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6 - Word Order Typologies - Interrogative Clauses across Languages II
1. Analysis
GENerated Competitors

All structures that:

(i) share the same lexical enumeration (i.e. the same invariant set of words)

(ii) share the same meaning (i.e. the same semantic relations and interrogative force)

(iii) differ in the position of their wh-operator and auxiliary/verb, which may both rise upwards.

Constraints – Note how no one of the Q-scope, Q-marking, and Stay constraint encodes a parametric difference among the languages at issue. They are all fully general constraints that govern wh-operators and syntactic structures.

Deriving the typology 
The tableaux in his handout match those in A&N’s article, except that I introduced some additional competing structures. The first four or five structures are always the exact same competitors listed in the corresponding tableaux in the article. The additional competitors are added at the bottom of the tableaux identified by a ‘primed’ letter (eg <f'>). Harmonically bounded structures are marked with ‘x’. The number of STAY violations for some competitors differ from that listed by A&N, because I corrected them. 
1.1 ENGLISH: 

Q-marking >> STAY >> Q-Scope 

(one ranking) 

In English Q-marking is highest ranked. The need to Q-mark VP forces at least one wh-operator to move to specCP, where it passes its wh-feature to Cº via spec-head agreement, thus enabling Q-marking of the VP. The presence of Cº is thus crucial, triggerring movement of the auxiliary into Cº. 
Any additional wh-operator remains in situ because Q-marking has been taken care of, and the only other constraint that could trigger movement, namely Q-scope, is lower ranked than STAY, which blocks any additional movement.  

1.1.1 English single-wh (one wh-operator, tableaux (7) of the article)

	
	Q-marking
	Stay
	Q-scope

	a. ( (Eng/Bul) [cp Whati havek [vp you tk- seen ti]]
	
	*******
	

	b. (Chi)  
[vp You have-seen what]
	*
	
	*

	c. (Cze)

[vp Whati [vp you have-seen ti]]
	*
	**
	

	d. x


[cp Havek [vp you tk-seen what]]
	*
	***
	*


· Structure (c) is the Czech competitor, with the structure shown below. It collects only two STAY violations because ‘what’ is adjoined to VP and the repeated VP-segment is assumed to count as one single node as far as STAY is concerned.

Candidate (c) = ‘What you have seen?’

  VP








  Whj   
   
  


 what


   VP








   





|

  DP


    V'






  you


 
|
    
  



 



        Vº     

 
DP



 



     


 

 tj











  Vº      Vº











have   seen

· The structure for (d) is shown below. The moving auxiliary violates STAY three times, and not just one as indicated in A&N’s tableaux (7). This structure is always beaten by (b), i.e. harmonically bounded by it. Therefore it can never be optimal and it is universally excluded. As the authors point out, this correctly predicts that movement of the auxiliary or verb into Cº in main interrogative clauses can only occur when a raised wh‑operator forces it.


 Candidate (d) = ‘have you seen what?’
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1.2 English multiple-wh (multiple wh-operators, tableaux (8) in the article)

	
	Q-marking
	Stay
	Q-scope

	a. ( (Eng) 


[cp Whoi hask [vp ti  tk-seen what]]
	
	******
	*

	b. 
x




[cp Whati has [vp who seen]]
	
	*******
	*

	c. 

(Bul)


[cp Whoi-whatj hask [vp ti tk-seen tj]]
	
	**********
	

	d. x




[cp Hask [vp who tk-seen what]]
	*
	***
	**

	e'.    (Cze)


[vp Whoi [vp whatj [vp ti has-seen tj]]
	*
	***
	

	f'.     (Chi) 

 
[vp Who has-seen what]
	*
	
	** 


- SUPERIORITY EFFECTS: When multiple wh-operators are present, the final linear order of the wh-operators usually preserves the order holding among the corresponding arguments in their non-interrogative form. For example, subject wh-operators precede object and indirect object wh-operators. This property, called ‘superiority’, nicely follows from A&N’s analysis, because when a choice is given about which operator will move, STAY will favor the one causing the least number of violations, i.e. the one generated in the highest position. For example, in English, where only one wh-operator is allowed to move, moving the subject operator involves a shorter step than moving the object. Therefore it is the wh-subject that moves, as in the attested structure (a), rather than the wh‑object, as in the unattested structure (b). Indeed (b) is h-bounded by (a) and hence the effect is correctly predicted to hold universally. 
2 BULGARIAN: 
{Q-marking, Q-scope} >> STAY 
(two rankings) 
The candidate set examined by A&N is slightly changed, now considering structures with a finite verb and no auxiliary. This does not appear to have any serious consequence on the analysis. The reason why these structures were not considered in the English case is because English finite verbs cannot move out of their VP, producing do-support. Thus makes the analysis more complex for reasons that are not central to the typology under study and are thus left aside.
Bulgarian ranks STAY lowest, thus letting any movement favored by Q-marking and Q-scope take place. When multiple operators are present, they all move to specCP in order to pass their wh-feature to Cº, which in turn enables Q-marking of the VP and satisfies Q-scope. The head Cº must be filled by a head, forcing raising of Vº into Cº.
Bulgarian multiple wh-operators, tableaux (12) in the article.

	
	Q-marking
	Q-scope
	Stay

	a. 

(Eng-like) 
[cp Whs V [vp  ts   tv   Who]]
	
	*
	******

	b. 

(Chi)  

[vp Whs 
V

Who]
	*
	** 
	

	c. 

(Cze)


[vp Whs [vp Who  [vp  ts
V
 to]]]
	*
	
	***

	d. x
(Mixed)

[cp Whs  V  [vp Who [vp ts  tv   to]]]
	*
	
	*********

	e.( 
(Bul)


[cp Whs  Who   V    [vp  ts  tv   to ]]]
	
	
	**********


· The ‘mixed’ candidate (d), with one operator in specCP enabling Q-marking and the other operator satisfying Q‑scope via VP‑adjunction, has the structure shown below. A&N assume that (d) fails Q-marking because the adjoined object operator Whj is closer to VP than the subject operator in CP and therefore counts as the relevant potential Q‑marker for the VP.
 The object operator however is not in the legitimate configuration for Q-marking, and therefore it fails to mark the VP. Under this assumption, structure (d) is h‑bounded by (c). Note that some constraint must exclude this structure, else it would h-bound (e), making Bulgarian impossible.

 Mixed candidate (d)  = ‘Who saw what?’
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3 CZECH: 
Q-scope >> STAY >> Q-Marking  (one ranking) 

In Czech, the highest ranked constraint Q-scope requires all operators to c-command VP. This however must be achieved with as few violations of STAY as possible even if this violates Q-marking, given the higher rank of STAY vs Q-marking. As a consequence, the operators only adjoined to VP, avoiding STAY violations by remaining low as well as by avoiding movement of Vº into Cº.

Czech multiple wh-operators, tableaux (20) in the article.

	
	Q-scope
	Stay
	Q-marking

	a. 

(Eng-like) 
[cp Whs  V [vp  ts   tv   Who]]
	*
	******
	

	b. 

(Chi)  

[vp Whs 
V
Who]
	** 
	
	*

	c. (  (Cze)


[vp Whs [vp Who [vp  ts  V   to]]
	
	***
	*

	d.
x
(Mixed)

[cp Whs  V  [vp Who [vp ts  tv   to]]]
	
	*********
	*

	e.
 
(Bul)


[cp Whs Who  V [vp  ts  tv   to]]]
	
	**********
	


4 CHINESE: 

STAY highest  
(two rankings) 

In Chinese STAY is ranked highest, blocking all movement.

Chinese multiple wh-operators, tableaux (31) in the article.

	
	Stay
	Q-scope
	Q-marking

	a. 

(Eng-like) 
[cp Whs  V [vp  ts   tv   Who]]
	******
	*
	

	b. (
(Chi)  

[vp Whs 
V
Who]
	
	** 
	*

	c.  
(Cze)


[vp Whs [vp Who [vp  ts  V   to]]
	***
	
	*

	d.
x
(Mixed)

[cp Whs  V  [vp Who [vp ts  tv   to]]]
	*********
	
	*

	e.
 
(Bul)


[cp Whs Who  V [vp  ts  tv   to]]]
	**********
	
	


5 Conclusion

What is most interesting in this analysis is that the constraints responsible for the observed typology do not themselves directly concern the kind of linguistic variation associated with this typology. The observed variation concerns whether wh-operators move or not; if they move how many of them move (one or all); and when they move where do they move to. The constraints however only state that movement is generally disfavored, that VPs should be marked as interrogatives, and that wh-operators should take scope over VP. 

No constraint directly states whether a specific operator should move or not move, or how many of them should move, or where they should move to. These typological properties follow from the interaction of the constraints: operator movement is allowed or disallowed according to the rank of STAY in the grammar, which also determines how many operators move and whether they move to specCP or whether they only VP-adjoin.  The same interaction also accounts for the important property of superiority.
We also note that no parameter is present, which means that our theoretical framework does not let us directly state whether a language moves all of its wh-operators, just one, or none at all, nor the exact position taken by each operator in each language. These properties can only follow from universal constraints that apply equally to all operators across all languages. The only parametric device is the ranking of the constraints but its effects must be rooted in the universal constraint themselves and can only occur where the constraints conflict. 
Appendix 1

A&N’s analysis provides an interesting working ground for your final paper. You could change one or more assumptions that you think ought to be updated and check whether the typology still follows. This is a good way to detect which assumptions are crucial for the analysis, and which instead are not and can be dismissed, strengthening the analysis further in the process. Some possible areas of investigation follow below:

(i) Unlike A&N, you could take the position that an unmoved wh-operator in specVP always satisfies Q‑marking via spec-head agreement with the verbal head Vº projecting the VP. Under this hypothesis, any ‘Chinese’ structure with a subject wh-operator in specVP satisfies Q‑marking. 

What effects does this hypothesis introduce in A&N’s analysis of English, Bulgarian, Czech, and Chinese? 

Do the exact same candidates still win the relevant competitions? Are there new winning structures? Can the typology still be derived, even though with different structural candidates for some of the considered languages?  If the typology is still derived, is the new assumption a welcome one? If the typology can no longer be derived, what does this hypothesis tell us about the original analysis? 

(ii) It would be desirable not to have multiple definitions of STAY. For the sake of clarity, let us give A&N’s definition of STAY the name ‘SHORTEST STEP’, or ‘SS’. 

Is SS strictly necessary to A&N’s analyisis, or can it be replaced by (the standard definition of) STAY? 

If it is not necessary, show that indeed SS can be replaced by STAY without losing any of the results of A&N’s analysis.  If instead SS is indeed necessary to A&N’s analysis, where exactly in their tableaux does it play a role? In this case, can SS successfully replace the more frequent STAY in other OT analyses?

(iii) A final consideration concerns A&N’s abolition of the IP projection, with the auxiliaries generated directly in Vº. Is this aspect crucial for the analysis? If we kept IP and assumed that auxiliaries are generated in Iº, would anything go wrong in the analysis of English, or in that of the other languages examined here? Would there arise a discrepancy in some of the languages between interrogatives using simple tenses (expressing tense on the verb and lacking an auxiliary) and those using compound tenses (involving an auxiliary)?

Exercise:

Assume, against A&N, that the subject wh-operator in specVP of the Chinese candidate in (f') is able to Q‑mark its own VP by transfering its own Q-feature to the head Vº via spec-head agreement; Vº then projects it to VP, so that VP is eventually Q-marked. 

Under this assumption, competitor (f') above no longer violates Q-MARKING, as shown in the table below.

	
	Q-marking
	Stay
	Q-scope

	a. ( (Eng) 


[cp Whoi hask [vp ti  tk-seen what]]
	
	******
	*

	b. 
x




[cp Whati has [vp who seen]]
	
	*******
	*

	c. 

(Bul)


[cp Whoi-whatj hask [vp ti tk-seen tj]]
	
	**********
	

	d. x




[cp Hask [vp who tk-seen what]]
	*
	***
	**

	e'.    (Cze)


[vp Whoi [vp whatj [vp ti has-seen tj]]
	*
	***
	

	f'.     (Chi) 

 
[vp Who has-seen what]
	
	
	** 


Explores the consequences of this change, and in particular determine the following:

(i) Whether the ranking proposed by A&N for English remains able to derive structure (a) as optimal.

(ii) Whether any other ranking exists that can derive (a) as optimal.

Always provide the reasons for your answers, making your reasoning as explicit as possible. If using tableaux, make sure that the competing structures are all included, clearly represented, and properly identified by a letter tag which you can then use to unambiguously identify them in your discussion.  







� A&N are here exploiting a well known property of linguistic relations that goes under the name of relativized minimality. Relativized minimality always favors the most local item available to establish the linguistic relation at issue (here Q-marking). A clear example of relativized minimality effects occurs when determining which operator relates to which trace.  For example, while in (1a) below the wh-operator WHICH STUDENT successfully relate to its trace ti in the lower clause, the same is not true in (1b), where the wh-operator HOW in the specCP of the lower clause provides a closer antecedent for ti. A similar example with the operators switched follows in (2).





(1) 	a.   [Which Student]i do you think [CP ti [IP   ti could solve my problem quickly]]  





	b. *[Which Student]i do you think [CP howk [IP   ti could solve my problem tk ]]





(2) 	a.   Howi do you think [ ti John could solve this problem ti ] 





	b. *Howi do you wonder [ [which problem]k John could solve tk ti ]    			(when ‘how’ interpreted in the lower clause)
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