for any given node X, let us call ‘mother of X’ the node immediately dominating it. Any other node directly or indirectly dominated by the mother of X is c-commanded by X.





For example, in figure (2) above, the wh-operator ‘who’ has CP as its mother, and therefore c-commands any other node in the tree except CP itself. Likewise, the raised auxiliary ‘has’ in Cº has the node C' as its mother, and therefore c-commands the VP node and any node dominated by it. It however does not c-command the operator ‘who’ in specCP, which is not dominated by C'.
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