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SOME CROSS-LINGUISTIC GENERALIZATIONS
ABOUT YES-NO QUESTIONS AND THEIR ANSWERS

Edith A, Moravesik

ABSTRACT

The thesis considers four hypotheses concerning the linguistic
structure of yes-no questions and their answers. All four of these
claitms have been previously made by other linguists. The novelty
of this thesis is that it considers these hypotheses as ones relating
to the abstract structure of yes-no questions and as ones relating
to the abstract structure of yes-no questions in all human languages.

The term "abstract structure' is meant to be in a sense that
rests or: the assumption that in order to relate properties of linguistic
utterances to each other, and thus explain them, utterances must have
a representation in the grammar which is different from observable
groupings of elements,

The four universal basc hypotheses are the {oliowing:

1. The abstract representation of all yes-no questions includes
two disjunctively-~connected declarative sentences, symboliz-
able as X OR NOT-X,

2. The abstract representation also includes a component
paraphrasable as [ ASK YOU TO TELL ME,

3, For a semantic subclass of yes-no questions, those cailed
"biased" ones, the abstract representation includes an
additional declarative sentence,

4. ‘Answers and questions are in a member-to-class relationship
with each other.

The data base against which these hypotheses are tested comes
from about 85 languages of the world, Results are the following:

1. Concerning the tivst hypothesis, evidence from the intonation
ol yes-no qusstions is presented to show that the structure of all yes-no
questions should be, on some Jevel of represenrtation, complex rather
than simple. Various manifestations of an OR word in some types of
yes-no questions are taken to be evidence to the fact that this camplex
structure is disjunctive rather than conjunctive. Furthermore, the
presence of NOT words in yes-no questions, the relationship between
interrogation, negation and emphasis, and some observations about
question-answer relationship show that what is disjoined is an affirma-
tive sentence and its negative counterpart. Rules, however, relating
such an abstract represeutation to be surfuce structure of yes-no
questions are in need of motivation within transformational theory.
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2. There is evidence to show that this underlying X OR NOT-X
structure is subordinated to a sentence paraphrasablve as I ASK YOU
TO TELL ME. There is also some support for an alternative theory
of question marking whose distinctive characteristics are that it is
a discourse-marking theory and it does not assume an underlying OR.
In this case, there are reasons to suggest that declarative OR-s
should have a conditional base which is thus different from that of
interrogative OR-s,

3. There is some evidence to show that the underlying structure
of tag questions differs from the underlying structure of neutral yes-
no questions in that i* contains an additional copy of the suggested
answer.

4, Standard answers of various kinds of yes-no questions can
be shown to be in a member-to-class relationship with their ques-
tions with respect to their above-defined underlying structure.
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1. Introduction - Purpose, Domain, Scope

1.1 Purpcse. ‘The purpose of this study is to test four claims
concerning the underlying representation of yes-no questions and their
answers as possible candidates for language universals.

The first two of the claims that are to be tested here concern the
structure of all yes-no questions; the thitd pertains to the structure of
bir.sed yes-no questions; and the fourth is about the structure of question-
answer sequences. They are the following:

I. The abstract representation of all yes-no questions includes two
disjunctively~connected declarative sentences, symbolizable as X OR
NOT-X.

Z. The abstract representation also includes a component paraphrasable
as I ASK YOU TO TELL ME,

3. For a semantic subclass of yes-no questions, those generally
called "biased” ones, the abstract representation includes an addi-
tional declarative sentence.

4. Answers and questions are in a member-to-class relationship.

The term underlying representation is meant to be taken in a sense

that rests on the assumption that in order to relate properties of linguistic
utterances' to each other, and thus explain them, utterances must have a
representation in the grammar which is different from observable groupings
of elements.1 Claims made about underlying structure are therefore radi-
cally different from claiims made about lingnistic objects in generel. How
does claim 2., for instance, differ from a claim ’Z.a. which says:

"Anyone who asks a true question always expects an answer from the

person(s) to whom the question is addressed. "? The two alternative

This assumption has been the cornerstone ot transformational
generative theory from the early sixties. The principle itself is the basis
of scientific explanations in other sciences as well (cp. Braithwaite 1960,
22ff; Nagel 1450, 2911; Hempel 1906, T01(),

ERIC .
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.

claims differ, first, in the way in ivhich they can be proved or disproved
and, second, in their significance. Claim 2.a. could be disproved if a
speaker of a language said he didn't always expect an answer to a ques-
tion. Claim 2. is impervious to this kind of evidence; in fact, no imme-
diate observation can directly disprove it, unless that observation is
about some linguistic object which can be shown not to be derivable
from the proposed underlying structure by the set of rules whose mem-
bers are the only possible ones in a grammar. Sccond, claim 2.a. is
not differentiated from any other true statement that one might wwant
to make about questions whereas the tact that 2. is a claim about deep
structure means that it has been cnosen over alternative claims as
more basic or more significant for the characterization of questions,
Testing such abstract linguistic representations involves two
things. First, to adduce semantic, syntactic, and phonological facts
that appear to be unrelated but which have the common feature of being
derivable from the proposcd abstract siructures by means of a set of
independently motivated rules. Second, to see whether there are any
facts that cannot be derived from the abstract representation in this
wanner; and in case there are, whether there is some alternative
theory which would account for these as well as the others. Testing
an underlying structure thus iinplies the weighing of these proposed
abstract representations against facts and against alternative theories.
Accordingly, in this present study an attermpt will be miade to do both.
Since we will be trying to-justify the four claims as being of
universal validity, the facts that we are going to test them against will be taken
from more than one lmngmge.‘ Since similaritics among Janguages constitute

a shaky basis for daimms aboat universality unless at least two «ther possible

O
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sources of such resemblances -~ genetic and areal influence -- are ruled

out, our language sample of altogether about 85 languages was drawn
from various language tamilies and various parts of the world, as the
following list shows. The likelihood of the third possible factor to cause
crosslinguistic agreement -- chancez-- is assumed to be reduced to a

minimum by the size of the samptle.

For some theosretical and methodological considerations of these
three factors, compare Greenberg 1953,

Languages more frequently mentioned in the paper are listed here
in a genetic breakdown:

AMERIND: Andean-Equatorial: Quechua
Oto-Mangean: Chatino

EURASIATIC: Altaic: Azerbaijani

Bashkir
Buriat
Turkish

Uralic: Finnish
Hungarian

Japanese

Korean

SINO-TIBETAN: Mandarin

Tibetan
AUSTRO-ASIATIC: Khasi
Kurku

Vigtnamese
Pacoh

DRAVIDIAN: Tamil
Kannada

AUSTRONESIAN-THAT-KADAIL: Melanesian: Rotuman

e ettt e e

Indonesian:  Agta Malay
Atta Negrito Sangir
Balangao Tagabili
Bontoc Tagalog
Dibabawon Manobo
Nongot
Kalagan

Kalamian Tagbanwa
Thai~-Kadai: Thai

——




(Footnote 3 continued)

NEW GUINEA: Enga

INDOEUROPEAN: Italic: French
Italian
lL.atin
Spanish
Germanic: Dutch
English
German
Gothic
Slavic: Bulgarian
- Macedonian
Polish
Russian
Serbo-Croatian
. Slovenian
Celtic: Scottish Gaelic
Baltic: lLatvian
Lithuanian
[ranian: Persian
Indic: Bengali
Gujarati
Panjabi
Greek
CONGO-KORDOFANIAN: _};Lg_u*_r’_—Congg‘_: we
: Faunte
Fulani
Gheya
Grebo
Sango
Swahili
Temne
Wolot
Yoruba
NILO-SAHARAN: S_Ll\ar'\‘Ni_l_nz: Nubian
AFRO-ASIATIC: Semitic: Akkadian Cushitic: Burji
Ambaric Galla
Syrian Arabic Konso
I.I‘B.QI Arabic Maji
Chahu . .
Geez S?mah
Harari Welamo
Soddo
Tigrinya
Chad: Flausa

Jamaican Creole
dasque
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Almost all of these claims have been repeatedly made by various
linguists although they differ widely with respect to the extent to which
thizy have been shown to be empirically powerful and theoretically
viable, The first proposal concerning disjunctive structuré I found
is in Kretschmer 1912 (also 1938}, except that such structure is not claimed
to underlie yes-no questions but to have preceded, historically, their
present form. The proposal as one concerning underlying structure has
been generally accepted in transformational theory since Katz and Postal
advanced it in 1964, The claim about the '"request' component is implicit
in Katz and Postal's account (1964, 85) and was subsequently made explicit
by Sanders (1967, 133ff) and by advocates of the theory of performatives.
How to cope with biased questions has been recognized as a problem in
transformational theory; the claim that our number 3. refers to is the
one found in Stockwell 1968, 645 ff, - Finally, the characterization of
question-answer relationship as suggested in 4. has been repeatedly
alluded to by many accounts, linguistic (e, g. Katz and Postal 1964, 114f)
and philosophical (Katz 1968} and was made explicit by Sanders (1907,
154).

Although it is implied by all of these accounts that their claims
hold, hopefully, for more than one language, none of them, except for
Kretschmer's paper {1938), bring crosslinguistic evidcnce to bear on the
question: all of tlhem base their arguments on ENGLISH only. It is because
of this narrowness.of the empirical basis of previous accounts that novelty

can be claimed and significance can be hoped for for this present study.

1.2 Naturalress of domain and class. Although the choice of the

general object of investigation is clearly up to the researcher’s interest --

su i3 the fact, for instance, that the subiect of this study is determined
primarily by syntactic criteria and thus we do not generally consider
constructions that can be used as questions hut which are not syntacticully

interrogative, or ways in which gquestions can be used for purposes other
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than enquiry -- some justification of the scope of one's apptoach is

felt to be in order.
In one sense, the problem as to whether a question-answer pair is

a proper domain of linguistic investigation and whether all yes-no

. 4 .
questions form a natural class, is the central problem of this paper.

lf there are universal generalizations that hold true for such a domain
and for such a class of constructions, this by itself provides justification.
In other words, meaningful answers to these questions can be given only
after two things have been shown: that instances of the yes-no-question-
and-its-answer construction do exhibit common behavior 2 and that there
are theoretically justifiable ways of representing them as a hatural class.
The point in the course of this paper at which we will be in best position
to draw relevant conclusions will therefore be the very end. What will
be given here below by way of introduction is only a brief consideration of
alternat;we domains and alternative classes and some anticipation of the
extent to which the domain and class of constructions singled out in this

study will turn out to be justified.

1.2.1 Domain. The maximal domain of the proposed generalizations
will be a two-sentence discourse consisting of a question and an answer.
Two questions may arise.

a/ Why not limit our investigations to the domain of the sentence as has
been traditionally done ? )

b/ Provided that we accept the discourse as a legitimate domain, way
remain within the hounclis of t.\vu;serwtetxce discourges? Specifically, why
not consider multisentential question-answer pairs (i.e. where the ques-
tion and/or the answer consists of more th;mbne senlfence}, and sequences
of question-answer pairs or of declarative sentences and question-answer
pairs’?

4 . \ . ..
On the notion "natural class" in linguistics, sce Halle 1962 and
3
Q wy 1968,
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There 1s a three~fold answer (o the first point. First, we step
beyond the sentence since it seems that there are observable limits to
the set of sentences that can serve as proper answers to a question and
that this relationship between yes-no questions and their answers can
be characterized; and, morcover to describe properties of question-answer sc -~
quences, the sanie theoretical tools are needed as for santence-~linguistics, such as,
for example, the genus-before-species ordering rule (Sanders 19067, 154).

Sécond, it appears that if we do not aim at characterizing question-
answer relationships to start with, but want to explain properties of
questions by themselves and of answers by themselves as individual sen-
tences, there will be some properties for which no proper explanation
is found but which can be accounted for if we consider these sentences in
the context of their respective questions or answers. Such properiies
are tags, for questions, and emphasis, in answers,.

Third, the domain of discourse as a natural one for grammars is
independently motivated; i. e¢. even if question-answer pairs did not exist,
it would turn out to be the proper domain (cp. Sanders 1967 and Sanders 1909).

As for considering more-than-bisentential interrogative discourses,
the following remarks can be offered. That in this paper we will not
consider multisentential questions and multisentential answers is an arbi-
trary restriction on the scope of this present investigation. Althongh such

dialogues do have their own problems (Zp. e.g. Did you turn off the radio

and turn off the light and lock the door? #Yes and no and yes {respectivelv).),

it seems that the nature of such dialogues is not basically different from
bi-sentential question-answer pairs, That sequences of declarative sentences
and question-ansgwer pairs will not be investigated is seen as an equally
arbitrary and more signiticant limitation, since the rules which delinit
"grammmatical” ’sequences from "ungrammatical' ones will be different

in nature from the once that we will discuss for relating questions to their

O
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s ]
proper answers -- if they are statable at all.

1.2.2 Class of constructions investigated. Provided that one's

natural interest lies in yes-no questions and their answers, the question

is whether these constructions by themselves form a class which is suf-
fidently inclusive, on the one hand, and not too inclusive, on the other,
trom the point of view of stating generalizations. Three alternative classes
offer themselves, a/ and b/ including yes-no question-answer pairs and

¢/ breaking down the class:

a/ any sentence-and-l‘csponrse pairs; i.e. declarative sentences rclated

1 this manner, grectings and their answers, imperatives and their answers,
wh questions and their answers and yes-no questions and their answers all
taken together

b/ any question-and-answer pair; i.e. both wh questions and yes-no ques-
tions and their answers

¢/ some subclass of yes-no-question-answer pairs,

As for a/, it is true that considering any bisentential discourse where the
second sentence 1s an answer, there are . always some answers that are

felt tu be unproper, as comparved with the adequacy of some others. The
nature of the limitations, however, varies. Considering greetings, im-
peratives and questions, they turn out to differ altogether on three counts
with respect to their answers, Iirst, in the extent to which answers are
cxpected at all, Second, in the extent to which non-verbal answers are sub-
stitutable for verbal ones. Third, in the nature of the relationship between
stimulus sentence and answer. Answers are most expected for greetings (although
there are cultural variations here), less to questions and least to imperatives,

The ueder of these three constructions is the same il we consider the

For a pessimistic view, see Bever and Ross, no date. l.ang has
collected interesting dais on question-answer sequences as well as on
question-series in inga (1970, 4{f},

O
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increasing substitutability of non-verbal answers for verbal ones. As
for the relationship of the answer to the stimulus sentence, the first dis-
tinction to be made is between answers to greetings as opposed to other
answers, since within type-limitations, the set of possible responses to
greetings is usually restricted to a few tokens. ® The second distinction
to be made is between answers to questions versus the other two types,
since the principle of member-to-class relationship which accounts for
the majority of appropriate answers to questions is of much less use in
accounting for other answers. In particular, while responses to greetings
may bear member-to-class relationship to the stimulus sentence, the
proper set of greeting answers can be governed by other principles and
as far as imperatives are concerned, the principle of member-to-class
relationship does not appear to figure at all. To illustrate these points,

compare What do you want? A bucketful of coal., where the answer is

a member of the set of possibilities raised in the question, with mallhaba.
marhabtén 'Hello: Two hellos!', an Arabic greeting formula, where the
response is again a member of class mentioned in the stimulus sentence
(Ferguson 1967). On the other hand, some responses to greetings are a

completion of the sentence {e.g. God be praised! Forever, amen.), or

reciprocations (¢.g. How are you? How are you?), rather than in a

member-to-class relationship; and an answer to an imperative such as

Go! T won't. carnot be interpreted as a member o the class mentioned

in the imperative, either. In view of these differences hetween greetings.
imperatives and questions with respect {o their relationship to their
answers, the decision not to treat all of them together seems justified. In
addition, these threc constructions thernselves are of course very different
in other respects as well; although notice should be taken of the similarity

between imperative and interrogative constructions_both semantic and

6 _ o
[t should be pointed out, however, that the token-restrictions on
what responses are proper to what greetings have to do, beside grammar,
with cultural conventions.

O
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structural {cp. the optional presence of adverbs such as "'please’ and
the occurrence of tags in both constructions).

Now let us consider b/. The decision to treat yes-no questions as
separate {rom wh questions is more arbitrary than dividing questions
{rom imperatives and greetings. It will be claimed that the relationship
that holds between answers and yes-no questions also holds between answers

] : A . , 7

and wh questions. Furthermore, these two classes of questions themselves
also share semantic and structural properties (such as question particles)
and there have been proposals concerning their abstract structures as well
to look similar {(cp. Langacker 1969 , chapter III.)

We will next consider ¢/, There are various possible subclasses of
yes-no questions that could be talked about by themselves. First (1),
grammars often distmguisﬁ between yes-no questions and alternative

questions such as Did he read it? as opposed to Did he read it or not?

Arguing that these two questions mean the same, we could establish another
split among yes-no questions (2}: those that imply a positive-negative pair
of alternatives and those that imply two alternatives that appear to agree

in affirmation value, such as Did he consull you or did he forget? In the

For an early differentiation of these two types of questions, secc
Aristotle's De Interpretatione and Topics. In both places, binary choice .
questions, called '"dialectical questions” (zpérozms SLGAEXTLAT ). are dis-
dinguished from wh questions by the speaker’s having made certan rr;ore specitic
assumptions about the answer, De Interpretatione 20b 291 {in contrast with a
question like "What is man?", in a dialectical question) " The questioner
must spedly further and ask whether man is this or notthis.)' {J.1.., Ackrill’s trans-
lation, Oxford 103){Ael 1Oy €pwrrra mpogélopigel moTepor Tole  €0Tiw
g’)_”ciiy_ﬂﬂggﬁgg_j__gf\mTof)To }. Topics 158at8: (a question like "What is Good? ™
is not dialectical) "unless one says it having made u,rtam (hs! ncnons
and ChOlLLS e g. "Is G(md this or that?" u“ (m» ;i‘lj aums ﬁmguras n_
éte/\oyevm a.fﬁ_ oo apcz Ye 1> &Yabdv ovTws N ougﬂs MV,{Z‘IL)'

For various other logical and philosophical paraphrases of the saime distine-
tion, sce Prior and Prior 1935, For general Heratnre on questions by
philosophers, see e.g. Hamblin 1958, Leonard 19599, Steimmaan 1959,
Harrah 1959, 1903, Kaiz 19438, lLoeser 1968,
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latter case, it is possible for the question to raise more than two

alternatives (Did he consult you or did he forget or didn't he need advice

anymore?), so we could talk about binary and multiple-choice questions.
Multiple-choice questions would then be semantically halfway between

wh and yes-no questions, resembling the former in offering multiple

choice and resembling the latter in that the choices are a limited class.
Whereas for (1) there may be at least surface justification -- alternative
and yes-no questions indeed are different structurally -- it would be hard

to justify {2): in no language have there beer found corresponding structural
differences (e.g. in the shape of OR) and there are obvious paraphrase

relationships as well (cp. Did you see Peter or {not Peter but} John?).

Thirdly {3), we could treat only "neutral' or only "biased' questions by

themselves (such as Is he crazy? vs. He is crazy, isn't he?) Since here

both some semantic and some structural reasons support the classification,
we will indeed have to consider this dichotomy in making claims about under-
lying structure; but there are still enough shared properties to.justify these
two classes as subclasses of one type only,

What is suggested, therefore, as the conclusion of this preliminary
discussion, is that yes-no questions and their answers are a proper domain
of linguistic analysis and that they consitute a natural class of constructions.
With respect to domain, the decision not to treat ques:ions and answers
separately and not to treat question-answer scquences is judged to be
lustified in that we would have to give up some generalizations and worry
about new problems, respectively., Not dealing with multisentential ques-
tions and multisentential answers, however, is by arbitrary choice only.
With respect to class, wh question and yes-no Questions together appear
to be possible natural classes larger than just ves-no questions by them-
selves; and neutral versus biased questions are suggested as beiny legitimate

subclasses of yes-no questions,

Q >
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2, _'I_‘he Alternative

2.1 The claim. We are now considering the hypothesis that the abstract
representation of all binary choice questions includes the following struc -
ture: X OK NOT-X, where X stands for a proposition.1 This suggestion
was assumed in Katz and Postal 1964 (100, 128) and was claimed and
argued for in Sanders 1967 (e.g. 134f}, Stockwell et ai. 1963 (esp. ©33-
©35 and v42-644) and Langacker 1970. Prior to them, as early as in
1912, Paul Kretschmer argued that the disjunctive sentence was the most
ancient type of yes-no question and almost all other yes-no question con-
structions were derived from it (cp. Kretschmer 1912, 1938).

What the claim implies is that a structure paraphrasable as John

is a Swede or John is not a Swede. is taken to be part of the structure of

such questions as

Is John a Swede or isn't John a Swede?

Is John a Swede or isn't he?

Is John a Swede or not?

John is a Swede, isn't he?

John 1s not a Swede; or is he?

Is John a Swede?

Isn't John a Swede?

Is John a Swede?

Observations that we consider as evidential fall into three classes.
Some facts seem to indicate merely that the underlying structure of yes-
no questions must be a complex one: coordinative or subordinative.
Others limit the notion ""complex underlying structure''by indicating that

this structure is coordinative, and, in particular, disjunctive. Again

others specify that the disjoined sentences are an affirmative and a negative

wlre.,

' We will use crpital letters {e.g. NOT)for representing underlying
structures and we will underline words (e.g. not) that are "actual' bits of speech,

ERIC
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Facts that merely indicate that the structure of yes-no questions,
on some level of abstractions, is that of a non-simple sentence come

from yes-no question intonation (2.2.). Questioas with the surface

structures x or nol-x, x or not, and x or, in all of which there s an
overt or, belong to the second class in that they point at disjunctive
structure {2.3.). Finally, surface types overtly containing a negator

such as x not x and x not {in addition to the abhove-mentioned x or not-x,

and x or not}, some shared properties of questioned, negated, and
emphasized constituents, some facts about question-answer relationships
and about the meaning of yes-no quastions (2.4.) all converge to indicate

that it is an affirmative and a negative sentence that are disjoined.

2.2 Evidence for complex structure: intonation. Grammars of many

languages report the following facts about intonation:

1. (Non-alternative) yes-no questions have a rising pattcrnz.

2. Alternative questions have rising-falling intonation3.

3. Alternative statements also bhave a rising-falling pattern.

What is interesting about these empirical observations? Their
interest -- as the interest of any linguistic fact -- could lie in their bearing
on some known relationship, whether confirmingly or disconfirmingly,

or in their pointing to some new relationship. The three observations

"For a cross-linguistic investigation involving more than one-hundred
languages and making this observation as universally valid, see Hermann
1942, Compare also Ultan's cross-linguistic study (1962) where only a few
exceptions are noted such as CHITIMACHA, FANT! and GREBO, languages
that do not have rising intonation in yes-no questions even as an alternative
to some other pattern. TWI, a third Kwa language is also an exception
(Victoria Fromkin, p.c.); also WOLOF (Stewart and Babou 1956, [V, -9.),
which belongs to the larger group of Niger-Congo languages to which the
Kwa group also does,

3 E.ogo AZERBALJAND (Householder and Lotfi 1965, 208).

O
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above are interesting since they disconnect members of a natural class --
alternative and non-alternative yes-no questions (since they do not agree
in their intonation pattern}-- and they relate alternative questions and
alternative statements (in that they have the same intonation pattern)
which, one might think, belong to different classes. An explanation of
why intonation patterns should be distributed this way yields itself if we
complement these facts with two assumptions: that alternative questions
have an alternative statement in their deep structure and that non-alterna-
tive yes-no questions are de rived from the same deep structure and the
difference between them and the alternative type is that in simple yes-no
questions the second alternative is deleted. Putling facts and assumptions
tugether, the following coherent picture reveals itself about intonation:
there is no such thing as a specific yes-no question intonation, iu: the sense
of its being different from any other intonation pattern; the intonation of
yes-no questions is predictable from the intonation of the alternative state-
ment that their deep structure contains: they are identical pal1.erns4.

It is because this best available explanation of intonation in yes-no
questions rests on the assumplion that there is an underlying disjunction
to all such questions, that intonation counts as a piece of confirming

evidence for our posited X OR NOT-X structure.

.

-

This observation concerning the relationship between the intonation
of yes-no questions and disjunctive statements was made by H.O. Coleman
in 1914 (Intonation and emphasis. In: Misceltanea Phonetica, p. 22, as
quoted in Bolinger 1957, 78). 1In 1912 {p. 518} and later in 1938 {27-35),
Paul Kretschmer mniade this ohservation the cornerstone of his argument
to the effect that yes-uo questions are historically derived from disjunctive
sentences. Hermann (1942) recjected this idea mainly because he claimed
disjunctive constructions were "young', whereas yes-no Questions are
ancient. Whereas Coleman simply made the observation, and Kretschmer

o  —— ——n

used it to support an argument about historical (lcrwatmn, I.angacker

U 9, Ch- I1; and 1370), JLlSt as t‘ms present sludy ses it for rnrrobm-n—

[P PR,

live construction,
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Although it is clear that if we assume a disjunctive underlying
structure for yes-no questions, we can explain their intonation pattern,
it should be recognized that for the sole purpose of explaining intonation
a less restrictive hypothesis would do just as well, ‘Such a less specific
hypothesis would be: “The underlying structure of yes-no guestions is
some non-simple sentence.” This is because not only rilisjunctively co -
ordinated sentences have rising-falling intonation but also other coor-
dinative types, such as conjoined structures and, in fact, subordinative
constructions as well., In other words, in order to explain rising intona-
tion in yes-no questions, we oaly have to assume that yes-no questions
are represented in the deep structure as sentences included as first member
in another sentence., We therefore need other evidence to specify exactly

what kind of complex sentence structure is to be assumed.

»

2.3 Evidence for disjunction.

2.3.1 x or not{~-x). Searching for evidence to show that the underlying
structure of yes-no questions is, of all non-simple types, a disjunctive
oune, we find three surface types which all share the property of containing

an overt disjunctive connective: x or not-x, x or not, and x or. In this

section we will censidder the first two,

Alternative questions of an x or not{-x) surface structure have been
found described by grammars of a number of languages as one possible
way ol formulating binary choice questions. although it is a more preferred
construction in some than in other languages. The existence of this constiuc-

tion may be a universal. An example of the x or not-x type question is

Rl v - 0 <~ - - ” I 3
CNGAD baa pelyvape {pade baa) napelyape ' he goes or he not-goes''. An
pelyag P [ g 4

{Russell Ultan, p.c. )?

5 . . .
Other examples for x or not{-x) are the following:

ARABIC (BYRIAN): _bta:/;ji wdlla la”?  "Are you coming or not? ' (Cowell 1964,
530

RIC
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Beside the fact that these questions contain an affirmative part,

a disjunctive connective, and the negative version of the affirmative part,
three additional shared charactleristics can be noted: these sentences
can all be pronounced with an intonation pattern such that the resulting
question is void of any expressed expectation on the side of the speaker
concerning which alternative might be right; the order of the two parts

is atfirmative followed by negative (or else, the question ceases to be
neutral); and their answers must consist of more than a single affirmator
such as 'ves' or mo’ (unless disjinction is meant in a "non-focused" sense

such as Have you seen Jim or Mary? (meaning ‘either one of them, doesn't

matter which') to which either }:e_i_ or _1\_12_._ would be a proper answer).
The observed ordering can be explained, as Sanders suggested, by

a genus~befofc-species rule {Sanders1967, 155). The rule is to predict

the ordering of two coordinate structures if one of them is wholly included

in the other but the other ts not wholly included in the first -- i.¢. one is

genus to the other one, ti:z species. The order predicted by the rule is

for the species to follow the genus. As evidence for the rule, Sanders

cites, besides question-answer sequences and interrogative-response

sequences, such constructions as appositives (A cat, that cat on the mat,

is mine, but not *That cat on mat, a cat, is mine,), other-iterations

(I saw one bird and another bird and another other bird, but not I saw

another hird and one bird and another other bird.), numerals { [ saw one

(Footnote 5 continued)

BENGALI: ofa dekhte paren ki na  'Can you see it or not? ' (Dabhs 1965,
sub whether or not) ’

BURIAT: axa jereegy ali ygiigy 'Has the elder brother come or not?'
(Poppe 1960, 82)

MANDARIN: ni dlo tashiignan gd haishi b qd 'Are you going to the library,

or not?' (Ellict 1955, 57)

PERSIAN: in naczdikia racsturani haest ya nae 'Is there a restaurant in
this vicinity, or not?’ {Obolensky et al. 1963, 4, 138)

RUSSIAN: jest'il'i n'et 'ls there or isn't there?’

THAT: nai chit y36 teence réu plow 'Does Nai Chit live here, or not?’
o (Campbell and Shaweevongse 1957, 8l)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




two three four five birds. but not *1 saw two one three four five birds. ),

prosodic versus morphemic connectives {Napoleon, Caesar, and Darius

ran. but not Napoleon and Caesar, Darius ran.), cases of stylistically

preferred ordering (men and women as opposed women and men) and even

such subordinate constructions as someone good but not *good someone

{153-150).

There is also another class of questions which exhibit surface
realizations of disjunction and negation but for which none of these
criteria hold. These are what one might call '"afterthought questions"

such as You have never met her... or have you? These are non-neutral,

the order of the affirmative and negative elements is not predictable by
the genus-before-species rule and they are answerable by a single affirm-
ator.

Both neutral and afterthought questions of this kind vary crosslinguis-
tically, on the other hand, depending on what part of the underlying structure
does not have to be exp'rc’.SSQd superlicially -- t.e. according to one concept
of grammar, by the rules of deletion that may operate on them. Conditions
of deletability have not been observed in many tanguages for the purposes
of this study; for some remarks on ENGLISH and MANDARIN, see Elliot
1965, 8off, 92 and Wang 1965, 460-464; for ENGA sece l.ang 1970, 55-56,

G3-65,

2.3.2 x or. Nextquestion forms will be presented which contain the

conneclive 'or' and, in addition, only one of the two alternatives. An
example is provided by POLISH. Czy is a disjunctive connective e. g.

czy dzis czy jutro 'today or tomorrow' {as part of a statement) (Damerar

1967, 132-133; for its relationship to a question pronoun (cp. Russian cto),
sce Vondrak 1928, 451 ). On the other hand, czy is not a connective but

» . S
a question particle in czy to jest pioro 'Is this a pen?' (cp. Lo est pioro
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“This is a pen. ") (Schenker 190y, 15).U

.Other examples are given below. In citing examiples we gave a
"literal translation' in addition to the gloss whenever it was easy to obtain
- ore; otherwise, morpheme-by-morpheme analyses arc given only to the
extent to which they are important to the argument. [t should be pointed
out that we do not count questions such as Or weren't you there? where
the presence of or is clearly because the question assumes some discourse-
antecedent with respect to which the possibility raised in the question is an
alternative (such as You must have met him at the party yesterday.). This
use of 'or'1s widespread in many languages: it occurs in ARABIC, AZER-
BAIJANI (Householder and Lotfi 1965, 101), HEBREW, HUNGARIAN, EWE
(Westermann 1902, 331, sub ala) and YORUBA {(Rowlands 1969, 35ff). An
example from CHATINO: ta no” lko nskeye ti? 'Or do you think it is I?'
(Pride 1965, 203) {cp. with a sentence where ta is a disjunctive connective:
ni ndska ti® rantsu ta ndska ti ? tiyeta 'What do you want, a ranch, or do
you want a shop?' (Pride 1905, 168-169)). -

FANTI: g_g_é_g in simple question: iriko ance 'Are you going (or what)?
{cp. irtko 'You are going. '} (Welmmers 1946, 57f)
ance in disjunction: na oye bibin{' ance {(oye) buro-ni' 'Is he an
African or {is he) a Furopean?' (Welmers 1946, 70)
(or cp. 3bayrdna onkiys 'Will he do it or will he not do it?"'
ybays ina 'Will he do it? ' (Balmer and Grant, 1929, 67). For
further discussion, see Christaller 1875, 90, 94 and Christaller
1933, 324 sub ana, anaa.)}
FULANI: koo in simplt—z-_c—lrxestion: sei nder yiite jahannamaaye koo 'Only
in the fire of hell?!' {Stennes 1961, 55)
koo naa non éum uinda haa kaha Mariyama
‘Or not so is it written in the book of Mary? ' {Stennes 1961, 40)
koo in disjunction: koo bodeejo; koo daleejo; koo irin woi 'a red
man, or a black man, or whatever' (Stennes 1961, 49; cp. also
19, 44, 50)

GBEYA: wéndé in simple question: keey dt mé wendé 'Are you atraid?'
{preceded in context by 'Why are you going? '} (Samarin 1966, 60)
wende in disjunction: wa ghé wi-ré taa wendé gan naa wende gan
pALLy IS ple AT Al YLt
m3or> "They kill people three or (=wende gan) four or five. "
'"They kill three or four or five people.' (Samarin 1966, 71)
Professor Samarin, however, does not think that the question-
final wéndé should be given the gloss 'or' {personal communica-
1ion),

GREBO: he in simple question: ple 2 didg ne he 'Did he come, after all?'
he in disjunction: ple do ro he nyema 'Is it Do or Nyemna?'

(innes 1967, sub he)
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While x or not-x type questions are perhaps universally available,
X or type questions, however widely observable, have a much more

restricted cross-linguistic distribution. Thus, one might expect languages

(Footnote 6 continued)

GUJARATI: ke in simiple question: teo chili gaya chhe ke 'Have they
gone away?' (Tisdall 1892, 100}
ke in disjunction: t3hmahre cah piwi che ke kOphi 'Do you
wart tea or coffee? !’ {Cardona 1964, 406) N
HAUSA: ko in simple question: 2za ki 1afi, k& 'will you leave, huh?'
{Kraft 1963, [. 168f) ké dd wurin dd z2n faké 'Perhaps there
is a place that I may get in {out of the rain)?' (Kraft 19063, 1. 129
k¢ in disjunction: zAi 25 yd , k6 b L3 hakd ba 'He is coming today,
or isn't it so?' (Kraft and Abubakar 1965, 164)
JAPANESE: ka in s1mp1e question: ano ié desu ka 'Is it that house? '
: (Cp ano ie desu 'It is that house. ') (Martin 1954, 46)
ka in disjunction: ano hito wa Igirisu-jin ka Amerika-jin ka
d(,su 'He is either Emghsh or American.' (Vaccari and
_ Vaccari 1942, 231)
KANNADA: -oo in simple question: ad cdkd 'Is that a knife?' (cp.
‘ ad caku 'That is a knife. ') (Bright 1958, 46)
-00 in disjunction: scomvaarvoo, mangal.vaarvo, avr ill
“!;.v;bo}mdu_ 'Either on Monday or on Tuesday he can come here.'’
{Bright et al. 1960, 55.)
{Nayak 1967, 106 says that -oo and -aa are allomorphs; -aa
in simple question: dvndd 'Is he?', synonymous with 8vnag;
cp. avi{a)n{u) 'he', also Jensen 164: nidde médutt-ilé ’;®§;011
asleep?' cp. ninu baruttlyd 'Are you coming?'; -aa in dis-
junction: avr vidyarthi gald athva mesgtira " 'Are they students
or masters?' (Bright 1958, 45). There also appears to be a
third variant, -ee; according to Bright 1958, 45, it is an idio-
lectic variant of - -aa; Spencer 1914, 34 says -vo and -¢c are

free variants and -a -aa is used in the singular and plural second
person.)

LATVIAN: wvai in simiple question: vail mate maja ‘Is mother at home?'’
) (Lazdina 1960, 13)
vai in disjunction: vai iesim uz teatri vai koncertu 'Are you
-g—oi—ng to the theatre or to the concert?' (lazdina 196, 228-229)
LITHUANIAN: 3}_’ in sin:ple question: a¥ th buvail vakar miesté 'Were you
'm the city yesterday? ' (Dambriﬁ'las 1906, 79)
1r in disjunction: La‘uskﬁs. aT ds tiésa m.kau, ar n¢ ‘it

will turn out whether 1 speak truth or not. {S(nn Taun, 1, 483)




“08—

that do have x or type questions to have had a historical period when
such constructions had uot yet come into existence, but x or not-x had,

Historical data have been found only with respect to one language, JAPANESE,

{IFootnote b continued)

The LITHUANIAN and LATVIAN examples do not necessarily seem

to illustrate the point i.e. the identity of a question particle and a
disjunctive conneciive, since the sentences with vai...vai and aF...a?¥
can be analysed not onty as questions not I'narked_t;y a question marker
and containing 'either...or' but also as double questions cach marked

by a question mar kcr vai and ax , with 'or' deleted in between. Since,
however, vai and ax can also occur in disjunctive declarative sentences,
this shows that the former inte rpretation is correct. It is interesting

‘to note that although the JAPANESE situation is the same -- ka connects
alternative questions, it is a question particle in simple yes-no questions,
and it also occurs as a disjunctive connective in declarative sentences --
Vaccari and Vaccari (1942, 07; compare with 231} claim that ka in the
disjunctive question is a question, rather than a connective, particle.

N

TARGI: ndbgé in simple question: k3 juftshzlf ndégé 'Shall he come
{or not)?' (Hoffmann 1963, 98)
x_1~d,§ 4 in disjunction: Hoffmann (1963, 97) states that it is used
in disjunctive questions to mean ‘'or'.
SAMOAN: po/pe in simple question: po's Paulu se tatfe'au 'ls Panl a
pastor?' (Marsack 1962, ©])
po/pe in disjunction: sa ¢ alui le fale meli, pe leai 'Did you
go to the post oifice, or not? ! {(Marsack 1962, 112)
{Gerald Sanders called my attention to the Samoan facts.)

SANGO: wala in simple question: tongana mj g ngun'/.z'x, mY 1y susu
me!angé na ni wala ""When you eat greens, you eat tish mixed
with it, or?'" '"When you eat greens, do you eat fish mixed with
it, or not?’ (Samarin 1967, 130)
wala in disjunction: ala bon gbi na dimanche 100, wa)n 200, wala 90
"They meet on Sunday, a hundred or two hundred, or ninetv {in
number). ' (Smmarin 1967, 129)

In addition, TIBETAN has,this pattern (Il.alon 1950, 36). One may also
cite the Slavic question particle 1i in comparison with the disjunction ili.
Binary choice question formation b) means of 1i or 1'i attiached to the
constituent queried is non-colloquial in RUSSIAN and SERBO-CROATIAN
and colloquial in BULGARIAN and MACEDONIAN, whereas the particle is
obsolete in SLLOVENIAN. (Bidwell 1969, 81; for BUILGARIAN, see also
Beaulieux 1950, 349f; for SERDBO-CROATIAN, see also Bidwell 1905, 258-
259) On the other hand, the disjunctive counective is _1-1_1_ in SERBO-CROATIAN

O
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Sansom (1928, 270}, while noting that x ka y ka type questions also
existed at that time, cites an example of binary-choice-question-final

ka from the 9th century A.D. What this shows is that both constructions
arc siahle nones and that one may i;ave to go back by more than twelve-
hundred years in the history of a language to discover a stage where the
later x or question construction did not yet exist.

This far we have seen some evidence to show that the structure of
yes-no questions, on some level of abstraction, 1s complex, and, it 1s, in
particular, a disjunctive one. Questions of the type x or not-x and
x or not may be taken to be evidence for the nature of the two disjoined

entences showing that they are an affirmative and a negative one. Is

there some more evidence to show this?

2.1 Evidence for the negative conjunct.

2.4.1 x not(-x). Additional evidence to show that the second conjunct
is a negative one comes from the surface type x not {-x).

An example of such connective-less alternative questions, withowt

(Footnote » continued)

(Bidwell 1265, 243) and in RUSSIAN, which appears to be analysable as
the conjunction i 'and® and i, A highly conjectural analogy to thig ety-
mology might be FANTI ance. This word, as we have seen above, is a
guestion particle and alsmisjunction. Since in FFANTI 'and' is na
{Welmers 10% 69) and -a is a bmaly choice question sulfix (W--l:;:crs-
1946, 57f), an__c_(; alte rhatmg with ana1 might derive from prefix a- plus
conjunciion na 'and' plus question n suffix -a. What these elymoloqws seem
to suggest is s that disjoining is queshon('d conjoining, i.e. "x and not-x?",
a questioned contradiction, resd¢lves in "x or not-x'"". The vague notion
that 'or' is somehow the "'natural” connective in questions, as opposed to
‘and', the 'natural' connective in statements, is suggested by somc other
facts as well. to be presented later {cp. Section 3.4.3),

Although in the majority of cases the'or-question particle occurred in
affirmative questions {e.g., among 7 HAUSA questions with ko given by
Kraft 1963 (1. 109, 223, II. 129ff), six are affirmative and one negative}, no
stated restriction of this sort has been noticed in any description, except
that Bidwell (1909, 81) says that questions contaiming 1i in RUSSIAN are
usually negative unes,

O
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deleting X, is AMHARIC: yggabal y.awﬁtal 'I's he entering or leaving?'

(Cohen 19306, 312f). Others are given in the footnote.” THAI and VIET -
NAMESE, on the other hand, provide examples for x not;

THAI: koon chorp len tennit my 'Do you like playing tennis or not? "'

(Campbell and Shaweevongse 1958, 80)
VIETNAMESE: ta con guén gi ni“a khéng "I still-have forget something

or not?' (Emencau 1951, 211)
In THATI and VIETNAMESE, as the examples show, 'not' is a "question
marker' in that it is the only morpheme that differentiates an affirmative
question from an affirmative statement ~- and this is all that it does in
this context. Other languages where 'not' has such a double function of
Leing both 2 negator and a yes-no question marker are TAMIL and SOMALI.
In TAMIL, -aa is a yes-no question marker but it is also a negative mar-
ker of inanimate future verbs, defective verbs and in conditional clauses
{Srinivasan 1919, 32f). In SCMAILI, ma prefixed to a verb makes the
sentence into a yes-no question; and ma prefixed to a verb which has nega-
tive inflection makes the declarative sentence into a negative declarative

8
vne.,

7 BASHKIR: kildyemme kilmdyemmg,_ Shall [ come or shall I not come?!

{IPoppe 1904, 79}
BURIAT: bi gy, ygii gy 'Is there, or isn't there?' {(Grammat'ika
Burjatskovo Jazyka 1902, 325)
MANDARIN CHINESE: shir bu shn 'Is it so or is it not so?'
(Svadesh 1948, 12)
{fAMIL: aran raaman-aa kannan-aa 'I's he Raman or Kanan?’

(Agesthialingom 1906, 14).

In addition, ma isalso a variant of ama 'or' and also maans 'which ¥, ‘what? ',
(¢.g. a noun with ma suffixed to it means 'which/what {noun)?"' and a defi-
nite article with ma suffixed to it means 'who? " 'whom?' (Moreno 1955,
258, Bell 1953, 43, 54ff, Obu). For the relationship between the disjunctive
;mrti(,lc and a negator, see also QUECHUA, where _:.Z_"_‘, 1s 'or', but RIRUER
Ve 1!;7&11 1s the negative fortm of the verb (Bills and Vallejo 1949, 37,
Peonardi 1966, olf.)
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In some languages, the question marker has no negative function
~
in contemporary use butis derived from a negator. One exampleis

MANDARIN CHINESE; cp. ta hui shuo Zhongguo hua ma '"he can speak

Chinese language ma' 'Can he speak Chinese? ' ( Elliot 1965, 91).
Elliot points out that there is historical evidence to show that ma derives
from a negative marker EE’_" later replaced by _lz_f_l Another language where -
the question particle is historically related to a negator is LATIN (-ne;
cp., for instance, Seiler 1952, 86},

Thus far, the only evidencc that we have seen to indicate that the
second conjunct of yes-no questions is a negative one carne from yecs-no
questions whose surface structure in fact includes such a negative con-
junct. But what about questions whose surface structu-re includes a
second conjunct which in fact is not a negative one, such as Did he use

a pencil or a pen? or Are we going or what? And what about questions

whose surface structure does not include a second conjunct at all such

as Did he use a pen?

As far as yes-no questions with a non-negative second conjunct are
concerned, we will not discuss them here but only suggest that these, too,

may have an underlying X OR NOT-X included in their structure; Did he

use a pencil or a pen? would then care from an underlying structure para-
T - S
phrasable as Did he use a pencil or did he not use a pencil, but he used a pen?

Questions whose second conjunct is a 'what' i, e. they are of the
type x or what or x what secm to be fairly widespread. In BENGAT,
ki ‘what?' occurs in the following binary choice question types: 'Has he
taken medicine, na ki ("or what''}? ' {Iludson 1965. 33}, and, without the
connective, 1n apni-ki bacfsto achen 'Are you busy? ' {apni 'you') (Dabbs
1965, sub ki), and in [e bayi gacie ki 'Is he going? ' {synonymous with
Je ki baypi Yac:ie aml fe bayi jac:ie) (Page 1934, loi), According to
C.A. Ferguson {p.c.), the question particle ki in the first two sentences
quoted has a different intonation from ki 'what? ' and is not felt to be iden-
tical with ki for’, although the historical relation is clear. In IXNGLISH,
there is Are we going or what? bnut the deletion of the cornective is not
possible. The saime 'or what' construction is used in ENGA neutral ques-
tions (LLang 1970, 45}, In GUJARATI, as Tisdell {1892, 100} points vut,
sul 'what?'is a binary choice question particle as well, placed either
hefore or after the question and when sentence-~final, it is either nreceded

O
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For the class of yes-no questions where there is no second conjunct
at all, there seems o be other convincing evidence that underlyingly
there is still an additional negative conjunct. Such evidence comes
from some observations concerning the relationship between inter-
rogation, negation and emphasis, from the nature of question-answer

relationship and from a consideration of the semantics of questions.

2.1, 2 Interrogation, negation, emphasis. Although cross-linguistic

evidence is grossly lacking at this point, just by the ihspection of a few
‘!anguagcs a relationship between three processes: negation, interroga-
tion, and emmphasis, becomes (:unspicuous.10 In particular, there arc a
number of syntactic rules that apply to negative, interrogative, and

ermphatic constructions and, some of these, only to those. Such rules ure

of three types: rules that yield some "extra structure' {such as an extra

(Footnote 2 continued)

by 'or' or not. Thus, the following constructions exist:
sun te avyo chhe

”
ie avyo chhe ke sun
-
te avyo chhe sufi

where ke 1s 'what?' and the whole construction is glossed as 'What? has
he come? ' or 'Has he come, or what?', In HUNGARIAM, vagy mi “or
what?" occurs, e.g. gute 'k.‘.'_"lg.}’_llli s he sick, or what? ' which is a
marginally used unbiased question. In JAPANESE, there is a comparable
X or how' type construction but it seems to be restricted to dependent
ruestions; e. g, mé kita ka db ka \vakarix_w_lasén "he arrived or, how or,

[ don't know" 'l don't know whether he's arrived or not. ' (Martin 1902,
231; compare also Vaccari and Vaccari 1942, 439, [nh KANNADA both

“"or what" and "what" occur with differring semantics. Spencer (1914, 106)
gives the following examples: ai'anu’_iddha'iné énu 'Is he {(here) or not? 7,
a guestion indicating doubt’, where -o is 'or' and €nu is ‘what', aranu

iddhanénu 'Is he here? ', nresumably a neutral question, with -0 ‘for!

otnitted.  For examples from additional languages, sce Kretschmer 1935,
34f, Whereas binary choice questions with '(or) not' are related to

Did he go or did he not go? type alternative questions by deletion, all of

these binary-choice questions containing '(or) what' are relatable to
thuin by sentence-pronominalization,

10 Worth (19u4) assigns a common lable -- "suprasyniactics’ -- tao
the three categories. Sece also Hetzron 1970, 9021,
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pronoun, an auxiliary, or a ''cleft sentence”), rules of ordering, and
rules of stressing. We will discuss evidence as to the operation of these
in negative, emphatic, and interrogative contexts.

. 'extra structure'

a/ redundant pronouns In HUNGARIAN, the personal pronouns

may or may not be used with the verb and the possessed noun, unless one
of three conditions arises, in which case they must be ""spelled' and also
stressed. The three conditions are the following: if the pronouns are
negated, emphasized, or questioned. For instance ( * indicates that
the construction thus marked is ungrammatical in thie sense of its gluss,
or, if it has no gloss, in the sense of the gloss of the previous sentence):
neutral: a kavem 'the coffee-mine"

1 ]
. s . ) my coffee
az en kavem ''the my coffee—mme”} y

latok ’_'seg-I" }
’ ’ o 'I See'
en latok "'l see-I"

. 4 ” Id
negative: nem az en kavem 'not my coffee'’

Ml - - ’
“ nem az en kavem

rd rd
= nem kavem

- 4 . . :
nem en latok 'it is not I *»#ho sees'

* nem en latok

rd
“ nem latok

. ’ Pl ” . " i
emphatic: az en kavem 'my coffee’

i . s s
Faz en kavem

N ” rd
fa kavem

Vd rd
en latok 'l see!

- en latok

= Jatok
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- - 4 e d
interrogative: az en kavem 'my coffee?’

az én ka’.vé‘m

* a kavem

_é_n_ 13tok 'Do 1 see?!
© én latok

= 1Atok

Such emphatic pronouns must be expresscd by an extra element in
other Uralic-Altaic languages as well, such as in TURKIC languages;
also in ANCIENT GREEK (cp. Apcllonius Dyscolus Synt. I, 15 where he
notes this concerning contrastive pronouns), in AKKADIAN (von Soden
1952, 40), in BAKI (Fraser 1891, 78}, in MAASAI (Tucker and Tompo 1950,
33), in COPTIC (possessive pronouns; Mallon 1956, 33}; and, perhaps, in

all other languages with pronoun-inccrporation.

b/ auxiliary support In ENGLISH, do-supported (and'stressed) verbs
are used under three conditions: if the verb is negated, or if it is emphasized,
orif tis questicned (for relevant transformational discussion and literature,
sce Stockwell et al. 1908, 620). Conversely, all negated and questioned
and some (but not all) emphasized verbs11 must have do support.

c/ Sleftin’ In ENGI.JISH, and also in HUNGARIAN, cleft sentences
are common if the extraposed sentence is either emphatic, or negative,

or a question, such as It 1s the color that 1 hate., It isn't the color that

[ hate. and Is it the color that you hate? . Langacker identifies the

FRENCH question forms est-ce que and gu'est-ce que with inversions

of cleft sentences (l.angacker 1945,587-000), Clefting in TEMNL appears to be
obligatory in emphatic sentences and in wh questions and optional in yes-
1o questions and negative sentences {Hutchinson 1909, 51-71),

2. curdering In HUNGARIAN, if a constituent immediately precedes the

nain verb of the sentence and it is stressed, it must either be a nepated

1 . .
Those that Householder calls yes-emphasized verbs are the ones

that have do-support.
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constituent, or an emphatic one, or a questioned one. Conversely, all
questioned and negated (but not all emphasized} constituents must he
stressed and must immediately precede the main verbs., K.g.:

question: Maryt szereti Jun  'Does Jim love Mary?’

* Maryt szereti Jim

= Jim szereti _M_z}_}‘it_

negation! nem Maryt szereti Jim 'Jim doesn't love Mary.'

< nem Maryt szereti Jim

¥ Jim szereti nem Marxt

emphasis: Maryt szereti Jim 'Jim loves Mary.'

* Maryt szereti Jim

? Jim szereti Maryt

Also, there is a cross-linguistic tendency for negated, questiovned,
and emphasized elements to occur early in the sentence. In some languages,
even if ihey are suffixing (e.g. ENGA) the negative affix is a prefix. Bellugi
and «.ima {1964) note that not tends to appear sentence-initially in children's
ENGLISH., Relevant is also Baker's observation (1970) according to which
wh question tnovement is always to the left,
3. stressing As it was mentioned above, all negated, emphasized, and
gquestioned constituents must be stressed in HUNGARIAN and in ENGIISH.
[bafiez (1970) points out that, in GERMAN, stress marks negative and ein-
phatic constructions,

| Beside the existence of such rules that provide "extra structuve',

the same order, and stress for negated, emphasized and questioned ele-
ments, it should also he pointed outl that the set of syntactic constituents
that are within the domain of these rules and the mumber of applications of
the rules are also scemn to be the same for negative, interrogative, and

emphatic contexts.

O
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a/ distribution over gramiaatical categories Any constituent,

and only those, that can be negated can also be emphasized and queried,
and vice versa. Although this observation is only trivially true for those
very few langﬁages considered from this point of view, since in these all
constituenis seem to nndergo any of these processeAs, it may become an
empirically testable claim if languages are found, where only some constituents
cannot undergo some or all of these processes.

b/ distribution within the sentence There is clearly some limitation

on how many constituents in a sentence can be negated, queried {(and, may-
be, emphasized) at the same time. In particular, it seems that usnally
one constituent only has undergone one of these processes in a superflicially
simiple sentence. Compare the following GERMAN examples:

negation: Nicht er ist ins Theater gegangen. 'It wasn't he who went

to the theater. '

Kr ist nicht ins Theater gegangen. 'It wasn't the theater

t

that he went to.

“ Nicht er ist nicht ins Theater gegangen.

.. . . . i 't wasn't
Nicht er ist gegangen und nicht ins Theater.

he who went and not to the theater. '

question: Ist er ins Theater gegangen? 'Did he go to the theater?’

Ist cr ins Theater gegangen? 'Did he go to the theater?!

? Ist er ins Theater gegangen?

_ } 'Did he go to the theater?’
Ist ¢r gegangen, und ins Theater? —= b m

Notice also that the three processes, ncgation, emphasis and ques-
tioning, are zlso similar in that they apply bothgon "phrase level” and on
"sentence level'. Under af, sentences that result from presumed sentence-

level applications are listed and under b/, sentences resalting from pre-

s

sumed phrase-level epplications.

a/ negation: 1 didn't eat it,

et e ¢ e i+ e

question: Did you eat it?

emphasis: [ did eat it.
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b/ negation: [ didn't eat it. (although I saw 1)

or: D'wanted not to eat it.

question: Did you eat it? (actuaily)

or: What did you do to it?

. . . Y V2
emphasis: [ ate it., (as opposed to jutt seeing it)

Finally, the three processes also resemble each other in that they
do not affect the presuppositions of the sentences to which they apply.

To what extent have these shared properties of negation, emphasis,
and questioning been accounted for in transformational generative gram-
mar? All three processes are usually represented by means of a sentence-
initial marker in the deep structure. To this extent, some relationship
among these processes is suggested, but since the notion "similar decp
structure' has no theoretical status, no actual claim about relationship
is made in such accounts, Klima (1964) went a step further by assigning
the feature "affective'' to both questions and negative constructions. To
represent natural classes by inventing new features in uneconomical and
arbitrary (Zwicky 1968). Thus, we conclude that the observed resemblance
amona the three syntactic processes has remained unexpressed 'n.) trans-
formational grammars. |

The proposat made here is to assign partially-identical deep structures
to negative, interrogative and emphatic constructions, by fmsiting AXB
AXB (where X stands for NOT-X) as included by all three. Pronouu-

"spelling', auxiliary-support, and clefting rules, as well as ordering

The two types of emphasis, corresponding to what we here label
"sentence-level’™ and 'phrase-tevel" emphases, were pointed out to me
by . Householder. e labels the first kind "yes-emphasized™, because
what is emphasized is that the action did not not take place., and the second
as "this-emphasized'', since what is emphasized is that particular verb,
as opposed to seme other commutable verb, He also points out that all
yes-emphasized verbs must have auxiliary support,

O
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and stressing would then apply to non-identical constituents (i.e. X and
NOT-X}. 13 Respective surface structures would then be derived by
deletion rules. The implication of this claim is that all question, ncgative,
and emphatic constructions are two-sentence-structures on an abstract
level.

This account appears to be good for explaining properties shared
by all three of thesc processes discussed. It should be pointed out, how-
cver, that there are some features that questions and negative constructions
share but emphatic ones do not. Such is some-any suppletion in ENGILISH
(compare Hall 1953, 3; this of course occurs in other o nstructions as well,
as it is pointed out there), the fact that a, the indefinite article in ENGLISH,
is generic in questions and negative constructions (Jackendoff (29 233)
and that negative Construc‘tions and questions show inversion in some
Negro dialectrhof ENGLISH (Labov 1970). This would show that the yela-
tionship between negation and questioning is closer than that between e¢ither

of these and emphasis, Our account is not able to provide for this.

2.4.3 Question-answer relationship. looking at superficially dis-

innetive questions and their most common answers, such as Do you ski

or don't you? Yes, I do. or No, I don't., an ohvious generalization leaps

to the eye: that answers arc selected from the class of alternatives speci-
tied 1n the question. Whereas this generalization would explain the choice
ot answers to superficially disjunctive questions, it does not explain, how-
ever, why either of the two answers above is appropriate also to the

question Do you ski?, since No, [ don't. has no representation in the

)

'visible' structure of the question. The generalization, however, can
be made to encompass a larger number of cases if we do, indeed, assume,

that both the affirmative and the negative alternative are represented in

13 See Sanders 1907, 241f where it is proposed that this principle

governs contrastive sfressing,

O
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the question structure, regardless of whether they both actually get
realized (i.e. the question is an alternative question) or not. It is in
this sense that the observation about question-answer relationships is

a piece of corrcoborating evidence for an underlying X OR NOT-X,

2.4.4 Meaning. Finally, apart from any syntactic considerations,
whether they relate to sentential or discourse syntax, just by considering
what yes;x1o questions mean and trying to set up an underlying represen-
tation that matches this meaning, one would conclude that an X OR NOT-X
component should be part of this underlying structure, since it is true
for all yes-no questions that they raise basially two alternatives: the truth

of a proposition and the falsity thereof.

2.5 Some thoughts on rules. Provided that we have a X OR NOT-X

type underlying component for yes-no questions, what are the rules that
would be needed in order to derive surface structures of various yes-no
question types? We will consider here only two kinds of these rules:
deletion rules and the one which assigns intonation.

There are three different deletion rules that appear tuv be necessary:,
one that deletes the part of the second conjunct which is identical with
the first conjunct, one that deletes the negator and one that deletes the
connective. The following list indicates which deletions are necessary
for the derivation of which type:

X or not-x: none

X or not: conjunct deletion

x or: conjmect deletion, negator deletion

x not-x: connective deletion

x not: conivnct deletion, connective deletion

x: conjunct deletion, negator deletion, connective deletion.
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Of these three deletion rules, only the first, conjunct deletion,
appears motivated, in that it is an identity deletion. The other two are
unique and not justifiable in token or in type outside the realm of yes-no
question. That is to say: or-s and not-s, are not deletable in other
constructions unless the identity condition is fulfilled, nor are any other
comparable connectives or particles. An alternative solution to avoid at
least the connective deletion rule will be discussed later (3.4.3.).

In connection with the rule assigning intonation to yes-no questions,
with respect to superficially simple yes-no questions such as Does he
listen?, this ruie would be able to make use of the underlying disjunctive
structure only if it applied prior to the rules‘which result in the deletion
of the negative conjunct. In other words, as lLangacker noted (1970), a
phonological rule would have to be wedged in aimong syntactic ones. This

mechanism is in need of independent support.
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3, The Request

3.1 The problem. Thus far we have been discussing properties
81 1

of yes-no questions which are not unique to them but are also shared
by disjunctive statements, Such properties were some of the meaning
of yes-no questions, the presence of disjunctive and negative elements
('or'-s and 'not'-s) in some such questions, their intonation, the pre-
sence of some emphatic elements and properties of order and stress.
These shared features of disjunctive statements and yes-no questions
have been taken to justify the proposition that yes-no questions have,

in fact, as part of their underlying representation, a structure which is
also the underlying representation of disjunctive statements, ar part of
it.

From looking at the discourse context of some sentences which have
the position and function of yes-no guestions in a discourse, it is not at
all obvious that anything else is nec ded for the abstract representation
of these sentences. Some disjunctive statements seem to be responded
to just as if they were questions, such as the one in the following

discourse: Speaker A: She must have left it either in her office or in

her car.  Speaker B: Yes, she left it in her office,

There is a crucial difference, however, between this kind of dis-

course and one involving a real question (Did she leave it in her office?):

that an answer is required in the latter case, while it is encouraged but
not requuired in the former, Thus i1 spite of such sentences the fact
remains that questions are a distinct class of utterances with specific
semantic and syntactic properties; and that these properties would remain
unaccounted for by an abstract structure which consists of N OR NOT-XN

only, . What exactly are the differences between disiunchive statenients and

Householder (pooy) differentintes statements which disclaim know -
ledge but exihntat inditference townrds oblaiting it from real questions by
a feature (+ Hearer) indicating bearer’s invaolvelaent.
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yes-no questions and what kKind of abstract strecture would have Lo
complement X OR NOT-X in order tor these differences to be derivable
from it?

There cre two rrooin ooy lurs thn we w0013 live o zsxab- t these
ditferences: Are the dalferences between disjunctive statemnents and
yes-no questions properties which are at the same time shared by yes-
no questions and some other constructions? And do the differences
between disjunctive statements and yes-no questions hold between these
two sentences types or between soime larger chunks of discourse of which
such sentences are only a part?

. Answers to these questions determine the scope and the domain of

the generalizations that the ahstract structure sheuld make about yes-

no questions. In addition to properly choosing scope and domain, we also
projg Y I

recuire that the total logical derivation of yes-no questions which includes the under -
lying structure and a set of rules should have predictive power with
respect tothe specific differences that are found between disjunctive state-
ments and yes-no questions; i, c. it should be such that the particular
differences that arve attested in the languages of vur sample should not
scem to be arbitrary; c.yg. that the possibility of some systematic way
of marking sentence subjects if the sentence is a question should be
excluded.

We will first survey the set of sermantic and granneatical differences
Letween statements and questions (3.2, and 3.3.); subsequently we will
draw conclusions concerning each of these two questions mentioned above
thereby defining what an abstract stracture of questions to complement
X OR NOT-X we expect to be like (3,410}, Next, we will discuss pro-
posals concerning the absiract structure of yes-no questions thiat have
been made by various Huguists (3.4, 2.0); and, finally, we will advance an

alternative solation (3.1, 3.1,
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3,2 Some semantic differences between disjunctive structures and

yes-no questions.  Semautically, yes-no questions differ from disjunc-

tive statements in that they also convey a request on the speaker's part
for the specification of which of the alternatives raised is true., In other

words, the semantic differences between Either my teacher is a Dane or

he is not a Dane. and Is my teacher a Dane? is adequately expressed

by complementing the first sentence by Tell me, to read: Tell me either

that my teacher is a Dane or that he is not a Dane,

As it is obvious from this paraphrase, this difference between dis-
junctive statements and ves-no questions also lumps yes-no questions
together with imiperatives in the sense that imperatives,too, are requests.2
Many imperatives, however, do not offer a choice as to what the hearer

should say -- in the sense in which Say ''cheese', please! does not --

or they may constitute requests for some unspecified verbal performance

(in the sense in which Call tomorrow, does); or else they may not require

any verbal performance at all {e.g. Go!). Yes-no questions are, there-
fore, semantically a subclass of imperatives.

From synouymy pairs such as Who is your cousin? and Tell me who

is your cousin! it is clear that wh questions, too, are requests and thus

a subclass of imperatives. From examples such as [ want you to tell

me whether it rained at the thme. it is clear that at least some irndirect

questions, too, have the swoe senantic property,  Thus, we conclude
that all direct qnestions whether ves-no or wh, and some indirect ones
constitute together @ subclngs of imperatives,

On the other hand, from the synonymy of Tell me your name!  and

I ask youuto tell me vour ramne,

1t 1s clear that nmperatives are a subs -

class of declaratives. [n particanlar, they are semantically equivalent

to declarative sertences cinbedded 0o matrix sentence of the sort

?
Loceser (T &0 24-23 does not think auestions and rmiperatives
share this semantic characteristic, to blin, a4 question expiresses #4 scarch
for an answer bat nat 4 conunand  thio one be given,



I ask you. We theretore conclude that if the abstract representation of
all questions, including yc¢s-no questions, incorporates, in addition to
X OR NOT-X, a structure paraphrasable as 1 ASK YOU TO TELI. ME,
that representation would be adequate inasmuch as it would properly
differentiate the meamng of yes-no questions from that of disjunctive
statements and, at the same time, it would express the semantic rela-
tionship between yes-no questions, wh questions, whether direct or
indirect, on the one hand, and independent and embedded imperatives,

on the other.

3.3 Some syntactic differences between disjunctive statements and

yes-no guestions. I.et us first consider the discourse context of ques-~
tions and disjunctive statements. Questions -- all independent ones and
some indirect ones -- are characteristically followed by an answer. Does

this property differentiate them from disjunctive statements; and if yes,
does it differentiate them from all other constructions as well?  The
answer to this question 1s that many statements and a nmumber of other
constructions are also normally followed by sonme sentence intuitively
felt to be a response; but that the kind of response questions require may
well be unique to them.

Sentence types other than questions that are characteristically fol-
lowed by a response are imperatives, greetings, and some types of
declarative sentences definable either in semantic or in syntactic terms,
As it was pointed out in an anticipatory discussion on pp. 8{f, grectings,
imperatives, and questions differ from each other both in the degree to
which verbal answers are expected to them and also by the rules which

3

define a "'proper response’’ to such stunulus sentences,

On grectings, besides Ferguson 10 see Fres 1952, 2910, Searle
1969, uh-u7, also Dressicr 1970 where anaphoric defetions in responsces
to greetings are discnssed, .
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As for declarative sentences, Sacks {1970, chapter o) poinis out
that challenges, threats, warnings, offers, invitations, complaints and
announcements all are first mermbers of paired utterances and are used
to select a next speaker in a conversational sequence. Schegloff's (1968)
summon=-answer pairs (as in a telephone conversation) also involve
declarative sentences tollowed by a response. Besides such semantic
classes of declarative sentences, there are some syntactically definable

classes also which are characteristically followed by a response. Such

are disjunctive statements, (e.g. You were born either in Alabama or

in Louisiana.), sentences with indefinite noun phrases (such as You

wanted to say something. ) and others. Bellack, Kliebard, Hyman, Smith

(1966, 102if) discuss the mode of presentation in classroom situations.
They conclude that questioning can take place in the imperative mode,
in the interrogative mode and in the declarative mode. The examples
for answer-~eliciting statements that they give are the following:

I. "It can also be due to factors that we haven't mentioned at all. "

2. ""T'wo of the biggest things that we import in this country we do

produce ourselves.”
3., "Grf course, we discengsed the grczttl exception to this rule, yesterday."
Of these, >‘1L'is interesting to note that the first two involve indefinite noun
phrases.

Finally, it should be poiated ont that all statements, in fact, can be
followed by responses which express agreement or disagreement or which
are just signs of atteation on the part of the hearcr, One becomes parti-
cularly aware of this «f one listens to o sermon in a Black church commun-
nity or to any other speech attended by Dlack American audience. ¥Fries,
in fact, who c¢lassities all ufterances as Ccommunicative vs, non-communi-
cative, classitics all stateonents as communicative in that they elieit
signals of attevtion, st os greetings, oalls and gquestions elicit oral

responscs and compnanls or regriests ehici! action Yesponses -- as oppnsml

O
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to non-communicative sighs ctc. (1952, 29ff). Sunmilarly, Householder
(p.c.} contends that all statements are meant as summons to the hearer
to believe what is assertec,

[t is because of such facts that questions cannot be said to be unique
‘. that they are followed by an answer; although they may be unique in
that they require one, as well as in whal kind of answer they require.
This latter point will be taken up in the last chapter of this thesis.

Having considered the discourse context of yes-no questions and

statements, let us now consider their sentential syntax, As individual

sentences, yes-no questions differ syntactically from disjunctive state-
ments in various languages by one or more of the following properties:
a/ word order
b/ the presence or absence of particles and adverbs
c/ wverb inflection
d/ the shape and deletability of the <disjunctive connective
e/ the deletability of the negative alternative.
We will next discuss each of these.

a/ As toword order, Ultan observed (1909, 48{) that inversion

is an uncommon interrogative device in yes-no questions, but widespread
in wh questions. Although dircet and indirect yes-no questions are
similar in many respects, word order rules that apply to them are not
always the same. An example where direct and indirect yes-no questions
have different word order is GERNMAN, A language where these two types
of questions have the same word order which, at the same time, is dis-
tinct from that of declarative sentences is BILLACK and COLLOQUIAL
ENGLISH, as well as some historical dialects of ENGILISH (cp. BLACK

ENGLISH Could he go?and [ asked could he go. {C. A, Ferguson. p.c.}))

b/ The distribution of question particles shows better than word

order does that direct aned indirect ves-nio questions belong to the same
class, as opposecd to stitenvents, flere are some examples. (For addi-
tional languages, sce Kretochier 138, 1071,

O
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FPAD b e Jaae Ton te s gestion oo riicbe ovenring in non-alternative

dovendert gestiorsy el g tritho anee "ATre vou gotng? ' (Welimers

P, o7y The partidde can alse oocar in nun-;,zlu:rnz{ti\'L: de -

ponddent quostions, ¢, g, Lfwe s vwo fie Ina "go-look whether
tnoat choine ot G and took whether he s at hone !

(Chueistadle s e, )

PINNISHD ko onindependeat guestion: tulecko hiin 'Will he come?!

ho i dependent question: en tiedd, tuleeko bin I don't know

Wb ot

=
-~

1‘} AT “.L‘l]ib“k: ]Q’A.}, 1‘33}

.

SHUNGARIM N o onvdependent question: vajon gbn-e¢ "whether comes-

¢oan depeutdent question: vein to ciuvn \-;tjun jon-e 'l don't

kivow whether hie bs cormnimg, !

Also LD CHERGH st AVIC i (b ondrak TU2s, daaf),

Cho el ddroaste o ot e MRS R ETE stions and wh ([H(:Sliuns, on the

other hamd, s oo oot teoa lesser exteat by the criferion of shared

particles, ot s precosaeanh appears o occur sporadically only.
The fow beas wtges cascl ved where yes-no guestions and  wh ques-

tiens oo slare prvticios e AGT A (?;'ul). PR (-_(_I_,;l; ML Bender, p.c.),

cLo T e 20 s B AEAT SR (kad, end OLD CHURCH

STAVIC (I, Vordesl Po2s=0 by, o TRELUGU, the nse ol the guestion

T Yo : S e e sibon s s cpitionnd tnoaly grestions,
A AR A AR roorks gaestions, heve s

Comoce s st et e se o Al dRkeeter o) ased boll an
SIS SRR B o P slieean, e MIORDE RN SCOTPISH GATILI,

SN . T ; R IR T AT S LU N RAVE B SIS R OYS I LY ST

R - IR S v GO, earttey andicotove o
[y H ot < -1 N ot roies Yo e }‘:‘J!,f;"l‘;‘, ae Lo
Sl : - SRR C L Lo i SR AR (\?‘1lt'i“}i‘.i'g‘ P ) RN
. : NE oMV EUE T (O ondd Btase
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PO)y as welt,

soboaer {(Eivaes by, dn HIAUSA L the aspeat
nrefixes of the coreplet: o ol coniincve wapects are diftferent o

24).

statenents ttotn those o puiestions and relafiive olauses {(Bulenberg 1970,
]

What i1s carntaon to tive s,

wociie devices 13 that they have been
observed 1o soane Lany

Tave s ulilv
Ll giiadius oty

and that at least in some cases not only
ves-no riesbons b alao wh fpuestions share theo ., Next, we will consi-
der two clusses o Vi Ol s e s

oves - oo guestions both of which are specific
E:l:;i(_iial,‘ Pl ‘ 1’ S i ; Con [ u}:lu«tv\'x’! to wh (111(5;')“0!15. i
Loth of woinel o b s I A e el e "lfll‘t uls Thase prro-
perties volate to b shoce cnbdolotabiiny of dispowetive conoeatives el
the delorability S8 the e cnvive altercative,

Afdho sh e e b iy et e stive qucs s
tics ol e e S e any number of
Senlene s ot - footee P chnnective

tavcrie e e on thesae oo e i osligpe from the others,
Thiove fs oo wt Lo thn degion o rittion of distinet dispunctive
CONLCCti e 5ol Ul

SU M LIons.,

however, which
‘l.,\'“Ld!t lEA.'E. Uhies

Coariailon ds ool rnore Tmaied,
Pirst ob ot s

Clive ool tive set

vee apparenidy never more than
Cac o e haers 1Y o0 e s e eeal oy share, cnd pon-torst cnemnbers ave
by e Sttt e st Toule s e Coinsin tion 1n
v b, SN Pl it R d»:z‘;,»;*: i; 0, where X slands
slicticds Toot v oidostonn o o o tore o ead s shape fron, (_'1»!_»]1&_:1" anid or
. . S . “" _ Lt otia _“?"_.3. Thisee
R TS I SR i . i : ty o Pl i Ty t 11\':‘;1‘ Pt
ST to ety Vo Poooasde s dleng ctive connectives in
| S S S S TR S o AT 5 i AT Pl oot SeSeri (i"t'.“}‘r’iufx‘o'
o ! . Cod
b

I R st re ot
O
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each ther as Ao B, Goo oD, and Hoo oV, Besides this case of maximal
difte rence, the three sers coubd be differeut in o number of other Ways;
in particulbar, assanong tiest Lhul‘thc second member is different in atl
three, the tirst member conld be the same in any two sets {and there
are three possible paarings of three sets) and it could be the same in
all three setls:

SRR PR S IS

S TR TOR € NI R SRS

(Q RGNk

N

A B (DL, (R

where (3) wareks the ddenticd comectives avd other letters the different

ones. Then, with the first member different in all three scts, the second

could be the same 1o atl three o in fwo; and then various combinations of

ditfe rences between Nrsi and second menbers are also possible. Two

addvnioosl conaricnt geveradianitoas. however, provide a further lint-

tation ov the saovhey of ditterent convectives sets that we have to be

deadinng with.,  One s hat o sels of disiunctive connectives have been

tound to difter in therr scecond memmbers bt not inthe first in any ]ngnage:
The cther (s that Lor the three constradtions that we are considering |

i so dbinguige oove three zets beon found that are different in both of

their morhers, bat ondv iwo st most, Teoother words, the only variations

;
1 : . .
Fivs oo o venervebhic o tan of o very waide scope.s I applies to dis-
. s i
sl ive oo Dives st dhe e over cornstractions orther than direct

guestions, wlisect guestans, ~ud non-guaestions. Also, it may apply to
CuSL T et e e e e et st owells Whe peaersbry of the sloteinem s
alsve snport b e Cao bttt W seoas Lo correspond to a repgalarity
ehaot deletioor that the Jdoletion of the second memnmber of a conmuective set
claoys toopbie s the fivst one boverng been deleted, the two observations
can e ocotbaasosl s the codboviny vaarae s i bwo conmective sets difter
troon coch other suaoway that affects only one of the members ~- whether
e e el tio o b te e e B oataoe - s the Diest mernber thai
exboasts thre D oereoes Pattaos it iy acuther gy, the second mmembe s
vyoregiatance to deletion and by

~
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in shape that have veen observed n disiunctive connective sets of
direct and indivect questions and non-questions are the following:

all threce sets the same (X,.. Y, X.o..Y, X.o..Y, where Xand Y
may not be the saince}

twuo sets the sarne, the thicd different in both members (X, Y,
Xoo Y, AL B)

two scts the swaoe, the third different in the first member only
(LU (T N T I A B

Since we Lo bave tan tistinct sets at most and three different
contexts (direct goestrons, andivect guestions, and non-questions) and
two sets can Lo Jdistributed over three contexts 1o three dilierent ways,
the question acises s to whtch iwo of the three contexts ever occur as
having thie sane set. The Coswer has Leen fuund to be the following:
nun-questions and dircot guestions, o don-gtestions and indirect ques-
tions are nevor boaoaped toocthor: U is aiwavs the two question contexts
that have the sane sot as oppaesral 1o s guestion contexts, The range

of variation is thoererore the following: saoe set for oll three contexts,

Y
-

snie set tor guestivns cod dirterent for non-guestions; and then this

Patter has two sebelasses dependicg on swhother the ditference is in both
members or only in thoe seoondd:

))\’IJ“:i‘\(':)]:'v[A: il

O 20 b s s o bl b thes rad o view, 11 were found
to have diajaw Gore v oo tiees tdenticat inndependent and dependent
G stians aa il s L Lo epae stions; P have disianctive connectives

Belonoinge U the Urne 0w e the oen -gaostion sot exhibits partial sumy -

Lowrly b thie o ation sty tioder ! the secined nambers are identical bt

uy

Phoe Dirst ate e renad; ol S e e Ponnd 1o boove one single set e all

ERIC
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5
three constraction types,

Non-guestion and qrestwon conmnectives totatly distinet:

KANNADA (-3 versus Athavd)

EATIN (aut versus an)

LITHUANIAN (arba versus af)

VILTRAMESE (hodd versus ha)

(AMHARIC  (wuygim versus wayis))

{(SYRIAN ARABIC  (?aw, Y;‘)., yaimnia, Zamindg, yamma, ?gmima,

versus walla})
(BURLAL {yen versas ali})
(GOTHIC  (afbpin versns pau) )

(MANDARIN CHINESE  (hwdshr versus haishr) )
(YORUBA  (idbi

vVersus 3131:) )

TIGRINY A {way(ria) versits wavas, \vilyamas {T.eslau (1941, 147)

2 - . . . - P
notes that wayas is cetitnologically derived from wayam.)

Some longages that belong, by token of soine of their disjitactive
connectives, to the first or the second type also belonyg to the last one:
Loe. in addition to two connective sets, one used in non-questions and the
other 1n the two question-constructions, there is also a connective that
can be vsed ol three  In ANMBARIC, {oc instance, wayam is used in non-

uestions ond wayis in qeiestions most ot the time, but wavgym can also be

used b oquestions.  The pattern is the swmne for the rest of the language
as wellr it ds ohwear s the soo-question QR that can also be used in questions
to freely oy coni b the eaiion- QR and ot vice versa,. This may count

;

as evidbeno s o the ae of diseaine bve connectives spreads from non-qgues-

tromis.

VI AN IS vs o the verge w! being o conmnterexample. There
Are e s b e raed bl sUitem et s aad hiae ased i questions and
sltaternents Fovcnea fiosdl YOs) woves an exaanple of a dependent ques -
tlan, whoete —othior _il’-“‘z cen e used as a connective, the two
TSR FIE TR RN DINITTRRAN I SR SR HEN G owe wonld cxpect hay to be used only,

ECLHIO IO v P et cottevexample i that Loth disiunctive connec:
tives used sn teneratent Goaestion are hifterent from both of those nsed in
rodeseater e st el et these s dentaeal with ene of the ones

vt st et s
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Non-question and questicn connectives partiolly distinet:

LNGLISH (either .oor versus whether . .or)
EWE (1o

FINNISH  (joko. .

. .
versus laofato))

GERMAN  (entweder. . oder versus ob. . oder)

HUNGARIAN (vigy. - - bagy versias yajon. . . vagy)

SWAHITILL (e, oau versus kaana. . oan)

(ANCIENT GREFEK) (S...¢ versus poteron. .. §)

(PUT.GARIANY Gho.oih versas ﬂ;\]i. Lol

Neon-question and g restion connectives iderioads
BASQUY,  ala
FULAND ko
HAUSA i
JA P AN RS b
FATVIAN St
POLISH vay
AMPIARIC o at

SYRIADN ARNBIC T, _‘)ﬂ';}:_ YOG, yIni

PDULGARIAN b )

BURIAT

GOTIG

N AR CHER ESED b s

TORUDBA finin

Tivis closes car aisi s alon of The aliepe of Jdispanctive connective

. _ 7 ,
Sels 0 Yo Do pledllons Lersas o gresirong, Mext we furn to
AU s esia o e shabed 0 Hora e conectives wonld slso

Do f6 ire D Lovidive forns, Far sone vrosslingaistic data on this,

scee despersen DATo T30t s Tiarascsik Ferl,

O
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conditions oo delvtivin First, let us make & generalization which
holds for disjunctive connective sets in any constructions, and, in

ftact, for conjunctive connective sets as well (ep. Sanders 1907, 148, 153
and Dik 1908, 4if): that all bat the last connective may be omitted (and

sometiines  the last vne, too) with the stipulation that-a deleted connec-

tive cannot tollow & non-deleted one.  To illustrate the point, there is

either :\I;'Ll'}' or John or Jun, Mary or Johu or Jim and Marx, John, or

Jim but no either Mary, John, or Jim, Thus, the possible questions

that remain to be asked are these: first, is this deletion of not-last
connectives cver obligatury?  second, when is the last connective dele-
table”  Sy:bolizing the irst imember of disjunctive connective sels by
EITHER and the last member by OR, the problem is what features of
LHinguistic context determine whether LITHER, . CR, OR, or zerv is
used.

Cuonsideriong frest the dbstoibation of RKITHER.. D OR as opposed to
OR, the tollowing ¢ be s uad aboul our language sample.  The majority
of the languages de alHer 1 moere or less free choice of using either
EITHER. . VOR or OR, mnosentences other than olternative questions 1, e,

Ylo Mary

in declarative sentences, for instance, suach as He geave it {(eithe
or to Jdunn, The chotce can be satd to be more or less free,  with
EITHER, . OR yenerally soid to be inare ermnphiatic. Of 37 langnages,

32 secrn T show this vnttora, sveh as ANMPIARIC (e, g, tvayinm) set

R D A LA T EE S A TR P cevary e HUNGARTSN (o, g, (_\.i”li):)._i'.’.-'.’,,ll
vagy NMary i dicor Miory s conmng. ), wr MANDARIN
P R DN ————— . -

e haoede hwoshy Dashr hiangde 't i either red
e esiti st Liungade

or nob redo ) b one Tanwuage, YORUBA D there vs explicit evidence
that there s oo HITHIER DD DOR G0 non-emnbedded sentences; in tour other
Vi chavaes (U5 140 that seoenabered connectives alwavs vnply

it vespoedins -l nhiered ones. Householden

LR O e ks cxelustve dhisiction whereas OR g

e anc s e,
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languages there may be an BITHER. .. OR but no evidence has been
tound to show tlns.  On the other hand, in KOREAN only a two-mem -

. . i
bBered connective was found and no single OR,

) . . , . .
The total Tist of fangieges and the relevant forins are the following:
(EITHER)Y, .. OR in stotenents:

AMEARIC  (wayarn). .. wayam

ARABIC (SYRIAN)  (27w), .. 24w
(yirdoo . ya

ARANBIC (Il vany o o),

. T
{'1')_«3). .. iL_m
AZERBALANE ooy
BASIDUIR yh. ..y, vl
BASQUE  (aia).,.ala
BENGALL (L), oy
(-'!_! $)e . b

BULGARIAN (il ). 0,
BURIANT #azd boo,ooyve ot baog add
CHINGSE (310NN (hohshivg, . hrabshr
DANISH  (eller), .. clier
ENGLISH - (eather). .. o0
FINNISH  (joko). .. tafhh
FRUNCID (.. .oon
FULANL (o). .. koo
GERMAN  (entweder). oder
GOTHIC  (jabai). . aiphs

(andizih). . p o
GREEN (AN TN
HIATIS A ('»)J Cr
HIUNGARIAN b vy
JADANE G (b
EATEN (..o

LATVIAN .(\ n»):}u
PITHLIAM D oFy, L 00

PPAaNGgALT I S D PR

QUILICHU S b e s
RUS=IAN (i), .0 ik
L L RS B
SWARLLY by, e

Tariii
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Although conjunctive connectives -+ 1oe. BOTH, .. AND~s -~ have
ol beensinvestigated oo any et wre venture to hiypothesize that the
rale of [Tree varistion between one - and two-memberced connectives also
holds tor BDOTHL . AND versas AND. Wheveas, however, 1t holds for

these regardless of whether the sentence is declarative or interrogative

(compare {(Both) Jiey and Peter left., Dud (both) Jon and Peter leave?),

the riule about disjunctive connectives has not been found to be valid for
alternative questions inost languages.  in particalar, of 32 languages,
Il secrmn to have this sude of tree vaviation also in independent alternative

questions, but 21, the maiority, that - - allow in alternative questions

for o ostingle OR ondy e, they atlow, ast as WNGLISH. for Did Jim or

o
Peters corre ? but vt for 2000 evtherfwhethes T e Peter come?

. 1
(in the seone Tocased o dis)unctive sonse).

(Foutaole 9 continuwed)

OR in statenents: HITHER.., .OR 1 statements: .
FUHIOPLe? KORANY -tiah. .. -nah
GUTARNTY

17 ry

N

Peoshaoudd Lo coted that ) boove Teand tnis restriction exphicitly staned
e perhbaps pone of the eeannnors cousulicd, Thas, for most Tanganges,
all | have drave o s the dacl of cxamiple sentencea the t are interroga-
tive and thaet contarn » corcetative disiunction, as contrasted with the
avaitability of staleinent exainples of this sort, This lack of exaniples

t

Citre o Corae e rutegg tead vy o GYSL UG additvan to assuving that

i

i

His e tuoa owee s atiosl oo bt evebades correlative disihunctions in

(st oo, LU nony roerheot Srcaienoy rhitiorences o favor of auestions
woth w s oo oo i s s ot L e s it correlative ones, or
AU ooy i e e o e o aa vrateer the Jrinnoulative oftect of the con-

spicuons lack of st h ewnopies 1o groicanars, runturced by explicit

CvLTe e e cocrest w sk st e e se cvy e Targniiger s Lo whieh
(e et 1 soevoalable, that e peseechzation 18 baserd on. The

genurabily b the aoondance ot correlative s tions s anestions 1s in
fact ey cted e the oot that wratnevs s et state this principle ex-

v

Viesma of desorrpbive erarnoars,. nalarally st

concaried ot thee seordl srities of the fengaage they describe, 15 usually

) - o .
v o sass o s pere iy of Toroinstie rules,
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Languages that allow both tor EVCHER., . OR and OR can be

examplified by HUNGARIAN (e g, vajon jdn vagy nem jUn 'lIs he coming

or is he not coming? ') and MANDARIN (e.g. jCige hwoshr/haishr

. . . . . ]
hungde hwoshr/haishr bushr hungde 'Is it red or not red?'). An exam-

ple of a language with a single OR in questions is ANMHARIC:

“correlative disjunction in statement: waygim sYel waygm wand

'either a woman or a man'{(Cohen 193¢, 312-313)

stmple disjunction u guestiont irsasu Kayy naw, wayis biCa
11

Ts the pencil ved or yellow? ' (Obolensky et aly 1904, 213)

1

ARABIC (IRAQL): correlative disiunction in statement: st1r1 loo ragegi

Loo tiftea'r "Bay erither watermelon or apple .

.‘)'U‘:l}i]\ (i.f,mn(‘tnm in guestion: s tw<'§f1w\vcir, d(,—

.~}._A 5-5 dt'l ) 41&)(» 1 1t "W hat do you Lhnl}\ is
Dto et 1111‘, Iul) or not? ' (Brwin 1903, 307)

ARADBIC (B3YRIAMI corvelntive disinmction in statcmoent: lzizmn ?axod

bal-bant, viooma bh-rada mfalhmi yamma b-gagmen.

zuul.u I raust have tht pirl, c ither with my master's
approval or v spite of hing ! ((‘uwvll 1964, 396);
stiople disiunction in quastion: . udA(' ?dla ygmima

devaze tinye  'First class or second Class? {preceded

by sutneone saving  Give me two tickets!')
PINNISIH: correlative disimnction in statement: 1()1«(; \thh tai Pekka tule
Fither MMatt or Pelika will commels ' {Le ‘hiinen 1‘%2, 443)
W 'Will
Sttt o Pekba o cone 7 vpe o y_r.m.r‘.dlx( al “tuleeko joko Matti

Lod Perba (Mtras R Ultan, persand cormunication)

svaple dus

Clivr v annegtion: k\']LLm) Matt tad

FULANDL correlatioo o iandtion e »irleiaent; ]’* > ')u'lr'(‘}(), l\()() drl LL']U,

Koo 1rin ol Tnored onan or oo hlack moan or whocvcr (otvm:c‘;

Cooogre stiont et Ew‘m Wt At i luu mi ac ht

Tove gt 2! ('fii",‘lul {’13 vy
Clvon re slaternents Oy 3 'vr‘v : Jnn udcx \Ll}l

Cethe e T o Mavy v O conre. !

Coinogquestion: Wird Jirag oder Mary kommen?
S P B L ,» :\\v."‘*}"'x"‘t"('l .‘!‘

i u(l(l ;\'mx'}‘

Vo aec o bec s e v tical i thie sense mhn(iu(l

O
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T HER
cunstrog

(Footnot
GUIARA

HUNGAR

creations cbiont the distribution of
G OR d OR, we bhave to reter to one more class of syntactic

tivns. bestdes dependent clternative gquestions and sentences

D continued)

T correlative disjunction in statement: {uo example found)
stiiple disjunction in question: tshmabre cah piwi che, ke
kOphi Do you want to drink tea, or coffee?' (Cardona
1905, )

[AND cCorrelative disjunction in statement: vagy Jim jdn, vagy

Thither Jind is coming, or Mary is coming.

"\Ln'i ia

simple dispnction in question: Jim jdn vagy Mary jtin
"1

s coming. or Mary is coming? ' ep.aivagy Jim jUn
Miary o which s ungrammatical in the sense

LUV

PR

intended.

PERSIAN: correlative disjunction in statement: {(no example found)

SERBO-C

SWALITLI

stinple disjunclion in question: qachve mixaid, ya 'abejow

Do voun want colfes, or beer? ' (Obolensky et al. 1903, 4. 138

TRONTIAN: correlative disiunction in statement: moramoili
s bovity ol lmlm(:i uosumu TWe st elther fight

or flee to the forest. !

- e . . - . . - - - oy
stinple disjanction in question: lel' hoces hefu il

cal Do youw want cotfee or tea? ! 'Do you want
cotfee or tea? !’ {(Bidwell 1905, 2:43)

Cocurrvelative disinaction in ostatenents amn nl wewe ama ni

aE ‘Father i1 is vou or it is your brother.!
51 upl( disinction n guestion: divyoe ama sivyo s it so
or not soV 0 (Porrvott 19650 1H2)
The tull List o0 petecait Dinvunves and contectives is the following:
(LU IR o a andependert qaestions!:
AP U LR
cerer

Gt HIG

GRFLDK (o

R
IR R

)

RS R

LT e Bolstir. .. noishr
bl Isit T ' o
SiLleii i

ERIC
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itierent €

tiuns.,

ELTHER. O
kivancsl vigyok,
coming or

shr/ (hm) b hiingde wdshr/hashr bishy ””_?a(‘_-

it s

antt JAPANESK:D v w.

I have

ISR

(}"n,mh'u:rl(' li contintied)
OR

ERI!
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Of

red

+
L

roron v Tl
bangidyges.
ICand OR 1
'}

not conving.

or net red, ) and
k))dl\L
taruotlen whetie s it

[
AMIARIC sy

SGAL

o VIR NG

tnde pendes

I3

qr

B L

such constractions (e,
(vajonr) jUn

and MANDARIN (e.

HSE

FR A

Cenboedded alternative ques-

ippeared o atlow for tree variation of

g. HUNGARIAN (e.g.

_\_'«:};;;)J'.iu_ldj_g_l_:_ 'f wonder whether he is

'T want to &know whether

9 1o require EITHER, . VOR {e.g. ENGILISH

{ <| 50 ka, I\u e (h Sl ]\d \\amn‘(muahlm

and two languages,

Kobe.

Lo Osaka or

. 12
»ohave Leen found to apparently use OR only,

SLlose

RS E

Sl

ARABIC OYRIAN vianmmg, vaouna, el
ARADIO TRAQDY foa

NATRBATY AN ya-

“x\ﬁ(}[.}. i' xiH

HENGALL L by

ENGLISEH o

T HIOPTIC ool ginizoy P
FANTI n'.“u:j'_v:

I iA\, [~ S, L

FRENCH Dl

GERMAN __.&E

Gt AN, Lo s

PEA DS N

[ R Vg L

J R N LI ;

RUSSIAN 1

SWALLT L o

IR B A ’

AEEET N -_:{1 N N SRS AT
VORUBAY ol



! ST {‘j?t“.. '«};,[5 S S T S SR Wil Y})L_' lké;‘)'l'“}'.ti(_l.'} l)'- [':1‘}[{}:12.

|

OR anad O, foe Do el sue-membered dis janctive ¢ onnective sels us

the followine: the ruale of Dree variation oblaras tor the majority of
M~ -

{(Footnote 12 continue (1)

EITHER, .. OR in dependent questions:
ARABIC (SYRIAN})  2ann.. . walla
BASQUE  -a...ala
BULGARIAN  (da)li. . .10
CHATING  ta...ta
ENGILISH \\ht Hw]\. Y

ETIHOPLC "1':1(‘»\/ g7 tmz ...

PINNISH Kol i/ van Tho o val
GERMAN  ob...oder

GRYBO ,;E_L:':g{_‘“"

HAUSA ko, .. . ko

JAPANESE

KORBAN ¢

AT VIANY

LTI

PERSIANT  aya..oyes o b ool xvah. sl

POLISEH?
RUSSIAN  1i.. .0
SERBO-CROATIAN?  dali, . il
SWAHIT E:E_‘Q:f.‘_t,
O i dependeant gques
PN AL Vieh,

VIETENANESE

aves there is an ntroeductory connective betore

crnbediest it st e crtostion s vl s st a disnciive connective ane

B trs e ity o o ot ore. o HUNGARIAN, 1or instance, thore

O O P L cagon jdn-e vagy e
wine v hoogn 15 s den s Bat'), ana vajon
Custespoiis to hetiers i srder o w\u:'l connting sobordimate senteroy
conne tivoos s the Hlrst oo of 0 his o netive connective gete 10 as res
‘ et o s his panchine

{ \ R AR LIRSS SR .‘21‘.‘.;"‘,'}; e i_lw:ﬁbl;;:!:
HEET TR SR Rt bodt sesteace conjoined oy OR.
T PR SRR E B qerad by (D asked whether bt
arnde st RN TP § PO IR Hl"'(' SN s does ol qualify as o
SR N TR LA RN CNNNT U DTE YR YRR & REPERPALETHEL FETER AR e it oconrs, anong
ialie 3 = P e , . e 1 s od that ne wae
S0 crid Thie rer 1 pom eptoone \xumr pre cdicate 18 a SV Oy

ERIC
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languages 1 sentences uther thoas alternative (estions, For ande-
pendent alternative questions. the rale of free variation applies to about
hall ot our sample, linguages of the other balf requiring OR by itsell,
In dependent (]“LL‘Slik;lla‘, few Tinguages have the rule of frece variation
and the tacjority requre EPTTHRER LD OR,

. . L . 13 . :

Next, we will consider the presence or absence of OR, Again, 11
sceeins that there s noe generalization to make to cover both conditions
noder which OR and those ander which AND can be deleted, r and that
seace ek aatron ot the disiunctive connective, we

] H A - . . . N
sl distia st e rhatioe gaesiions Soutin cvorvtliog

else. just as
chove, Let us hirst consuder seatonces that are not alternative ques-

Tiais. :\:1 W 1) (RS R {1'1'\:‘ [ '.-UZ' ,‘\H;\f’ll(i ((‘«)‘s\ (_‘1] 1""»"1. 3‘?8). d.l‘lf;l

(Footnote 10 continied)

U ok T o e o noing by GO te the ormrpined sentenoe would not
ey s cnoenitong. PTG HD tos s SVETANO ARATNHT Yoo, IRAQGE ARANEIC
RS ISR

vl and porboaps W AT oalthoneh they all connect alternative

crnbodded Grestiona. e cxchided bs tiest embers of oo disjunctive

Conneclive soet o the avee erods - 1l of these clso mean 'of * . e,

they also D tions s clonse coneclors, It s inleresting to
ote TRt st e
13

Fooldionoe Lo be preseated betow s connter to Sanders! observation,

sooconnedctors are trostly thai'-s or 'it'-s.

even bt is meanl to hold tor FHoGLASH onty s "White all connectives of

coconmunotion sy be prosedic, everv disjunction must contain at least
crceprosodic Connec e T BEST DAy Bodher, whot appears to e
Trae 1S bt there are Speciiic conddiitions boe feletion of the last connec-
Tt g b et e o i v e e savs s troer tor and, the condition 18 nor -
Croenatali e o s inins . b tendbe s sonads b oot [T T 120 wlso Dk Tl

202 ared tor or, the Condiinten ol Contexts ate soine dewral alternative

Greslions, depentient ol by dendt G g tews dner contexts, all oot
i T i lSe o i ;
1
ity . . . R
Poor rET et e e Ol SRR biotta . sec Cocoea [ Tl 3

PN AT LA RO e bt har BEASTIRER DY, Poppe THeC0 10
e fror BURIAT Y vos b 20 b (0 BP0 Saibeys 131 oy JAMNAT
COANCREOD rov Moo oy Pobr s 10 o JANPANESEY Brioht [9sx, 33

T O N I USSR R TN A SRR I S EOE A S O 0 I S A SR AR DR SEEIN RS
P B3 {roor NCBEDAD . N atse s Dd o ROy, e strd e r 17020
‘ “L‘l' .\.t‘.‘,f'_ | T Y >\)l L 'I)‘ ;‘“»f“. ));:!.
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ENGLISH, there are some highly idiosyncratic idiom-like contexts

which are semuauntically disjunctive and where disjux;ct»iVe connectives
may be omitted, Ewvidence for such contexts has been found also in
BENGALL {(Dimock et als 1905, 370), GERMAN, HUNGARIAN, KANNADA
(Bright 19ey, 33; Spencer 1904, 95f), RUSSIAN, SWARMILL, TIGRINYA
{Leslau 1941, 147) and YORUBA (Rowlands 1949, 172). Certain numeral
phrases such as "two-three' are always among these contexts {note,
however, that in AZERBAIJANI, "or' must not be used in such approxi-
mate numbers (Householder and Lotfi 1905, 102) wnd that in MODERN
GREEK "and” is used.) Other relevant declarative contexts exemplified
in grammmars are hard to generalize about and seem to be alimost idioma-

tic, such as SYRIAN ARABIC 7alta }’QI'héztia bayye mayyte 'God have

mercy upon her, alive or dead.' {Cowell 1964, 398), Considering now
alternutive questions, it has been found that, in sharcp contrast with the
irliosyncracy of the scrmantic -syntactic conditions under which the dele-
tion of OR 15 possible in sentences other than alternative questions, if
the deletion of OR is possible at all in a language inan alternative ques-
tion, it 1s in fict possible in all snch questions, without further restric-
tions, In gome ol these languages, such as AMARIC, ENGA, HUNGARIAN,
EATIN, and MANDARIN, the samoe deletion appears possible in embedded
alternative questions. In fact, ne evidence has been foumd thus far counter
to the clanun that UGR-aeletion sever distinguishies betweea independent
L 5
crdl erneridlod Qrrestiona ey langnage.

v . . S .
Some examples of vero councotive in inrdependent questions:
ANHARIOG D nalbare rav kann s he good (or) bad? ' {Cuohen 1930, 3121)

HIUISG AR TS vec 1en le he cumnee? ts he not consing 2

3

-

BORBAND 1 kes icy v, ce hes ey yo o 'Is it this ondfor) that one over
thece ! (Martin et alo Y909, 17)
RN AR . BT "Are von brasy (o) aee von not bugve 7!
s J.")

TIGROIY S0 st oug daven hamaag 'Us he vood (or) bad? ' (Leslan 1941,
L] . . e s an e e e ma el e s .
1

O

RIC .
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This ends our investigation of the conditions that deterinine the,
prescnce or abscnce of EITHEP -5 and OR-s. Notice three shared pro-
perties of the gencralizations that hiave been suggested,  First, all of
(Fuotnote 15 continued)

Fxamples of zero connective in d(‘[)cl)li(f‘ll qncslions:

AMHARIC: madrdg(en wayiin) a “doing-my(-
object ~ marker or) nut—domg’-my—ol:_}m,,t-markcr [-am-not-
guing-to-tell-you' 'l am not going to tell you whether 1'l1
do it (ur) not. ' (Obolensky et al, 1904, 133-434)

ARABIC (SYRIAN): nm btaf re” .nd?,l béda sod 'T don't care whether

5 black or white. ' (( owell 190, 398)
HUNGARLIAN: el tudu..\ ;On (v(u,y) nem ;on 'T don't know whether he is

coning {or) not coming.
T s A N . < - . o P -
PANIABL mieva Kia na daa ik baribar "ray saving oot saying is eqguina-

lent to one' "Whethier n say so or not doesn't make any
difterence, ' (Gill 2on1t)
The tull Hist of angrages s the following:
GR o statenaents: ARABIC
' BENGALL

KANNMNADA
REUSSIAN
SWAHLI
TIGRINY A
YORU DA
GR oo independent qrestions: AMLARK
BASHINIR
H ‘:Z\'(‘} ALE

Is'
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them are speciiic to dishinctive connectives, although before we saw

that therve are seine true generalizations that encompass both conjunc-
trve and dispanctive connectives, Second, in order to speak about the
distribution of two-membered versus one-membered versus zero-

membe red disjunctive cotmectives, we hod to refer to the syntactic class
of alternative gquestions as distinet from other sentences., Third, whereas
the class of alternative questions probably behaves nomogeneously from
the point of view of the presence and absence of OR, i1 dues not so behave
with respect to the presence and absence of EITHER,

To sumn vup our observations concerning the shape and deletability of
disinctive connectives:

. The deletion vt @ memper of a connective set implies the deletion
of @il uf the mambers to its et {as observed, on a cross-linguistic basis,
by Sanders and Dik),

Ao Non-tirstmeoabers of &oconnective set are always identical with
cach other within thar set.

3.0 LETHER...OR (ol GR ave generally in tree variation in sentences
other than clternative questions; BEITHER .., OR is generally required
tor depeandert guestions ond EITHER s senerally excluded i independem
(;_.lt;:slit,'l'AS.

. OR s deletadlo g sonie langusges to all -« 1o e independent and

vorhe btedd - iteraad i spestions and o some bnngnrees 1o hitghly adio-
v ot caeowt R S
il l il (S i oot ce i coe e r s it -
Terrent S0t 4 i st
. T N RS S U I RS S B TE :‘!l'\j _'I‘(] :““,",}.L'EM;‘I?'.ENIJ
A R AR B S [ RECE I cooorvrne oty et ! H::.i]_)(_‘.
o Pl - ot .I’H.i ‘1 - [ B I ST AE N U U B SR NAERES SIS SN HR N “!\}"1‘», l!:_']t“,(¢!

tocltere ot o e atiann 1o s lte ree oo statenents seeims to hive

B i - . 1 . .
el o e s v rer, e os ot s sohiosd the redlundano e ot i
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vestuots arnd ibe noncroedasdancy of the same

constituent 1cdhs innative stotemonts, The observation s this: the neg-

ative alternstive is deletable o ol dterpative questions perhaps in all

by st et Y s syaonvinoo

= owrth Is ot hg_;{_ur

angudyes; but 1t s not deletable e the corresponding non-questions;

s :t not hot? ;) bat [t is

hot, i not synonymaus with [t s hot or 1t is nout hot.

3.0 How

.

1 the -!L:L-l; structure ”

S.qb. b sunanar

VOoGal e

R S S A U

T R SO B SRR
Flrso S st v Y R oy

15 the questionhoed of ves-no questions to be represented

curemments . Qn the basis of all these tacts
frserer the two questions 1arsed in 1the

bevtnnning of this chapter cboat the natace of the dilference betwees dis -
PocTive staterner oy ool ves oo piestions. The answer along with the
roeonivennent w2 e sentbrosted theroe sre faken to constitute
rocotreraeats o vhot the ohstreor structare of ves-no guestions, o

sadition Lo contiaining o ORCD

The (trst Qs b iy
ire to b

15 that ves-no (ruestions Al

ttons atd Lo cwb oaaestions as

corelited to constrinsts

O =50 shonid b Tike,
socabont geope: whether yoes-no questions

s other thas statements, The answer

sinitlar i certain respects to indirect g aes

’

et s to other constriwctions such as

Caperatives, grectings and cortinn statecient-types. )
Yo ! Yt mat PR R 1l o ",H i thesy ‘ll‘tlfij";]t‘:: W O -
5 H N g LR et ot i < [ ‘:'.f ']*»‘ Coth v.“,'i;t’\:l )
KISRV RN a1 EO ol
Eriaadl. P b b e Cogpve ot ool st i Nhereias we
A R Er.‘ [ M s AT IR B SN SEN ] vl 1ot Aii ol Oy
-~ he et ' ISR T Vit 3 el vtlectooen, we did dindd
A T I R SRR : Lo it [ T N & ER R P T T SR R N YRR I
[P PR DR Y ' 50 1 ¢ ot e s o the dede il ity of che neoatiee
ttor;saline vt [ R S S CE R oo Lo s o cdo oty st L
T i - Bothiar try adeans e bt rebos thiat agipiv o teon
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becomes explanatory of such widespread facts as the question-specitic
shape of disimetive connectives, antd ther fregnent redundancy in ves-
woquestions, s well as the rednndancy of the negative alternative.

3.4.2 03

e propusals: Q-theory, performative theory., Trans-

formational theories of "questionhood™ ail share two properties: they
1
differentiate questions {rom other constructions in the deep, rather than

in the surface, structare; and they differentiate them as a sentence type

rather than in terms of a discourse type. On the other hand, these
theories ditter Yrom ecach othier with respect to the extent in which they
Gcoonnt Lor synlacnic properties of gnestions,  From this point of view,
their claims oo be Clhassificad anto two classes:

1. Questions should be distingnuished frora non-questions by an
crderlving question macser which has semantic but no syntactic structure.

2. Questions shoadd be destinguished from non-questions by an uander-

Iying guestion e rker whicl tas bath sernantic and syntactic structure.
The first approach is exemphfied by Kide and Postal's account
(1904, »5-20), according to which theve s o question marker in the deep
structare of guaestions wihich they call €2, This marker has the semantic

interpretation | sh v }.‘.’f,_‘,‘.”f;f_‘_': Strnee Qs sapposed to be a single.

nnstractared ol svntac tically nnanclvsed miarker of gquestionhood, there

1s e spoecilic prediction associated with 1t as to just how gquestions should

* . . 4 5 i N ” . g~ H y L = .o

eirrt = P 1+ ! EE R D R R I }\‘l’..’. srt 1)(13*&1 Lose () to (‘lvdlli(?
.

b H . N - N - . . N 1 ~ < - . - . -
throte o oot ol Tl s o e e reat o tier s i aduverhs sotch oas certamie
vt bhaval abds ol o D e e s s e s ton s and o g riestio-
ey roansfas Lo s s b s inveesions Bt O eondld e o ased ta ek
Gl o ol Dot state et g s e it rari by Chosen iy s
st . Too Tiis ity R R U L celter tals i th I'N":‘tl(‘(( toy the
HECEY R [ Sir R sl sl ey S PO S R LR

i b
J o MO O I / 1 s s st 3 N BN er s

Coosvprre buocdsoorbos oo,
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The only structural property thiat 2 s 03 3Us speditic reliation to the
sentence 1t marks: that i s, o0 Kotz and Postal's formualation, sen-
tence-inttial, This ts abvioasly one of many pussible ¢hoices of ordering
and since Katz and Postal did decide  on a particular alternative, rather
thim positing unorderedness which wonld have been a way of evading the
problem, this wonld suggest that there was some mmotivation for them

to do so. Whereas this motivation was not made explicit by Katz and
Postal, Baker (1970} did exploit the explanatory power inherent in order-
tug clarns with cespect to Q. He covrelates the order of Q with the order
of question particles wod question pronouns in a sentence. Thus, for
ENGLIST, he acoepts Kotz cod Postal’s scatence-mihied o becanse of
the fact that 1f, wherther, and the wh pronouns are all sentence imtial i

this Lungua e, Forlenwinees where the question particte is seatentce-

;
Pt wadd Poostad s ot ondy dioees st nie syntactio clanns abuit
the staternent-giestioan contrast: iU also appears to tall short of velating
Questions, seooanticadly or syimtacticaddlys (o constrictions to which they
4
boear rescriblance. Tinperatives, according to Ktz and Postal, have a
Sop Pote onarker wdooh shooros oo pl‘l)‘l)t_:x‘t;.t,'b arith Q othier than sentence -
tntrality, Indirect guestions are nol assumed to have a Q 1n Katz and

E2osiel T b alvtonehe thes Jo s B lier s e ot (DY wehiieh is hased

v

The o R Tt B : cosiitioar by i g and sodoe Wy theorie s,
Raoss (g preosils o sentenoe o to which
Cou b, e mae i ; et TSNS PSP R NN Flor qpie
! ' 1 0 } Y RELE H] d D e daie s o
tios L s costs ol the ertoriaabive Soooadh pesd boregate st ot vo
) 3N I". /1 . .
thot ou tedh o () 4% yorboc b {TE G Y Dosits e sentence whoge sabiyedt
—_ - A e - - SR N
0T : . e
TEhe thee orv oot s perioriscative senteroe cncorporated oo transtor -
T T e G I S AN T S P O DS 3 P IE EATE TC
LT e, T3y it om0 Lol e entber thets s cor thieto oo e lit‘t'k)
B O Lt A EL S RIS SUN PRI e adgo Hetzron's question fran
[ U Lo U B o sk vt to o lionee (e i 2T,
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noun is the speaker, whose objoeot noun is the hearer and whose verb is
a verb of saying responsibie tor the type of the sentence which is em-
bedded in this hyperstructure -- whether it is declarative, interrogative,
or imperative.

All the differences between the two theories stem from different
degrees of abstractness that they assume for their performative sen-
tences. These abstractness differences relate to lexical realization,
or 'pronounceability', and vhether performatives can be embedded or
not. Ross’ performative sentences are fully lexicalized oncs which can
be pronounced or they can be deleted. Sadock dees not specify elements
of ine hypersentenve to the extent that lexical insertion would be possible:
hypersentences are enticrely abstract structures that never surface,

A[Soj Sadock allows for the embeddability of hypersentences as the object
complement of ordinary verbs of saying in order te account for dircct
quotations, cnd he allows for the nesting of hypersentences in order to
account for constructions such as echo questions. Ross clauns that per-
formatives cannotl be emibedded into ordinary sentences, but he tacitly
allows one performative to be erabedded into another; his question per-
formative is a declarative performative ermbedded in an imperative
perforoative,

It is the question of how to repregent undertyingly overt performa-
Lives which roade Sadoeck feol digeaiisTicod both with his own thory
arclonth toar o Wess T dn Rass theury soch pariormatives are not
doveared Ty ey e steac e whiereas coastetives arce dominnted
Dy aoperformative cogl I christen this shiip Goldoowonld be derived trom

st bnre pods shvasasie as Ddecliore to you that | cheisten tns ship

Gl 0 the vodh os oenet i its congtative sense bug, an its perfornmative

sensce, thers caoobd Deoan baghier domminating stractare. Thiay the perforn -

ative miearing o associaied with the baek of something, as opposerd to the

constalive tovionels booorder to aecounl tor shered fedares of portaraative

ERIC
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anl constative sentences oo notivitted way, Sadock (1970h) posits that
performatives are dominated by an abstract hypersentence embedded
into an abstract superhypersentence, itself unembeddable.

The performative hypothesis is clearly a more ambitious one from
the point of view of explaining syntactic properties of sentences than
Katz and Postal's Q marker. It scems that of the various syntactic
propertics that are posited for performative sentences of declarations
by Ross and Sadock the strongest case can be made for the existence of
a lNrst and a second persan noan phrase. Syntactic rezsons 1o posit a
first person noun phrase and U second person noun phrase as occurring
inthe pertonmalive sealence assocrated with declavative sentences are
of two kinds., Tirst, it ensbles one to derive the personal pronominal
forms [ and you that wocur in erdinary sentences without any overt

norninal antecedent {sueh as 1o D want to ¢oo ) and somie antecedent-less

-y ’ ¥

firstoand second person redlesive pronouns {(such es s This was writtes:

by Mary and myselt.) by ordinary rules of pronominabization and reflexi-

S 4

vization., respectively. For o detailed discussion of how strange {scts
about the distribation of personal and reflexive pronouns in ENGLISH may
be explained wethin o perforns e theory see Ross 1970 and also Sadock
P70, For sarne orilicise of Russ data and proposed rules. sev

PR

Anderson 19700 Second, the distribotion of varions scbolasses of per-

sunal proncoin g Sorrs Can a0 e acoon dbed Tov o thes shaainer,

Secnck (VT o s o v s Teagieres 8 o2 YANA and DAROT AL

the sex ot the sposies, aod o TAPANTI SR HOREAYD FRENGCHL, GERM AN,
FEATIAN and HIKUYU the sorind-personn! distanee” betweer, the speaker
cod hearer deteron: Cthe Chonce of cevtann prose el forms, _ These

; ] s e aalel . Sy Wrobior fors
e s e Dropertics be Branaoses culd Be o guecinied L the nmigrer ILrst

Fhor ) sme foy vt e s e e b o e gt o mostt s

¥ R . N . w . 1
frest and sccond persorn o phrade 1o pertornatiye sentences sssated
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with yuestivie s cicned to bo in the RECTRTITERITeY tiere, atthongh o
detailed presentation of relevant facts is onvitted. We will just assiine
here that such noun phrases arce posited and we will now turn to the
question as to what kind of @ syntactic construction ¢ ontains these

noun phrases,

If the performative 1s a full sentence, thoen, according to the sin plest
hypothests, we would expect rules that operate on ordinary sentence
constituents also to vperate on performatives. Ordinary sentences
can be negated, embedded, being embedded into, and conjoined, among

- _ I8
others, Can these syntactic processes apply to performatives?

The possibility of negating performatives has not been explored,
but it does not seern unreasonable, both on semantic and on syntactic
grounds, that scentence pegation be represented on o deep level by
performative negaticrn,

Can pervtornunatives be g}_‘a_&ﬁ)_gﬂn’lilg_c_l__? As we have scen above, this is
assu.med in Sadock 17704, L. One reason why this seems to be an impor-
tant assumption is that 1 this manner we can relate questions to both
nperative and declarative consfructions,  Asswining that the performa-
tive sentence of nnperatives is a structare paraphrasable as 1 order you

that. .. (vou do such anrd such), and the declavative performative 1s 1 osay
¥ L i steh) 1 3

to you, and assaning that periormeative embeddiie 15 possible, we can

sirve to be Dorder you that yvonr say to e, .

y

I)l)b"lt the Glies C oyt that 1Say o e .

As itowas noentroned shovo, this e the uestion perfomeative siigge sted

by Ross (170, 293) and, in that st relates questions to mperatives, ot

In addition, they shouid also take sertence adverbs, This property

soatonaesean be o enploited Ter ewplaining the ocone

e, irst. '{irmll}: eto, which sloew

no geenrrence rolatians coith the sentences they cooccour with and scen
SCST NI e e e o T T e ptorrsna b e mer vy cea [Seiloes DT,
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13 superior to Sadock’s proposcd where there s & separate pnanalyzable
abstract verb corresponding to cvery sentence type,
The positing of this structure alveady dassumes that performatives

only Le embedded bat that they can also be embedded into. Farther

evidence that this 15 true o5 siguested by certain properties of- questions
which they share with subordinated constructions.  The following facts

all scem to make it plausible that questions are, on somne level, snab-
1)

rdinated constractions.

I soenre languiages there is o subordinative conpnnctiun which ocours

Poerbedded qrrestion s ndy cptionadlyy inondepondeort guestions, Sach

are HUNGARIAN Logy and WALBIRT yoju -, K.y, HUNGARIAN rnegker

deztem. hogy kerv-o Ulasbel thot he=wants-one -cquestion ™ 'L asked him whether

he wants one.

1pa-tawunu-kura

Vvitensie CAER-pres proes - -yvool thateyors whethor town-ta go-past’” "I

cesking you swiether vomsvent 1o towen, '

DU RILTA Uipi Yurno-npa va -

B s L —

town-to whether that-von co-nast™ Did you go to town? ' where yunu-
vsothe peveral sabordointer and apa s the guestion complementizer
(Kenneth Hale, pooey)

Ultan (172090 A4d) noted thot in a numdber ot fonpgunges -- as diverse as

oz

INDOXNESIAN, FHIUNGARIAN, and the Borvoance anguages - - the relative

and the uuestion proooans ore soorpholomcally ddentiacal or stratlar, st

st Beoddas 00 siateients 15 show oy two bits of evi-

gence. Onets o Gaot aboert ARADBIC ceonred v losy 1970 that 4 particle

whiceh is obligatory torv s hardinated clanses can also be used optionally
oandeperaient soctenes 2o TEhe coge o VAT BT Ly HTETNGARIAN (o be
voeationed ol s el preations. Une other ts the

shove =nentioned Dopothosis it first oo d soccnd nogson porsoenal pro-

e s et retlesave 5o tuo b e cn gy T giate et s swithient antecedoents can

Beoderisen Dy osri sy sron odnadiaatior cod refieniciantion miles. T
Sy for IR s o Yt th s Broonns to e derived must he g pron-
:1! B 4';14, ’ -t ! H HERIEN N ST -"' ’ St IRFAER T':‘ \ i '\’}!(‘ ;&‘i'f‘a‘?'”‘ i
Vive wheomoca el G s e D i s abron ahiad i §-f.‘l'l-L’-1 T UV

S r i Lerl ,
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as 1l s 'L'UL, [ NI S }\...1?2"4 N (! })-'3“..1} ('4‘ '1, ].),‘13“) TV
an atternpt to derve these pronouns from o conmnon source thns account -

iy tor ths tact of ENGLHISH mmorphology. Stockwell et al, (108, 1 30610)

o]

argue against thes analysis by pointing ont that the two classes of pro-
nouns belivve ditre cently trom each other: Pied Piping does not apply
toanterrogatives bt it dues to relative clauses; _”_“_Lii phrases can
occur In questions bt not in relative clauses, there are only two rcelative
pronouns bat conneaber of guestion pronouns and question pronouns are
"minus specific” whereas relative pronouns are cither "plus' or “minus

"y

jecitic, lhe Last arwinent they have apainst the identification of the

5|
Lwo protoas (Vhes s Lhat telaiive provouas are predictable by a stand-
ard pronomsinchization rule. whereas question pronouns arc not,

i however  guestions are represented as enbedded constructions.
then the sarce prononahization rale that predicts relative pronouns
also predicts question pronouns and this last argiiment against the
sdentiticatior of the two pronoaan types which are tnorphotogically wden -
tical in sotve lugunaves bedcomes invalid,

Fonadly. det s see what evidence we have for the conjoinability
ol perforeiit ves.,

Potorson (o ghowsoed how certam facts of MORE and also of ENG-
Pistl e be acoennted topr of we assioe thiat E)n‘I‘!'Ul".:‘.dh‘.’(rs of declara-
tive sentences can be coroined an these lanenaces. in MORE, there
are two Kevdds of o sined sentence s depesdert conpinction, where the
Comtiios e veT s e aless seciential ar st altaneons action: and independ -
et oco e T e hre v T re s o Cec e s st ey conneciion between the tweo

sel s dependent connections

tite cormtertive cx e 0 the soabhiects of the ftua goendences are 1dentieal

vl t Clic S Po thes uropeses tao accanet tor the distrhation o

Phier oo oot [N v s ol ag Vo thie ser ot ity rence betaweer, the

Tt s st o e ey pottie s bhiat s the case of depe e
; [ ' 5 ¥ ! el i : o th Soentenl e i



Gt bis 1ln ooow i
I tve Lov s these o
ordy supe oy

gt ot e

oo

chatnas that Yoo hos neridlel coastructions, Conjuined sen-
Lo s s b 0 ‘_'\ [ i} oy =_»1A1_1_L_i.'i_u ‘,i't—!:‘}_‘kf_ﬁ. })L_"(:‘:‘,‘_}__'\‘.-Ll_ are of the
nelepeadeit tepes e heress el s ent bome soad erent to bed, tons s ot
tho dependent type. Besides semmantic correspondance. the relationship
Detwern THe o octean ety Lt R ond NG LISE constructions s shown
Dyotew whise oL o is thnt in o both lanpgoaees cortain markers have
i wchole sene s e s o Hoain the coase ol dependent cm:j\mctiu;t
b only Goe ol toe oo Us rn the cose of adepeandent conmmotion. In
VR Tor sl o there o only one dectarative particle per depend -
caty Corcotiedd sentonee. cvhiercos Lot connimcts have to have one 1 the
coapmrats cre srvde oo by v sad i GTISHL oo has only une
SUthe Copcierels ces 3t chonaa on the case of todependent conjoining. as
the nbove-prven enesor Lo shovs, bot 3t hag both of thera ot they are de-
Getedtl Conpinots, e ashs s dtraaats on o saboect deletion also s cernn
vpreveehlog e Mol 8 SYRRNOPITUDIOVRIES IORRT P subvject ooy he deleted o
s ol e e S ST Stoget b delored i case of iade -
pendent corcoinone, v ENGULISHL sabject dedetion is obligatory in depend-
SR dor st e nd B et o bed, top. ) and
{ETRTE IS BT RUPA R RERAT s (Conpirre John went 1o bed and (he)
iy ' \ H
If ot E e L1 0 sl Ciite s s Conntotissle, nerforiia
s i ‘ ‘ e P ol
e ; . o LN IR [ S R SN
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the cose of tndegendent coninnction cach con-

sl tlrese pu rrormatives are (f:x_;hjuilxt:(i.

R AR SR S BN

Conhsllictiune, thercetore, conjoins the two consunets

chstroact Tevel, it is o commectiive between two

Pho dastribnsens of Looand 1 can then be deternvined by

rdine toowhich ba o connects sentences ol wdentical sub-
Tsosmentences of nen-identiead subjects, Petersen




E

Speakec oo Machten o SWonld vou ke some apples? !

Speaker 2 Nenn, danke, ‘N, thimks,
Spueaher o Tad Bananen™ "Aud bananas 7!

o
What consituents are connected here by und fand'? Certainly not Apfel

and Baviowen  sioce the two questions are not synonymous with Mdéchten

Stk \Lm Do oge The two questions are, however, synonymous

1

with Méchten Sie Aptel und ndehten Sie Bananen?  "Would you like apples

avd wonld youcdike barmas? T In other words, in order to explain und in
this disconrse, we have to posit condoined gquestion porformatives.
Fortboe evidence tor the conicinebihity ot question performmatives
cuiies froen seine ohservations abont disjunctive Counnectives.  How can
we account [or tne differcnce bHetween Vfocused” and "non-focused’ OR-s,

such as in Did John sppea

was he sick? versas Did John appear or

write a letter {ov not)? Sentences such as the laiter one with a "non-

tocused or” resernble dependent conjoning in that subject deletion is
obligatory 1 sertences with Mocused or’, subject deletion is optional,
Just as o fodependent-comomed sentences, This similarity would suggest
that the two topes Sf disioct coly congoinaed sentences be distinguished

the saniv vy 1o wbach toe tvo types of conjenctively conjoined sentences

were! by the ocbher of perfornoatives. Focased-on OR would thus be

derived frove the disionctive conjoining of two performative; e.g. Did

Jolut auoe tr o0 0 cohe s vandd v Ire o strocture paraphiasa-
ble v Loslor st tess o e that dobin appeared orto say womne that

() S STIRE T SRS RTINS ORI G RS B0 AE FEPRRRNT A SV TS | Wela appenr orwrite aletter {ormot
Sl Moo a0l A R DR

fromn Dorder vonceither 1o say boooce sy -I<'} < 11(1(- v a;’)poar(‘cl or wrote

S et a iui not vrite botter,
This e oo e Bated Sove fucts which can be explained i we
ool Cocsatned Bath v state -

Crits oot s e el Tl et Ty e o raatives can e disoane -

T A U SR DR NS S

O
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The hypethootns o rr o rs o b s e b sv Lo “J{)l!“”l(ﬂ ’
G ba o bt he s o 1) {(performative con-
totring) versas | syt w:!?:w_:,j .'h‘:j‘?‘ _}ulﬁk'._g-;i~.~&i_‘. ;\.'(.\‘f_iﬁ_f'_i_(i’»l,,"l ar !}lic__r_lu: 1s
{proposit e vonrarntag). The qrestion is whether these two
Constracbions o e ce b ned e it iy oo s ol conlrasting disjunctive

dechiritive sentonvce s,

ool v e sortorce RS

conttast by the shape and/or the

sernarbios of thotr s rec e comeeetives el tnie the tollowing classes:
R BB IR
[(l 8 '!‘-'_,'I‘ torruo!d ' t:‘» v oo Jdy 1o e
Sl sentenne {‘»tlll‘n ! SRR Y vt At “:J_ll.{“aj_i'_
<. bither he lef o Jodien
Wb e e Todn L b sl
Flo v the difze renoe te s bether the cbatoe o Msjunctive
SV traad s SUNN LIS B B poca Tt oo .‘E,“.i_lj;.'._l,.l_),.t;
ardd Py cnnteats v the ahose are:
L L e R T L BTV IR PRGN
RN
;
. O BN 1 1 O B
T Ii»._._. 17550 AN
vt et et i LATEN
eite Lot Crn e o TR GREBEEK
il:s Ly ol Conaeee Ly s ot s e e e cedb vt iy olten wdenti-
Coal woith the disiomebive corned TTe s aed i tnd et guestions (e, g
U I N SRS T SRS B ) E 3 Croba ey o verh ‘\\.H){‘v.‘::ii.;_' !
(oL, FREED 0 , i v e AN, SPANISH
(| priie b {1 i k Lot i : vee 1 ‘\l‘]:\l.} [ S A
Toortae ot rhe : TR o AN ENTT GRFE
R S | v
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3.0 e thiara vandrast e the traditionelly claned one between
exchbrstve  indd Dinclusive dhisinction, depending on whether the co-
occurrence ol both aliternatives raised s poussible or not. Dik, however,
claites (G =, 27-HE) that ths 1dentification is mistaken and that disjunc-
tive cornectives o natarad laronages either belony to the "exclusive
type or clse they exhibit wabiguity between the exclusive and inclusive
sense [for an exanple of snch ambiguity, see Langacker 1909, 49, ol),
Hut that they are never anoanbiguously inclusive; and that the distinction
Boetween the tenoreerphologioally distinet types is based not on this ¢ri-

terion but on whether the choto e 1s L clevant to some argument or not,

Languages with twe maorphelogically distinet disjunctive connec-
tives where, however. there wis not canugh evidence to judge the seman-
tic distinction are the tollowing:

BASQUMD zetn. .. 2u ersus ecla {how about

.

Loy Jay .

cersis ale.. ato. .,

GOTHIC: jeppe..jiappe. . versus aipbau

JAPANESED oo versas Lo kae. ka
YNNAD N

m:m PR ver :,MS -0

L I PR N s o
RORIIAN: N 'S S

NOrBtes .‘n SRR BN

S b versay

y [
S ROV Lygkun. . .ygkun.. . versus way etc.

Verstis o o vae iy

Additioeal vomiete s ol s o e Connective s have alezo been observed

sporalc alios These e tn Do
I VI ST R SN R ped s DVTVIAY there i5 a disjunction

ot oo (sack s b the Baible ar the Hely Se Tipt),

P e e

SEJ(:\Ji:i}.Lz.L‘-:‘ b
In SYRITAN AR aw o 1s agsed 1 other Lml'mxi v On.u\is as \\011 bhut

wrperenthe oo Do s disr ncbien 1 wsed et e syononvims,e In LATVIAN,

oy etvee s S unas P cs nsed as ENGLISH
e SN sl Tikely . whereas
Ty ot AP Pawvo dterns are narxed
5 [ Lo -
) LS DT N s s dRACHT ARADBIC ara are wusad
Tra ' 5 i --A‘,”:' LI i . -

s i snc o sk or

s
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Althongh it scemns that of these contrasts the vne between "choice

that matters’™ versas “choice thitt doc -~ ot matter

could perhaps be
vorrelated with pertoraative and prop.cition conjunction, respectively,
wdetaited exploration of this pecsibilits will not be carried out here.
Thus we conclude that whereas onide could be found for performa-
tive conjoining both 1n staternents and - questions and also for perform-
ative disjoinmg in guestions, the aesco.ory of the empirical consequences
el performative disjolning 1o staiemer - rea iing an open question,
Coumparing now the two alternative sanstoroational theories in
qurestion, that of Ktz and Postal's and Baker's versus that of Ross'
and Sacdock's, we would conclude that the latter theory is to be preferred.
Katz and Postal's Q fails to relate yes-no guestions to any other akin
construction other than wh questions and it also fails to make specific
predictions as to what the svutactic structare of guestions might be like
as opposcd to that of statenents. Within the performative theory, it
becomes possible to relate mdependent guestions to dependent questions
and to mmperatives.  This theory can alse he used to explain some syn-
tactic properties of seaterces. and, o particular. of guestions, as we

(Fuotnote 20 continuer)

¢/ SYRIAN ARABIC “anvmaL . owanena s distinguished from other

“disjunctions of the tangaage by s eomnphatic nature,  In general., correla-

tive disinnctions brostitemed s appear to be niiversally more emphatic
than i swngle OB,

d/ GOTHIC ke 15 said to be mmore formnal than jthwa,

e/ I SYRIAN ARADIC. FANTE, and GOTHIC, disjunctions differ

DY whoether they cormect words and phrases. or sentences. 2aw in
SYRIAN ARABRIC 15 saud to he rireanent in clicise-connection, ana in
FANTE cornects waords and plirnse s, ansse connects sentences. GUIARATI

seccparel A e o Betecos words and phrases. 3thwalo is used with

cloetses, This critorion U8 olso relevant (o some languages for formal
distinctiens of Tradl o5 e

v
M

CGUTARATLE tatha connects only sentences.

Clmies e ; A L T S SRSy S RN well fvs sentence s,

VOSRUIB N oy e sl e s Patwreen nones acd pronoans and abt be-

trcen ser e Lot e e 2y 0 b S EIN e and ANCTENT GRIEK

oo ter ol Lo e apmet T c e o b s e adiier than gentences,
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Livve Secs: che destriteaso s orf Tirst and secomd person pronouns, the
presece olantrodbuctory sabordinating conneatives, the similarity of
qreston proioags Lo relative pronouns and some tacts about the dis-
tribution and tieanng of AND-s and OR-s.

Roeviewing the teo theory types in the Tght of the reguirements
that we set ip above. we would conclude that, with respect to scope.
the pertortative theory 1s better than the € theory since it enables yes-
nooprtestions to be represented as related to more constructions. It
st s hoveeer st bath of thoeo ave caqually weak frons the point of
view of the sther teo repirements. . As far as domain 1s concerned,

Both theorie= ooy guestios nd statements as sentence types rather

than deriving the v differences trom differences between discourse types.

Third., the snecific svntectio dilferences that we noted between statements

tor s - weorrd order. question particles. verh inflection.
tre ali e won dbdes it of Oll-s0 the deletability of the negative alter-

Hative - - sve.s to ebade both approache s -~ none of these specitic Tea-
Lires of VoS- cnsttor 3 ore coobrented within either of the two theories.
W will rewt enplore the possibilities of an alternative theovy. This

theory ile s Trono ol Rty ard Prostal s an that 1t s abont intcrrn_&a-

Live disconirses reiber then tntoerveeative sentences; and that it tackles
svitactic dhistinctions obhserved to holdelor statements
B N P

H 1 i R Y, - - . .
Drrb s s rpte sty s m L Tiiiine B !nTL:“l il (RETS ERMERE RER (h)h,'l ,1}4:‘u[§, ot the
s DU e s Gt L oot e o L segative alternative,

S04 e iterrecative discoarse and e deep strag

LI
| C - _ .
Dioer coent Do e i e s oo ticeln G4 COntitoll ot
. . PR R . 1y R o trer st et e Stio Lol L
TP T R IRUEER BV LS g relaitonsto s thal gricstions eadl )
+ 1
, | ty - If 11 ' b Yyt v N 3! (AT
Chars e s s R P R N R Y suC clouviat o, soliaiar s at e o
: S - . i i} PR [ S N ST s 4
' 1 b
! : i . . ) [ s ) IR SRS A AT B
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( 'R L iy Do, [ ! { 1‘)‘ 'n i A ! ‘(IA (i S "‘.\\t':”‘-'
ottt R TS S VRSP S S DI g Coatiuns froso wh ot the e are T
Lot s cunstder delotaibity. e voon note two things,

Prest, disponcbve voleiootive deletion 18 appateatly nevers obligatory
Cooron -iie et ons s conteastod witls BUITHER ~deletion i ndependant

clternative Gaestioes wbioh torned ont to he oblipdtory o suine languages.

Second, the soope ! QF rdeletion, once 2 language bas such a ruled is

L

olways wonder L e oot o e stions u with 1espect to non-questions!
Gl s e bt e S ot s e dte et v gaesttons, 1t s deigta-

ble v adl e atine Goestiobs, e reas OR delotionan noneguestions

iy ol Ay orroaitend T cr et L, wi:l' e u!_’f}'.
B34t theso cnacroatiors show thoo disimnctive conneciive deletion
roles e wedE me e of et e o Do paeations i i non-questions.,

RTINS FRR PR Voo et S v eitrnt i siotsviget i ;"”, . 1'(:"]1“1(1&?”. . this
Ll i ! . \ )

> Lt [S A el LR 4 )
. ! . ) o Qo e i e s Iol o e te Gl

Tttt leo s T R G e e ves thin -‘m‘;-qnustie)n €O
st e o ectone e hess o coded 50 o say s i alternoe
five e stions thon o poa-aaentions, Yte there some additianal facts
! T A TSR IR AR ER Cdiirorence of disianctive connectives
DX il oot cobcaen e s .::_'I‘p:‘n’h:-! :ji::zi!{: ll‘? As was 1')\')ilz{r;d

G e i it e o coestons of some boegiaces do provide

ot g B N
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vty I : Cenait gl s s andes TToest provo .
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whote oy cnenns o e Gl s h questions coenirs without connecting
anvtliiag, s cpoosed to s Conacdtive tuncdon i declarative seutences.,
Fhe proscice of thns O can be of conrse acocounted for by deriving these
questions frorn an undeelying disjundtion and then by having a mile delete
the conjunct leaving the connective behind, Such a rule, however, 1s not
the final answer since. first of all, the question arises as to why such
aorule 1y pouss.ble and, sccond, it only explains the presence of OR but
ot ils etion s 0 guestion particle’: this OR differentiates, by aitself,
the tesulting conutraction Tronn a statement and roavks 1t for being a
Guestion, This strange distribotion of OR sceins to correspond to facts
abonl the destribation ot dispoctive comnectives o allernative questions
discussed shover those show the redundancy of disjunctive connectives

in questicns. and this shows the redundancy of separate question markers
onGe A4 dis e hive Cunnective 1s present,

Toovhat extent bas tods specitic relationship botween disjunctive
corneviives soud grurestion porticles been vupressed in theories of ques-
frons? Katz aud Postal’s acconnt {sce also Langacker [909, 55, v0) of
ves-no esttons sceins, L some degree, to approximate to the idea
putsiiclh as they represent the disjanctive connective 1tself as being

the guestioned corstitaent o such constractions. This account makes

the podbaedl ooy ol iy o bive combective s vorans Gueslion partcles,
EEPES P ey e o Teest o s T nlasible, bt at strikes one more
C s 1 P teas! Ll st vl Senee Tacts, rother than oy ene

ol ation teaa e as oo 1s s Fert wonde ring why dhisiunctive con-

P . J ) O 4 el 0 erit,
Ttk P | S BT B ST S ST T R et s v st take 1 tho
. : 5 Lo EETe St dedetable Tngpestions Y
\ ' ; i1 il L PR Carrpioo ] e Gl e L”;E»ldﬂn_‘d
' . ' ' A} ' IRt [ [RCAERRTR I
R < . : P, s b soetas planable e
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thinks of disianctions as iodicaling awareness of o class of events and

making the assertion tied only aie ot its taembers s true; and if one

thinks ol yes-no questrons as QLIS;) mdicating awareness of a class of
c.;vcnts and of the fact that only one of its members 1s true. Yes-no
questions ditfer From disjunctions oy in that they also stand for a
recuest for specitication of which particular member is trae,

et s now Leke up the second question: why ts it that disjunctive
Connectives By theselues can fanction as question markers.  Slightly
shipliiving the pronlors, we iy restate 1t as follows: how s it that
Sorne Questrons o oot get toaccbed for questionbood and vet they are in-
terpreted as such? Une wway of explaioing this would be by an argument
sinlar e the previcas onet by oladniing that the opticonal element -- the
ismmctive Cosestive, ahove, and Lhe guestion marker, in this case - -

e ocnderhy iy seinantic representation of the whole

vs prediviatde teom
constructios. The constraction thet we sugvested makes the disjunctive
Connective preaictable ts the ves-no uestion construction -~ what would
be one to nake questioa—raorbers prodictable?

Supprose we posit oo disconrse type called nderrogative dialogue. A
chink of discourse vwodd gaatir'y ws aninstance of interropative dialogue

i it consisted of o patr of sentences which are 1n a class-member rela-

fronsin woth coon athaer, Phe tatearpretabion of the tnavker of this dis-
Cotrse tune - tet s el 1 1 osooraafni Hee thizs “not all maenbers
G thie L0ews i troen snecars chach see trae o The tancvon of this 1D

cestions o amsscers i orelation to each ether. The

IS R 4 Cory s EEE] s P T T 5 v tess-atterance
L S
LR . f . ‘
P I e limr o e s s b vey e dises -
it e st P A IR R or the expliaetion of anlisatory vor-
H R N 1 . LT N P .
O B T FAET BRSNS SRRV S I U.\l cootiog ;.1.;;..1(11AL( s
' E R 5 REREEE |
S : .
R Sl v b e e e aedfibie ves i detetabn ity ts oXc-
Citlie ! ' = = P AR N SRR Lot . 2".
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pairved off with a ancinber utterance, its answer.  Thos framework would
do away with the notion of guestion as a primitive in linguistic theory
replacing 1 wih the primary category "question-answer pair', This
nuphies not only that answers by themselves have no status in linguistic
theory Lat that questions doa't, either, without their matching answers.

We have suggested that the optionality of disjunctive connectives
and question markers in some yes-no questions could be explained by
pousiting an interrogative discourse-type. In terms of the definition of
this discourse type, questionhood and disjunctivity would be prediciable
featires of the class utterance which is one of the components. In order
to substantinte our suggestion, ttmust be shown to be useful for other
explanatory pnrposes as well, Some of such additional advantages deriv-
able from the proposed framework might be the following.

thrrst, an this tramework not only will some questions be character-
tzed as such even i they are not marked superficially for questionhood,
but also some sapertficially-rmarked questions will be excluded from the
class of questions, Such are rhetorical questions, since they bave no
answers, or other pseuado-question, such as "Why don't you come over

one Saovday afternoon? ™, taken in the sense of an invitation, since none

of the set of the appropriate answers -- “T'hanks. " or "I will soon, ' -~

are in amember-to-class retationship with the "guestion'. The intui-

ttvely oleosinte clotng el such uestions are in tact armmbiguons between

reat-re s tion Sepase dnd oa rhetoriced grestion sense and that it ts up

: [ P F— P . - ooy -y

Lo bhoe Deearos o danioabhigece theeoy by the: Brad o aiswer he decides to
Jive Eecoame Theve s tames T o eonld e anseered to the above  ques -
Tlun e B aro o cer e ves ol gt as oors ol anestion) follovs tron thrs
Soove wert . T ent v pee U driestionys s bd ol recerve question -
R . - S s et oo b dbeco b s also desirable i wve assinse

; AR : NS S e cres s st orstic generalite than

:

; - e ¢ 1 o oot T ec 0t 11\‘(‘ S¢S \1‘u 5 -
1 o Cuy .
O
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.

second, abis Trew vk s Do the chibracterizdlon of at teast
sonte lngastieally appronrate answers and Dor the exclusion of at least
sume hingnstically ansdisinciory ones,

Thivd, 1t roakes the respective order of questions and answers
predictable s terags or o Goncis -helore-species ordering rale, as Sanders
pointed out {1247, 154),

Pperbans atso bear oo the guestion: why do wh ques-

Foairthe o wo ot

troa pronoecs and cedeliatte seononns (Like who? and sorneone) show

liobogcal son e by s p o hier of Llfnj_“t.iaqr'.a s h s GERZ

(erostricesor Pe2ns oo 3000070 GREBRK,D SAXNSERIT . GERMNAN,

. " o 23
SR AN AR R, Lass, w.c. i,

i L . E . .. H

IFdispactine connectives are ropresaoded 03 rs, then this ohservation is

sarel el bt oDt i s bt o 0 0 R Ay s D Ve s T fpwstions by thenvselves
| ‘ 24
Voot Clses ot don o sl L G e sV, s ts alnp o e stion marke s,

23 . e e -
Kretselurer (3=, b2y ailso cites PINNISH, [LATIN, TURKISH,
GEORGIAN, MALAY and TURL e thinks lustorically the interrogative

Tedanlng wWas prior o e tnaderoite one,

Cp, Danoscker s e 3 and MMoeCrovltesy 190 [297) and 1970 on

o ery ol Duronedly asgocigtd e and or, bt

Pedsans Tae wnl us sl

15 relevant here to note et s nanher of landaages o digianction com-

putnded with o question-nrons o viellds a prononanal foron of indefinite

eeaning, Lxirplest
2 Aase)! i
i1 il
Ly - O . (7P s 03 10y
P ; b : , , R R Lheaewgr . anyone
. k ' i Paady T : ol
i [ il vl 4 .
. N f , ¢ vogetd ) *_(vw\_.'ag'p'
- 1

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ot cort o b b nrocesses cre o adso rersdered plaasible
within this froovework, The two relevant provesses ared af mterro-
gative poovti ten gy bastorically arise Trom disianctice connectives:
this ruay be trac for scioe of the Tangunages inantioned above suelh as
POLISH b/ disiunctive connectives inay arise (rom interrogative
Prarkers: this s the case for il slavie languages, whose cetymology
is i and’ plus Lo oyessno question marker; tor JAPANESE ka (Haruo

.25 T

Noky, el ) s, E'?\lht'il})l‘/', for FANTH ance.,

Fooadiv, cne rvore veneral advantage of the proposed framework is

sect b it gt presiabposes the dsconrse to be the adoguate domain of

linguistic thieory - o propousad for which roach independent evidence has
beon sibboced by ooy o Lingoists i tecant years,

This acoowst of ves =m0 questiaons directly prodicts an hmportant
ebvoen yes-no restions and staternents:

the rolative rodbindency tnd the gquestion-marking significance

o disiinotive Conneotives o questions, as opposced to statements. Buat
1tthis aocount s an adequate one, iollows that OR-s 1t statements
will lieve to have o cemnpletely difterent source from the origin of OR -5

21
L que stions as specif:cod ahove, unless we want to claim that all

e e s S e
Viordrak (T02=0 451 notes that i1, the question marker, oviginates

; Ciors, Dwas ihmgens von den rneisten Frageparti=-
Rotn o colten bddpate’s N tnenation hres been Found on whether tn SOMATLL
ma developed from o guestion marker anto o ds pinddive connective or vice
Versa; and hoa TORUBA Hi, the question anarcer, and (l).\]b{ ‘o' are

Uroany s e Tive opies

retatert, The lohdstb o st cnarke s sko s ety nclomceally related 1o

PIOUNGAREAN o0 e, Tehwerher T (L Herzsons poadd,

[ Sy . 1 . . - g PR . - N
Phin o s o Sec s ey roerrs o oo G thecfaliowing reason.,
ST 40 st o, e oot b tatciae s Do ot beve trothe valies. the
L B B ..

togle of auestioes, as Kate 9os argues, should e di Terent from the
!

Pogie 0 o0 e A A L T Jre b Phore Tare s (e Lasie 1(1%"’3\‘(11

LN R A N N EERREN- IR LEETIT BT sboid boove dhifterent chorae -
Teriatou e i eo~too ol s statiorents, P oo be veadily seen for
Gecatien, bl seaeciie cLrerence hetucers Hoowents and He dida 't po,

Lo ! S i ¢ T i ) [ ! ]'A','I [ ‘L).j‘.".'{l;' ".:.~ e L"\"-;
ot 0 ot s e P e tEsdean 0 pe il e stiong 1 1
W Thers Dot e e cioevabic sl wroeads, to posit a ditferent deep
St i e s T et et e tien in gueshions. we do
S : (it S Y NS EE AR TP
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obsereatios et OR -5 vve reb davety resbaudoant and et ey car. hive
et b ot the el thot dis i -

tive Cotnectines o ot b by bt e rent atare o tn G tements as

U R RN L TR RS B e T R R C RTINS T 'N‘\‘H!-'ll\, i) l‘llUJ'A' cr Ty, :)3151 \.\'hfll S}'I(H!](l

b b P o b et S b QIR - v sl te vt g

i i . . IR ERT [ O O | al \l"' - -

‘ RRE ' e e, D T it e et al Clia

I ST U S S Y : NN 3 ot i niion h ol b shiatae, As we
i <1 O Led . S,
R N . R L I SRR B Phe g Uoroatdls ised Lot
" N -t TR E .

i bt HE : T P Bt o s e -
Tl e o e ; Toovio e s nd el e e about
ettt e e ! ;
PO

S . : ‘ ; 3 (i ‘ REEAEE cotion s pre-
Tt el o ¢ , oo o sttt whiich also does

[ U . ; S A Vi ared s rnntive o disjane -

ot Baod potals ot (L,

(AUNR S L EURS ST T R ‘ ' e T e Comst rac o s fre-
ooy s e s b s e n e s sente e s it vaehy The l;lng"vmge has
Ty ! 4 i i =y
(1 Vot Vo ] | bog Pooee oty vy Ioehiressing
. . e s
BN i LR s ) ! ot S thien X s

(Vs owobin o Mo sn b s 0 Any (T b copstrect o that as used

_ . ) ' . ‘ L v i IR 4: : :".’,1 ‘1}1:1("‘\\;11
Co Lo e e s o

. T ' B . . i s ot G REEEA SN G INS INTC NS
O S I S ot cooe e s by by ntsa ke
§ ; s , . , RN Lol

O
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Lo e s Thes {C e Lacns Do Py T ortnerinore, longacre
prodnta ot (s, VY thit ey Plahippine I.ﬂ:zf_;‘]{LgL:s nse an il word g
eXpress disioincton, such as ARORTAN TAGBANWA, BATAK., ATA
MANOBO, and WESTERN BUNKIDNON MANODQO; bat he gives no exam -
ptes, and 1t is ot olear whether this is the only way in these languages
to express dispnction. There 13 one other Philippine language. T1.ON-
GOT, which is clanved not to Fave a disjunctive connective at all and a

condstional senteace 1s the only standard way of expressing disiunction:

Cabe Pt een st woore 11 bhad!”
Gapiva negedsive tageit Tgood b not-is bad™,

both viveacng I as erithier good or bad, T Dlichelle Rosido, pecdd. RO Lany

fpacd intorms e that inadkbition o VNGA mooany other languages in New Guinea,

Lo, N ES, RATAN al ASMIAT . there 1s no declarative ‘o', but
only an interrogdive one. He suspects that if we discount some borrowed
ores ek s an ROTRARL thas snov be a goneral characteristic of all
Papaan (oo e -Anstrosesian) langucues ot New Guincea,  He also tells
rve that at Teast r EEMNGA theve s o caondittonal paraphease for declara-

tive Joithwr, cLor, ot sueh pavaphirases are ouly reluctantly accepled

. . s . ‘ .
Hy NG speabers, Ao oewacple s akal tamo-pioenda tamo-pt dolapo-

e e 0 and weaieor-and theystwo-gen, one’ 'Of the

Al onre daa show that conditional

e Pl A 'f eAsEItoiL Ui e Pivel Tl ST T Gresiiung,

Dot omnow tar o to dbe othor goesisoar o decharative OR -5 ure really
so chiTio vt trana fpieatien Ol es codas s that we hoeve found a osatis-
Tao v s e e Doy el e st O whiat st the deep strne -

t - . v by erie G

Clenve u -0t g Vi (}".“_-":\‘._ ottt b syt b Sstaternents 1s o
e Wt a0 Th Coc i s traciines oy stnndy nositing o
ne l Pieae wve oo vanovevaide roasnes why this most sunaple

! St G o e et e vt oo the o tiend _t_"_x‘u-.:l‘.(is. RRIRAT
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other represcitation oppears toore sadistactory or il eraptrical evidence
potnts ol o clteviatiue sl

Sinders {[o 7, 136801) points ont that for the sake ol axlomatic sim-
plicite, ot woodd Lo goed to Lo able to eluninate from the deep structure

the digineiive cleroent ardd substtute o8 by o constraction whieh con-

,-
-
.
-
p.
Ly

e i bove to b aseaned anyway, Tle proposes that

Sr eat b ode predictabie s bl cnrances by paraphrasing it heterms

G st tnot et rhe rnte wehioh he o gives for predicting or
el Wi b e bl x E". coeower=s1lT oS the t'()jlu‘\\'iugi )
L U G L (New, Ve P
{0, (e Y00 ORL e s
Loootiew s pdss Boe Voo ptber Dot ) and X nov no b and no ¥
oL even snpiere oo etk ol theiy, peithey neither of them. - This

deen strac b e then saecessindly eliminates OR from the deep structare

b ernabeving negition el coorsliowt o whnoh have to be there anyweay.

TR ERCEEVIE N ;»nini ot ths a&:‘litlf,'SE, . The
ol as e ontien b vee She b e s thol corlis pandtive structure is equally
ool e a2l i tera s of reroon sood coordinaation. . Abthongeh corre-

SnOnClL S se o deones o be srnin nae ol vl Bingnages. no data have

ool tueol Lo wieee bt they e Trvored ar that they wonld be a stand-

\'l"i Gl b ot [
L * ; o . o | o love comstraction which s
T st e me e laaa st e e s dlznaction, Thise as o
s beeo chove s s g conthillonan oLl Uon, Dorne laaguages.,
Ce L e e U et b i e o staeda e atter
N NP L N o e sh et A e s se 0 et Gl Cos
E
Vet 3 v ivite s > v (S HES !l] T“\ H t o
v by i . L ! NERETE B AT R "L"';“(_’ it H‘.i":{:\'_'!;x.'l‘ 1:.‘,&‘]5 s
) \ it ! . 1 i vt this is ihe

ERIC
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pohiggocc b Gsyos s aonin derrved trom St
ad Cadso/and) s s tarther exaanples. Tet vy refer to KATAMIAN
TAGHBANW N Ghirchis deseribed by Longacre {Ides, 110 1770 as having

Ul oo in. .. too ot !

as a disjunctive connective, and SHHONA kana

meaning Hoti !

it Tort (Sterick T8, 4701, ),
These tacts would indicate that i we want to represent disjunctive
constructions in the deep stracture as not involving a disjunctive con-

nective, bat only elernents whose presence 1s otherwise motivated, a

coneditrenad constirwe o taay be appropriate.

Asowe bave seen above when we were discussing performative

: Y

drsiotiang, there cre at Tensh bwo adn sernantic classes ol dishinctive

connectives: those that vapress o choice where the decision matiers

1 4

and those tha canress o chioice vheve the decision 1s immaterial, such

as Wihclnor 1t v aes o ol

gu. verdus Hither 1Cwill ram or it won't,

Arve Hotli ol these ¢lasses to be derived fram suime underlying conditional

construction -- and what exactly wonld be that structure?  As far as the

“lovnsed-on tvpe 1s conce rrerl, given both the meaning and the form of

the condittonad Crusteuctions that Languayges use to express this. we sug-
.

coest tht oo BN TSN MOT NOT-X type anderlving structure would

e dapprepriates s ter s the Tnon-focusced” kind is concerned. given

s scrnantwes, s well g the observations that we made above -- that
dots Lite e credt Do et e o o crhy Wit or oo fhird purson
e e T P Tre oo s st gl connec o - we sugoest that

ool e oot Do st e s boas BOTH IR YOU WANT

TUOATIDY TET OV AN Moy vy My EE ok O s AN TR NOE - S

.

‘ St i LTt e sentations o dhisindtive cons
i 5 s i Bt iioere e thirce i pes of distorct ve
i ¢ ! 4 [ HYS i iy . oot i ' | EEYSEY T ] T
el SR N N S A O I N S

Plos ol Te et e e Et ) PR VAT W M T T A T Vv OoU WANT
D S o BT v N IS D IR NOT-X I
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the e rogative woioi [y s N 1“) .
Whit + v Be clioved for cach of these representations bs that they

manage to elitnate the asswmption of anamderlyving

disiimetive con-
wotive by representing it an teras of otherwise-nieceded nuderlying ele-
ments sach os [F, AND, NOTOYOU, WANT and BE, ina manner which
1s consistent with what we have observed about their semantics. syntax,
wid o phology.

owe cotrtpare the portornattve theory ol questions with the dis-
ol v IR G SO S PR RS S R SO AT _]h‘l'!‘ul'::i s ’.}wmr‘:.’ Vi s :3(3\'(:1‘{1]
entiae s Poest, ot the s theors vl guestions, odivect guestions
e Troope oo S0t reaatant bo v o o e stony, whizrens it 1o not clear
Bow Lo et gpe st cs aoad sinne veoves would He related to thamn in terims
of the dosovnrse tneovy. Soccnd, By assooning that qrestions, as gtate-
ierts as el cre sthordinted to oo semtense which containg o first and
E U T Ao L natrase, LA riDig Taota wohistrination ot
prouoins, oy well as soine oo syntactic propuestics of guestions and
staternents coan e enclmneds cod tves e wonld remain nnexplitnable
crcording v the othier approaciy, On the other hand the performative

I}u_'\,:r'}' 15 o osentence-leveltheory wrd thius sayvs x'mH;im_: about the extra-

sentential constroaints that bold tor questiovn-answar disconrses.  A)so.

at Tesst oo spoatias svataa e distiec Con betv cert ven o gquestions and
Stoter e ts oods Gres Uiy pronae b e the dhisaaniree approach, but not
i : i Peoien PR R TN P 3
i poUr T il Tt R e e T voity e wrane o rsaenchive

counneclives o svrne faneaeges aod the relabive reduslaney thereot,

O
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aspeits ol

N !
5 a0, v

Thee

frewe

Sy ostraotiire of ves-uo guestions,

been discussing two

Cinve Cornponent

o the posited vnderiying steacture, N OR NOT-N_ s one which yes-no

o R I
duestivis shioiy

L

ja

il

Groatinotive stateooents,

ustribition 1s

The reguest-component,

restricted in that

orothe otlrer bard, 15 uone whose tnor
s nngte tooaqaestions, Sach anoonwderlying steuctare would scemn to be
SO el Yo e e stoeas such as the tellowing: Are you & carpenter or
Nl co hre o vona corpenter” [uds nwoomplete 1 an accownt,
howewveto o duustiony suclias You dre o carpenter., aren’t you?
Fhoere va o oda ! . croeho oot i these sertences which 1s that
b the sneaker s owere of both alternatives, he would prefer to
hear one auswer o thien the wtleery There hos 1o he a third compo-
vend, therefore, vloch iy presont on e deep steractare af ths subolass
v s e st Sl cccore st Tor s preterence of the speaker.,
[t s cotnntee the soaplest prrashrases of @ nevdral guestion and
PUorrespeneing isen s b e vent carpealer 2 ieans Lask
yors o tell e et s o e carpenter oy not. You are a carpenter.
Sren il e Rle e e _bsigpestyen
AT . ! A s Sier ot re, o i e rentiating brased
TR vl ol e . : o prys b ner e absstract stracivre
COTEnn, PNt dra o tiee st dentent and the Teguest. dlse a
5 N ! ‘ D t vl toocbeatte el vt Grie !
¢ - e ottt : i T s v U i “Sjn'.fé‘!\"(‘l".‘i
bt B ' ’ Pt Foostoan i e sl g i e el
1 " Coes esanthe Dire s Bios e ss o the l";"})l'(‘SL‘:ZT ron
‘ o i » ; 1 et ! o el e wooest thind

O
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this staterment iust be tncorporated in the deep str;;'g;t‘uv(:. someahow,
withont rnaking any vornnntinent as to the way of representation,
Scoond {2), we conld make @ stronger clann by specilying the manner
in which this stidement is (o he ncorperated i the deep structure
represcntition of yes-no questions. One possihility (4.a.) is that it

is 4 constituent within the scuteance structure of the biased question,
Fhe othor possibility {2050 to thot the staternient appears in the under -
Pvdrooliseoirse Contost o e disanctive q\w:;tll;r...

Wl wna oo considerations sonld serve to tilt the balance in favor

GUoone vt o the cthier noa Ry sinc e (D pindee s noe claim about
tite syntactic folin ol ihe seon e lormarion o be represented in the

deep stracture, buat {Joon ) aned (Aobl) specify that 1t s a sentence and
thiat 1t 15 & Gerialadive 0o, e cig Chicone b Ceti (‘] and (‘2) “)Y 5(‘03:1!]?)

whether there 15 s possible vse to bhe nade Inoacconnting for the syn-

et

tavtivo s ruvture., 1 thieve s, we would choose {(2)., The further choice
botweon (2o ) and (200000, o the ather band, does oot rest directly on
cronpivicd evidencer (&bu) v preferable o there is independent justi-
Drcation for the ciscoarse s oo damain of pranvaar,

1
'

BBy chsevvationd oriter o tnased gaesiions can be classified as

> {

layg questions. Fegitive questions, duestions with special mood, questions
contaitins corbon advecbos, and guestiong wath special stress and/or

nionation ettt i the e sy T e loks and hepative questions

Wil b s isscdd o ninere dotad,

:
i
B I , 1 T e . e e
e e vt o Bt we i o st oo the Lias os CXP essed
e !
) . O
BRI i [ AN i it Pl
R T A U E I Tl PO TRV ANSW R
R 2ol . e RS AR
S hearan e THhve o von cateny yvet?
. :

Lol esws oot e Ty st it meht T (Beanlieux 1950,

)‘l""‘i
PR T s s e i s de s e mpe Lt thint the answer
'j :1,.~ v,;w,l‘»,‘ :‘!‘."4 R lu,"/"\'w uf.;'lu) '”Jl':/," s pl'()!,)‘
Pl e T e ,1r~41v’;-.‘4>'~‘1_‘1t—u Stner maest have

SRR S UTUTRTEIN RIS TN FARS
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4,040 Facts. Toodisenssing tag questans, we will Tirst list our

i

ving o characterization of their mmost congpieuons pro-

exphuoodic By

g
perties as observed in onr Linguage sample,  Subsequently, we will try

{Fau t(mh I continie (‘&)

JAPANESE: nes ey takar desu ne

(Jorden 1 hel L. 2121)
KANNADAD tand; ¢, g,

"M s expensive, don't you think

bariiva tané *You are o oming,; aren!t you? '

(Bright Los 3, -}h:.ﬁc(}—)‘.“:‘l—su Bright ¢t al, 1900, 23, 30)
WKHASE: o used vt toe end of rhetorical guestions ashing consent from
thie person awddressed (Rabel el 040
TAMUL: :e_’_ (" rave onit o cgenommener Gewissheit: €. . 21‘)‘_6»5}‘}[”{5‘_
T tate st (es) T Bevthan 13,0
TIGRINYA: day-. a verbal pretix:
{Iw*"n Purl, 15 2)

“la reponse doivre ftre positive”

ADVERBS TO MARK PREFERENCE FOR DISAGREEING ANSWER

Y

BULGARIAND miag e g, mlm € \6/1110/[1() takovs it h'fm,r) Is it led‘i‘,

trie thigt

such a thing is possible? ! (HL:J. ieux 1930, 3191f)
BURI R iﬁ‘_:‘}«:i:u E’L’I' $ 115‘ Did you reaslly catch vour
horse ; tlf_itiw E_t‘xj:‘_v“_ ?7’1_'_ i Hn} come for sure?’ [Pouppe
19000 1255 U"questions with: 4 shade of dishelief™)
PANTE gooana wokore anmipa 'Did youn really go?

'I.f] G.lu l‘. E"LZ(' i(])

GLEIRM AN ‘-irk_‘m‘h; st sie wivklich krank? 'I's she really sick?!
SERDO-CRONTIAD.

J})i‘.t_a “doubt. surprise, o scornful rejection

gt ob the speaker. [ the sovrce sentence
is negative, zar mayv tnaply beliet that the opposite

. a Jooore orde "Why is he here?!

denotles sarprise or annoyvance at

sonce cecessity, obliootion o expectation”) (Bidwell
oo, 28 at)
TALM oo reebnde Froaoe T aveno ceytin e otat es™ Wirklich?
(Bevivan ek, 74 i T
Vi ¥ RN T (R IR PN PR rie 3T '»\1(‘}«1J sy
it soovntised ) (Hihoios 00 =) '
Pooroceon soadn g rse o prereronce. sec FRETICH, where. of
Lo e s ten v et o eenhedded obitect clhose s gruestioned and the
CRLUs LUd aas A s adbiroattve. the obiect olanse ts o the andicative:
Db oaf the v ot answer 1s egalive, 10 s In the subinnctive  {Fraser
1 Do j'."?.‘r D)

ERIC
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Lo LTI INGC Wy s G aucounbing Tor these propertios aoud we will raise

the uestion s Loowind svatactie ase conld he roade of an underlying

structure which contuns o declarative sentence, where the proposition
15 one obf the alternatives,

Semanticadly, as ot was observed wbove, tag guestions helong to

the class of biased guestions. An observation will serve to characterize

thae narre O this bros. dnoevery tayg guestion. the tay itseld is veally

ophirons! s toes sernagtieadby reabaadiont, ot least se same lauguages gnach

s Lanirb st e Ntoars s e PHUTIOYPARIIADS D e tontanos, botts You are
gotig, aren't oot el Yornare e nean the sacne thing provided

. . 2
the latter ts proveoince:d

Slerrogative sibaation,

Syuntactically, o

westuons always consist of A nui-alternative

declarative stateoseat {heeearter coterred 1o s imain sentence’) and

A intecrosative gt {(bervenster referred to as Ttag's with the termn

Mg question rosceroed tor reterting to the whoje Coastraction,

Tet us first dhiscuass the ot sentence,. Fo see that the raain sentence

! ! N N . Ty | . G e e e s,
rust andec b Do el oeative o EXGUISTL, compare

SO Ee o

{E‘ﬁt;(.l{ig-,,’_: Voo
AS twl Ui, b G LU IR U el i b de “.\}:c;l'(j as any neutral
Counstruthion can be pironennced suith Sn intonation patteorn that tarn them

Pato o b sed peestion

Copstructions that ace taaae ot blased ones by

Sttt Lt kv U ook b e b oy e P s 1ol b aliesed tnto neatral

ERE S A",‘ LI I

Pl st contt o o oo ghiserved an FRGHISHLD Of conveving bias an
Geis e RN IR R AT, Vi ey clternetion o thie I'H”fﬁ‘\'if)g S ltenNce s
Pl oot coiec e foes tena i Cohe o altlyr (EHQ&:‘\‘(U.
Sl b oL e . SRR AL

2 Uove s v (L 1 25 chont pestrad tao guestions i SANGIR,
IS ST ST et FRE s hoowver gty o _ll‘.l'isf;,i. P ol s,

,

P e Ul b T e stan s st P goesTions iaost oiten”
it IR o cotratien

ERIC
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The declarative vatare of the main sentence is alse shown by the fact
that some sentence =dverbials can occur in dectarative sentences and
in the main sentence of tag gquestions, but not ininterrogative sentences,
such as certainly (as it s pointed ontin Katz and Postal 1944, 87y, For

the reguirement that this mam sentence be &4 non-alternative statement,

compare ENGLISH You are going or you are not going.

Yo are 50'1:1;;, Or_you are not Euing, are you?

The main sentence, thercfore, appears to have two restrictions on
1tia o ocder to qualify:s that it be declarative and that it be not alternative.
Let ws now take a Took ot teys and see what are the properties that are
necessary for gquestions to have inorder for thern to be possible tags.,

Looking at tags of vavions laaguages from a paradigmatic point of
view, one pussible classification would be the tfollowing:

1. affirreatiee tags (eL g He didn't fail, right?)

o

2. negative tags {e.y. He failed, didn't he?)

3. alternative tags {e. g, MANDARIN ni xtanzil b jia shi ba shi

"You arve yoing home, arven’t you? ' where shi b shi is "is not is".)

4. disjunctionn] togs (eog. GERMAN v ist krank, oder? 'He is

stck, isn't he? ' wherce oder is Vor')

5. pronoiainal tiags (e.p. GERMAN Das war gut, was? 'This was

——il SRt

rood, wasn't it where was i1s "what?”
5 R

v He ts coming. hah?)
’ =

wLointeriectionel thogs (oo
The tag 15 an hitmative predicote 0l o aegative predicate i 2, a

P T v e 2 P R P PR |
disiuncty o of U predicates a9 ol s Ciive Connediive vt &

PR d

prona in A, aad ar ntesiection in . o ard o condd be labeled

LN

VIl ca e osiirl i Uavar wf s classiCoation s that 3t is empiri-

coatle stustactor s e i e e s fo b eowbieasty e ardthe clitsses ave
Ll caclnsine {every tag obser ced can be aniguely classificd within )
i . ,
Pooley oo 0y Al vttty bt and eb ceclhinntory words srnce they
COANn Ty emo cha the specher ropest woot he sandd,
o ,
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and that st s non-aribiteary ot Jerst on the sease that all the classes are
syntactic ones,

The classilication ! tag questions given here concerns a smaller
set of Hngsiic structures than CUlhtan's classification (19049, 50) and the
critericc are also differcent.  Ultan Drst distinguishes multiple choice
tags (e. g, How about... ?) and biary choice tags. Of these two, we
arc onty concerned with the litter, because of the principal interest of
the paper whieh 1s about questions answerable by yes and no. He further

]

subdivides sraary Cheice tags vdo 1o alternative tags consisting of 'or

v

ard 2. Trequest for intormation” -tvpe tags. Of these, 'or'-s are consi-
dered here tags onlyafl the resulting guestion 1s a biasced one. "Request
for mnformation” type tays are subdivided by Ultan into a/ negative con-

structions {rn'est-ce pas). b/ positive cornstruciions {(ROTUMAN ne ‘'is')/

¢/ intericctions, and df cniscellancous types (RUSSIAN pravda. TAGA-

LOG ano, trath and s

Y respectivelyy, Gy siv surface types cor-
respond to Ultan's Categories in the following mmanner: affirmative to
2/h, negative to Afa oned some o Alitan’s guestion porticles (1909, 53-33),
alternative to soove of 2400, disinnctive to some ot 2/d. pronominal to
some of 20 and interiectior s to 2/c,

Looking at tays syntagoatically, doe. considering therr syntactic
properties 1o rejotion to the syntaclic properties ot their context. rather
that console Fong theon sust Dy thens selves, there 18 agaln some emerging
satters. o e bS5 et on U repetition of sonve oert of the inain sen-

i

terce, Usaeetly the prodicate ond perhaps also somme other constituents,

These by tros wary ot oo o prope riies of the oan sentence

suCh oa e r sty e s U cren Uy vay don 't o an BNGEISH - - or per-
SOt (k .ol L WU cant ~hee e BENGTASHDY, The otieer class of 1(1?—',5

e mot shoets varintion correspording (o properties of the main sentence.
his cosphey cent ¢d oas o the 1irat oae, henvoser, can be characterized

tsofat as 4 tag dacs vat
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Boebory too the Uirst closs oot it corlans sovne kind of a predicate - -
e, it s oot disnoctional, provomiinal, oranterjectional -- the class
ol Texical itens that it contains can be characterized as being fairly
narrow: itas always an existential verb or a copula and/or words
such as ‘trah’, true!, ‘right', 'so', 'yves', 'no'. Furthermore, the
person and mnnber, if any. 1s always singular third person.

An example tor this type of tag question, henceforth called metatag

guestion , as opposed to the first type henceforth called resumptive tag

questions, s RNGLISH Yo ace going, (isin't) that) _right? The fact that

both metatiags aad resumptive tags can be characterized independent

from cach other, 1oe, not just by lacking the properties of their com-

* - « . . . . . -
plement class, is taken to be an indication of the valiudity of the proposed

classificativn,  Another piece of contirming evidence is that each of

these two classes of tags behave homogeneously by criteria other than

that ot bowicsl composition as well., Three properties all further charac-

terizing their relationship wath their main sentence have been found to

hold trae tor o1l reseaptive tags, Porst, there are restrictions on the
respuctive atrirmeation valiues inibe mnaln sentence and in the tag: they
1 - . . % ~ .
are ordinarily opposite. Second, reswmptive tags are never wntruncated
sentences: some deletron or ssbstitution seems abwavs obligatory (cp.
CNGLISH #He vend it duda’t Te vead 1170 and HUNGARIAN *Olvastad,

Cosereadsoil not yousread-atty, Third, the tag follows

triee i sesdenoe,

Fhios ds nob qrate so n BEAGEISHL Yow dare goings are you? is gram -

ratioad o DAITINE DNGTISH as o« standard tag question and it also vccurs

v retrvith imeanenzs dillferent from ordinary
""" LIsH nas ooresiriction on the structure

crovs ot the respecfive atfirmation values

TN S i thet they coast not both be nevative
D o
WS s interestiog that as Brown and tlenlon

abhser. Chitdeeny domate trstakes in the e of

res ot Cusior s etfiranative tayg alter o atfirma-
Pover inani s s ten e Lt e e B sy o hegative tg o fter g nepgative

senteric e

O
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As far s tnelotags cre Gore o roed, ol ot tinern contrast with resunp-
tive tags i termes of the Diest oriterion, and at feast some of them an

terms ol the second and third, Concermng the criterion of respective
affirmation values, compare RNGLISH right, itsell affirmative. FRENCH

PAANDARIN shi by shi 7 is ot is7.

nlest-ce pas, itsell neyntive, ane

itself alternative, all of which can equally ocenr alter atlirmative or
negative nrdin sentences.  Concerning the criterion of deletion, com -

vare HUNGARIAM Jdssz. rgna? 'Y coming, arcn’'t yon?' wherce
! s . REES- 2

be tieg 13 ¢ il munto Bt NG ISH 1'151}11. for

instance, shows that oot o1l toertavs are rndeleted,  As for sentence-

froal pousition, this is g a property whnch s true tor all restunptive

taes and pot true for some but not 2!l metatags. MNon-sentence final posi-

-1
f

tron s abwuys tust erother slrernative to sentence-topal position tor

voetatags 1f U s pussible st 20 The mietatayg inay Lo sentence-initial

and scentoence-one et o THEIIIGAI0AY igre Usaumriestion L el .
——
. . . . . .
chnesz Peterhoey, tove; veve clhinesz Peterhez: Peterhez ngve elinesz
e e e e e i e i NP e e B L o o e e et o o i oo e e et e e e it # e - =

Al rmearniey "You will go 1o Perer, right” ) and b FRENCH (n'est-ce pas;
cp. Ultien Lo 5005 cnd 0 FASTE nve not-is™. mense 'l don't say"

are described as sentence-vmtial ags and there 15 6o rndication that

they ray be sentence-Linal at 2lle The sarne se true for HEBREW halo!

glossed s Mt b cslys dsa i trve thnto o0 et it sl don’t you'.
g ~C e S T N L A R R b oty o he a binary
esi-Ce s CRRLD S I R R L ARt Vaodteadre 1T Gt U ety d Dnally

N \ - 4 : P — 3
Chrowe foeston artio e snd ot s sezator o Rosen T 450 T3, =1,

Bhe, 230, Donascre (o o0 G0, U3 nonds oot st o BONTOC, BATLAN-

A o TN AN T AT AT A e e ts wither sentence final or oot

Ly et s sont (I LT | rctsn the ool aoint of the (jries-
tria s o serd v AT PIPTABPAW G AN IGRG D WAL ADBAN and
ATUAN o [IVERD AT T SRR 'i"l.: Seeilestiie cLaro by bt Wt s ot
clear e P3 : RN TR oot are ctiaty s or of
the I'uost : o
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Of the four criteria mentioned in connection with the dichotomy
of resumptive tags and metatags -- lexical composition, affirmation
value, deletion, and ordering -- the two latter ones define resumptive
tags as one class (deletion and sentence-final position is obligatory for
all of them) but do not define metatags as one class; some are like
resumptive tags in these respects. Given that we have found much
fewer examples of resumptive tags anyway, we conclude that these two
properties are general properties of all tags, with océasional exceptions
which just happen to be all in metatags in our sample. We are thus left
with the other two properties -- lexical composition and respective
affirmation values in the tag and in the main sentence -- as operational
criteria for classifying tags: resumptive tags share lexical material
with the main sentence and there are restrictions with respect to the
affirmation values in the tag and in the main sentence; whereas metatags
are independent from the main sentence both lexically and in affirmation
value.

The following chart summmarizes reéumptive tag questions and
metatag questions according to the distribution of affirmation values
in the main sentence and in the tag, with illustrative examples for

easy identification.  means "occurs',  means '"does not occur’'.




E
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Tag type |[RESUMPTIVE TAG QUESTIONS METATAG QUESTIONS
h{a‘nTag t — )~ + — +/ -
Sentenc
L e o I v v
You are You are | #You are You are |Sie gehen| ni xidnzai
going, going, going, are going, nicht hui jia, sk
are you? | aren't you or right? wahr? bu shi
+ you? aren't '"You are
you? ' going home
aren't you?'
(Elliot
1965, 83)
v ¢ Q@ v v 1
You aren't | #You “You arent You aren't [Sie gehen | maga nem
going, aren't |going, are going, nicht, | betdrd, igaz
are you? | going, [you or right? nicht vagy neam
- aren't |aren't you? wahr? igaz
you? 'You are not
a burglar,
are you?'
@ @ & @ @ Q
“You are | *Youare | *You are *You are| *Sie *You are a
going or | going or | going or going or | gehen burglar or
+/ - youaren't | you aren't{ you aren't you aren't | oder sie | you are not
going, going, going, are going, gehen a burglar,
are you? |[aren't you or right? nicht, is this true
you? aren't you? nicht or isn't it?
wahr?

Gaps in the last row are results of the requirernent that the main sentence

be non-alternative.

The other occurrence gaps are due to the fact that

there are coocurrence restrictions between main sentence and tag values

in resumptive tag questions.

L.et us next turn to the cross-linguistic distribution of resumptive

tag questions and metatags questions,

In general, the resumptive type

has been found decummented for a bandful of languages only and all of these

O
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languages also appear to have the meta-type. Brown and Hanlon note

(1970, 15} that right -- a metatag in our terminology -- and interjec -

tional tags such as huh are acquired earlier than "resumptive' tags.
Beside ENGLISH, KIWAl and TAMIL are the only languages found

which appear to have tags that qualify for being resumptive by both the

criterion of lexical composition and that of opposite affirmation value.

In TAMIL, only one single sentence was found to indicate their existence:

nii py sollamaattee, solveeyaa ''you lie tell-indicative-not-2sg tell-future-

2sg-question' - {Srinivasan 1968, 32). ! Evidence for KIWAI is provided
by the following sentences (S. A. Wurm, p.c.):

roro aimeriauriama paikiaurigo ‘''you-singular-ergative you-

singular-saw-them not-you-singular-saw-them' 'You (singular) did
see them, didn't you?'

roro paikiauriamago riaurigo ''you-singular-ergative not-you-

singular-saw-them you-singular-saw-them" 'You didn't see them, did
you? ' ‘

In addition to ENGLISH, KIWAI and TAMIL, there was one language
found, FINNISH, which has resumptive tags, by the criterion of lexical
composition, and two languages, THAI and YORUBA, with tags that
appear to be resumptive by the criterion of opposite affirmation value.

For FINNISH, compare sina menet, ct kY (nii) 'You are going,

aren't you? ' and han menee, ci kU niin 'He is going, isn't he? ' Et

and ei are two forms of the negative verb corresponding to the respec-
tive second and third person in the main sentence predicates. (Data

from Russell Ultan, p.c.)

Wurm informs me that both colloquial TURKISEH and colloquial
JAPANESE have resumptive tags. Example sentences, however, have
not been available. )

7




. 14O -

The suspected resumptive tag in THAI is Q_léi It is a single
negator and thus the criterion of lexical composition does not apply,
but by the criterion of respective affirmative values it turns out to be
a resumptive tag, since it must not occur after a negative sentence
(cp. Haas 1948, 352; Campbell 1962, 81; Voegelin 1965, 33; Chaiyaratana
1961, 225f).

The same argument applies to YORUBA, _:Al)_f means ‘or' and it is
a tag (Delano 1963, 8). The criterion of lexical composition does not
apply again, but it has the same restriction on it as THAI g_za_j_: it must
not occur after a negative sentence {Ayo Bamgbose, p.c.). In other

words, we explain this restriction on the occurrence of maj and ibi by

claiming that what is deleted in these tags is, for _r‘z_)él, the verb of the
main sentence and, for 3bi, the negated verb of the main sentence --
and by assuming that such resumptive tags must differ from the main
sentence in affirmation value.. The assumption, therefore, that there
is such a tag type as resumptive turns out to be explanatory with respect
to some facts of THAI and YORUBA.

If ;Ex_b_lf is really a resumptive tag, then the generalization that the
existence of a resumptive tag implies the cxistence of a metatag in all
languages would have an exception, since @l)}’ is the only tag YORUBA

8
has {Ayo Bamgbose, p.c.)

Some examiples of metatag questions are given below,
METATAG QUESTIONS WITII AFFIRMATIVE TAGS:

A e ———

ENGLISH: (is(n't) that) right; after affirmative statement: He is your
brother, right? after negative statement: He is not your
brother, right?

F. Houselolder pointed cut that in ENGILISH there is

a stylistic differencea between the use of resumptive tags

and the use of metatags. Metatags are argurnentative and
occur particularly in opening premises of an atterapt to

persuade someone of gsomething., He also provided some
o

good examples: The moon is made of green chese, right?

Whynot buy a share in my moon transportation company, then?”
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The following generalizations can be made concerning the cross-
linguistic distribution of the two types of tag questions. All languages

investigated for which tag constructions were described at all have the

(Footnote 8 continued)
~ " Five times five is twenty-five, correct? Then how corae
you paid twenty-seven fifty?" Bolinger (1957, 18) does not
consider right to be a tag of the same order as didn't he
etc., because he says that right is "intonationally separate
and has primary stress. "

GALA: miti "?"; after affirmative statement: Dufera, miti 'He has
come, hasn't he?'; after negative statement: hinDufera miti
'He hasn't come, has he?' {(Mulugetta Effetta, p.c.). It is
possible, nowever, that miti is not a predicate and thus not
an affirmative tag. .

GERMAN: ja "yes"; after affirmative statement: Du wirst schlafen, ja?
'You will sleep, won't you?'; after negative statement: Du
wirst nicht schlafen, ja? 'You won't sleep, will you?'

HAUSA: né "is"; after affirmative statement: mu, mund di shi né
"as-for-us, we have it do-we? ' (Kraft 1963, [, 168); after
negative statement: {(no example found)

HUNGARIAN: ugye ''so-question-particle', igen ''yes'; after affirma-

tive statement: pareq {880} 'He is sick, isn't he?';
cte8iugye

‘ — iigf_r)_} .
after negative statement: nem beteg, JuGEyel 'He isn't
sick, is he?' -

JAMAICAN CREOLE: iing, yaa 'yes'; after affirmative statement:
Jien suo gud, iing 'Jane sews beautifully, doesn't
she?'; after negative statement: uno no go de, yaa
'"You won't go there, will you?' {Bailey 1966,

55, 91, Bailey, however, classifies the last exam-
ple as one for a tag imperative)

MALAY: la "yes'; after affirmative statement: saja tunggu, ja 'Ich

warte, ja?' (Kidhler 1965, 61); after necgative statement:
{no example found)
ROTUMAN: ne "is''; after affirmative statement: f{a ta pot par, ne
'"The man is very clever, isn't he?' (Churchward 1940, 61);
after negative statement: (no example found)

RUSSIAN: B_I:g_»_'g_i "truth'; after affirmative statement: Mevé s'l_lléi_h

pravda 'You heard him, didn't 51011? ' (U}tan 1969, 50);"
after negative statement: ti yevo n'e slusil, pravda 'You
dirdn't hear him, did you?'




meta type. The few languages that bave been found to have the resump-

tive type also have the metatype, except p0551b1y YORUBA, as it

PRI LT can

was pomted out above.  Within both types, negative tags prevail over

(Footnote 8 continued) ,

SOMALI: sow maazha 'perbhaps not-is'; after affirmative statement,
see Bell 1953, 56; after negative statement: (no example
found)

SPANISH: verdad ‘“truth"

SWAHILI: ndiyo 'yes''; after affirmative statement: mume stara,
ndiyo 'A husband is a protector, is this the case?'
(dubious, sarcastic; Closs 1907, 113);after negative
statement: (no example fourd)

METATAG QUESTIONS WITH NEGATIVE TAGS:

Negative statements with tags, as maybe negative statements in
general, are less frequent in use than their affirmative counterparts,
As a result of this, for some languages, no examples were found for a
negative statement with a tag, as the gaps in the listing above show.
Whereas these gaps did not hinder identification of affirmative tags as
belonging to the metatype -- the crucial point being that they cooccur
with aftirmative statements -- lack of examples for a negative statement
cooccurring with a negative tag makes the criterion of independent affirm-
ation value inapplicable 1o such tags. If, in addition, such tags do not
even contain any lexical material other than just a single negator, classi-
fication becomes ¢ven more tenuous, languages which have single-
negator-tags and there is no evidence stated or exemplified whether they
can cooccur with negative statements or not are starred in the listing below.
AMHARIC: a{y)dilldm 'is it not''; after affirmative statement:
hedwal, adilildm 'He went, is it not?'; after negative
statement: alhedam, ad&lldm ‘'He didn't go, is it not?'
(Leslan 1962, 1475 cp. also Dawkins 1900, 52)
BENGALL na "not" (also "or™); after affirmative statement: _I}Le}_l_g_s_b_g
na 'l shall came fomorrow, shall I not?' (Hudson 1965, 34);
att r negalive statement: no example found, but Charles A,
erguson (p.c.) believes it occurs,
ENGILISH: 1_15_)_,‘1511 't that so; after affirmative statement: He is still a

tciend of yours, no? {idiolectic); altez ncgatlve statement:

I{(, is not a__ﬁ)_}c nd of yours any more, isn't that so?
FANTE: _1}_1:‘; "not 1s''. mense 'l don't say’ bcfm.e afnrmau\e

staternent: ;_1_10_1_1_3(:_ obaye dn-{—not—bay he will da it

‘He will do it, won't he?'; before negative statement:

nyg nkokd 'isn't it you not go' 'Will you not go? ' (the
gloss is problematic here! [Is this a tag question or a
negative question?) {(Babner-Grant 1929, «7, 70)
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affirmative and alternative ones. In our sample, as the comparison
of the two lists shows, every language except for one (ROTUMAN; i.e.

8 out of 9) that have affirmative metatags also have negative metatags;

{Footnote 8 continued)

FINNISH: eikd niin 'not-is-question so''; after affirmative state-
ment: sina menet, eikd niin 'You are going, right?';
after negative statement: sina et menet, eikd niin
'"You are not going, right?' (Russell Ultan, p.c.)

FRENCH: n'est-ce pas ''not-is not''; after affirmative statement:
Vous avez lu le livre, n'est-ce pas? 'You have read the
book, right?'; after negative statement: Vous n'avez
pas lu le livre, n'est-ce pas? 'You haven't read the book,
right?'!

*FULANI:  naa "not'; after affirmative statement: na nde lisa naa
"It is Jesus, isn't it?' (Steanes 1961, 55, but Klingenheben
1963, 246 glosses this type of question as a neutral one,
e.g. 2a wari na 'Bist du gekommen?'); after negative
statement: {no example found)

GERMAN: nicht {wahr) ''not {true)'’; after affirmative statement:

Du hast geschlafen, nicht wahr? 'You slept, didn't you?';
after negative statement: Du hast nicht geschlafen, nicht
wahr ? "You didn't sleep, did you?'

GREBO: hésea 'or-lie-question' {(conjectured etymology!); after
affirmative statement: ) duda bla h€sea 'He pounded rice,
didn't he?'; after negative statement: 3 yida bla du hésea
'He didn't pound rice, did he?' {Innes 19606, 108)

GUJARATIL: ne '"not'; after affirmative statement: e awyo chene 'He
has come, hasn't he?' (Catdona 1964, 238); ufter negative
statement: (no example found)

HAUSA: ba ’'not"; after affirmative statement: ka ze ba '"you-have
come not?'; after negative statement: bhar yansu b2 ku
"until now not you-have left not?'" (Kraft 1963, [, 168)

HUNGARIAN: 22112__(}.&%5) "not {true)}"; after affirmative statement:

ettel, nem (igaz) 'You have caten, haven't you?';
after negative statement: nem ettél, nem. 'You have
not eaten, have yocu?'

ILONGOT: (qed)be:t "(not) question’; after affirmative statement:
pilipinu siya, {qed)be:t '"Philippine is, {not) question"
'She is Philippine, isn't she?'; after negative statement:
gawana quberi ma gansiN, (qed)be:t ''not pretty the dress
{(not) question” '"The dress isn't pretty, is it?' (Michelle
Rosaldo, p.c.)
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and for ROTUMAN there is no evidence to exclude the possibility,

This implicational relationship also appears to hold for resumptive

tags: the only languages that have been found to have both affirmative

(Footnote 8 continued)

#“[TALIAN:

no '"no'; after affirmative statement: fa bello oggi, no

‘It is a beautiful day, isn't it?' (Rabel 1961, 64f); after
negative statement: (no example found)

JAMAICAN CREOILE: no "not'’; after affirmative statement: im gaan

“KANNADA:

“KHASI:

*LATVIAN:

*MALAY:

PANJABI:

SPANISH:
“SWAHLLL:

TAGALOG:

arcdi, no 'She has gone already, hasn't she?';
after negative stalement: Jan no waan go, no
'John doesn't want to go, does he?' (Bailey,
1966, 535)

alla 'not'; after affirmative statement: kopegu

bandyalld 'You have come at last, haven't you?'

(Bright 1958, 48; he says it is a rhetorical question;

cp. also Spencer 1914, 154); after negative statement:

(no examplé found)

Zeen 'no'; after affirmative statement: wa phii la da san

katnikatni, ®cen "O, you have grown up so much, haven't

you? ' (Rabel 190], 64f); after negative statement: (no

example found)

vai ne ''or not'; after affirmative statement: maéte ir

istata, vai ne 'Mother is in the room, isn't she?'

{Lazdina 1900, 35); after negative statement: (no

example found)

bukan '"not (is}" (”); after affirmative statement: tuan

saudaagar, bukan ''you salesman, no" 'You are a sales-

man, aren't you? ' {K&#hler 1965, ¢l); after negative

‘statement: {(no ex ample found)

na 'not'; after affirmative statement: _gr?i SLI’:}.. 'He

went, didn't he?'; after negative statement: o ngi si gr. ra

na 'He didn't go, did he? ' ((iill and Gleason 1903, Zf.mtf)

no es verdad ''not is true”

Sivo "no'l; after affirmative statement: mume stara,
siyo '"A husband is a protector, isn't this the case? "
(k_ loss 1907, 113); after pegative statement: (no exam-

ples found)

hindi ba not question'; after affirmative statement:

)lya ang plhpmu, hmdl ba 'She 1s a Filipino, isn't

she?’ (How: n 1905, 20); arter negative statement:
hindi inaganda ang damit, hindi ba  'The dress isn't

pu,ny is 1t 7! (l-uwvnl‘)n; 25)
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and negative resumptive tags are ENGLISH and KIWAI; FINNISH,
SWISS GERMAN and THAI have negative ones only. The only TAMIL,
example of a resumptive tag is affirmative, however, All in all, the
availability of resumptive tags in any language generally implies the
existence of metatags; and the availability of affirmative tags generally
implies that of negative tags.

Of our six '"paradigmatic” types of tags, three are amenable to
classification into the types resumptive and meta: these are the ones
which contain some predicate-type constituent and thus can be attributed
affirmation value to. These are the affirmative, the negative and the
alternative type, Let us now see whether the resumptive -meta dichotomy
could be made meaningful for the other three types: disjunctional, pro-

nominal and interjectional. First we will list our examples for each.

Disjunctional tags, i.c. ones consisting of a single disjunctive

connective 'or' have been observed in BENGALI, GERMAN, THAI and
YORUBA.:

BENGALIL: na in simple (i.e. not alternative) question: kal asbo, na

'l shall come tomorrow, right?' (Hudson 1965, 34); na in

{Footnote 8 continued)
METATAG QUESTIONS WITH ALTERNATIVE TAGS
CHINESE: shi bu shi "is not is", dii bu dii "correct not correct”,
xing bu ;17;13; "possible not possible”, héq_ﬁu hao ''good
not good™; after affirmative statements: ni Wi kai che,
shi bu shi 'You can drive a car, can't you?' (Vicky Shu,
p.c.); after negative statement: _t_é_lméi mai hudn yifu, dui
bu dii "she still not change clothes, correct not correct"
"She still hasn't changed clothes, isn't it right?' (Elliot,
1965, 97f)
HUNGARIAN: igaz vagy nem igaz ‘‘true or not true'; after affirmative
statement: eftél, igaz vagy nem igaz 'You have eaten,

11ght’7 oaflter negatwe statement: nem (,Ncl igaz vapy
nem 1ga4 '"You haven't eaten, right? '

VIETNAMESE: (co)Ehm khong '({is)-correct is-not” (Hda 1957, 64()
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disjunction: apni ¢a na kophi can 'Do you want tea or
coffee? ' (Dabbs 1965, sub na); (na, however, is also a
negator; cp. ami jani na 'l don't know' (Dabbs 1965,
sub na)

GERMAN (also SWISS GERMAN): oder in simple question: Die sind
doch wirklich ungewbhnlich, oder? (Willy Brein: Der

Mann meiner Frau, Rororo Taschenbuch, 1968, p. 103.
Mrs. Edith Moravcsik called this sentence to my attention.);

oder in disjunction: Das ist Butter oder Margarin?

THAL _r_r"_ in simple question: k'un pay ri k'rap ''you go or (polite-

man-speaking)'" 'You are going?!; 3_{ in disjunction: tg cd piy
ri may piy 'you will go or not go' 'Will you go or won't you?'
(Voegelin 1965, 33ff; cp. also Haas 1948, 352; Campbell 1962,
8l; Chaiyaratana 1961, 109-114).

YORUBA: See p. 92 above. 9

Pronominal tags have been observed in the following languages:
ENGA: sentence plus péde aip§ "or what" (Lang 1970, 186)
ENGLISH: Good show, what?

GERMAN: Das wa're} scht!n, was? '"it would-be nice, what'" 'It would

be nice, wouldn't it?'
HUNGARIAN: Jo lenne, mi? ''good it-would-be, what'" 'It would be

nice, wouldn't 11?'

TAGALOG: hindi mayaman si Joe, ano ''not rich the Joe what!" 'John

isn't rich, is he?' {Bowel 1965, 27)10

— e

AMHARIC wiy and KONSO h&la, both disjunctives. are also said

to occur as tags.

1o AZERBAIJANI has a question type where the interrogative marker

is, at least forinally, identical with a relative wh worrd: _]E_\l_/'i_l_ 'who,
which, that' and similar to the interrogative kirn 'who? ', This particle
is said to be added to some sentence consituent in order to imply that the
answer is known. ({llouseholder and Lotii 1965, 88),

Q
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Interjectionél tags have been observed in ENGLISH and in

HUNGARIAN  {Jo, hm? 'It is good, huh?). Since these-tags have

no affirmation value, they appear to fall outside the domain of our
classification. One might, of course, decide that these 'or’'-s (and
'what-s) are simply adverbs, such as really and others that turn neu-
tral questions into biased one; but in this case the relationship of parti-
cles with alternative structure would be obscured. On the other hand,

it also appears that these questions, even if they lack any expression of
affirmation value, can still be classified into our two types on a seman-
tic basis. As an example, let us take SWISS GERMAN. Qder may tol-

low both affirmative and negative statements; cp. Er ist en Amerikaner,

oder? and Er ist n8t en Amerikaner, oder? {'He is an American, isn't

he?' and 'He is not an American, is he?’, respectively). It is also the
case that the first question is synonymous with the following more

complete paraphrase: Er ist en Amerikaner, oder ndt 7, but that oder

ndt? is ungrammatical if attached to a negative statement: *Er ist ndt

en Amerikaner, oder ndt?; the fuller paraphrasc for the tag question

with the negative statemen: in it would be Er ist n8t en Amerikaner,

oder ist er? (Mrs. Rita Moravesik, p.c.). This suggests that SWISS
GERMAN oder is in fact a tag and that it belongs to the resumptive type.
Since BENGAILI and THAI informants have not been available, these con-
structions remain unclassified -- but not in principle unclassifiable .
The same criterion of paraphrasability could be applied to classify
tag questions involving ‘what' and tag questions involving interjections.
Having thus listed syntactic and lexical properties of tags both taken
by themselves and also as compared with their main sentences, we will
mention two more facts before turning to the guestion of explanation.
Both of these concern comparing tags with other syntactic constructions.

First, affirmative and negative tags -- whether resumptive or meta ==~
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can also be characterized as, in a declarative form, all being possible
answers to the question. This holds for ENGILISH ‘1:_1511_3 (compare You
have known this all along, right? -- Right.}), FRENCH non, HUNGARIAN

igaz vagy nem igaz ''true or not true', and YIDDISH neyn, -- in other words, both
for affirmative and for negative tags (whether resumptive or meta), for
alternative tags and also for interjectional ones {not for disjunctional
and pronominal ones, however). Note also ENGLISH and HUNGARIAN
kuh and unhuuh (e.g. You like this, huh? Unhuuh. )“ Second, yes-no

questions are not the only constructions that have tags: imperatives is
another such construction, and, in fact, the only other one.

Our observations about tag questions ¢an be sumimarized as follows:
1. semantics: biased questions; tag redundaut

Z. syntactic structure: sentences consisting of main sentence and tag

sentence
A. main sentence: non-alternative declarative sentence
B. tag sentence: structure: a yes-no question
kinds: paradigmaltically: affirmative
negative
alternative
disjunctional
pronominal
interjectional
syntagmatically: resumptive (contains
some lexical material from main sentence, usually opposite affirmation
value but at least never negative after a negative statemment and never

alternative; always truncated and always sentence-final)

H See also VIETNAMESE, where Ehgi is 'ves' and pbai khg is a tag;
and THAIL, Chaiyavatana 195t, 115, The isomorphism is nol complete,
however, in some laaguages. Not all answer words can be used as tags,
in ENGLISH for instance: right can, bul yes only idiolectically. On the
other hand, not all tags can be used as answer words: in GERMAN nicht
is a tag, but the corresponding answer word is nein.

O
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meta (lexically and with
respeét to affirmation-value independent from main sentence; often
truncated and often sentence-final)
distribution of different types within languages: existence of affirm-
ative tags implies existence of negative tags
existence of resump-
tive tags generally impiies existence of metatags
‘What is required of an é.ccount of tag questions is that it explains,
ideal‘ly, all of these facts, and that the formalism involved is independ-
ently motivated., We wil} next survey various proposed solutions and then

consider a new one,

4,2.2 Previous accounts. As Huddleston pointsmc}_ur (1%5), accounts
of tag questions fall into two .cla.sses: those that derive tagged questions
from one underlying sentence and those that derive them fromn two. Since
tag questions superficially consist of a full and truncated sentence, a
one-sentence base will have to be complemented by a copying rule and
a two-sentence base by a deletion rule. Two specific suggestions fall
into the '"copying approach': that of Klima's {1964) and one raised about
accepted in Stockwell 1968, Klima has an optional rule (pp. 263{f} which
derives tag question from the underlying structure of neutral yes-no
questions by having a transformation add, in effect, the tag. The Stock-
well version {p. 648) also involves a copying rule with the difference
that tag-questions-to-be are so marked in the underlying structure.

The other solution that the Stockwell grammar suggests falls within
the other class where the base consists of two sentences and involves
bdeletion. Tag questions are represented as consisting of a staternent;

e.g. John left, didn't he? comes from John left; did John leave or didn't

John leave?. The fact that the main sentence and the tag have opposite

affirmation values is then accounted for by the operation of a deletion
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'
rule which deletes that part of the alternative question which agrees

in affirmation value with the statement (e. g. did John leave above).

All three of these accounts have serious deficiencies even if con-
sidered as theories of tag questions only and in ENGLISH only. Klima's
account is inadequate in that it does not assign an underlying structure
to tag questions which is different from the underlying structure of
neutral questions (as pointed out in Stockwell 1968, ¢46). The
Stockwell '"copying'' account, on the other hand, assigns a deep struc-
ture to tag questions which is completely diffe:rent from that of neutral
yes-no questions; in particular, whereas neutral questions have an
alternative statement in their base, tag questions have a non-alternative
statement only. Besides, neither of these two accounts can derive em-
bedded questions with tags (as pointed out by Stockwell 1968, II, 649 and
Huddleston 1970, 216). These are points of crit.icism which apply even
if these accounts are to explain resumptive tags in ENGLISH only. Co-
pying rules of this sort become completely useless, of course, if we
also consider metatags, since these contain material which is not in
the main sentence; unless it is assumed that the performative includes
an IT IS TRUE-type conpponent and it is this frame that gets copied into
metatags. The declarative p’erformative would then be I SAY TO YOU
THAT IT IS TRUE THAT... and the question performative would be I
ORDER YOU TO TELI, ME EITHER THAT IT 1S TRUE THAT X OR
THAT IT IS NOT TRUE THAT X. Independent reasons for such a claim,
however, are yet to be found. Disjunctive, pronominal and interjectional
tags are completely heyond the scone of acopying rule. Altogether, the
copying approach is rejected in that it provides for a minute class of
tags only even in its more advanced Stockwell-version, it does this by
assuming a unique deep structure -- a reflection, in effect, of the state-
ment-plus-question surface gtructure -~ and a very specific rule, there-
by not relating the tag questions that it generates to any construction

ERIC
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other than what in fact they superficially consist of.

The ''deletion proposal' in Stockwell 198 (I[,‘ £47ff) has the advan-
tage that it assumes X OR NOT-X as part of the deep structure of tag
questions thereby relating them to neutral yes-no questions. It also has the
adventage that itisby a non-disjunctive statement that neutral and tag questions
are made to differ from each other which seems semantically plausible
as it was pointed out above. Also, it has the virtue of attempting to
explain opposite affirmation value in terms of an independently motivated
rule type: identity deletion. On the other hand, it has the drawback of
positing a deletion rule identity conditions for which are hard to specify
{as pointed out in Stockwell loc. cit.) and which is obligatory. Further-
more, it again cannot be used to derive non-resumptive tags, unless the
above-mentioned IT IS TRUE frame is posited for every sentence, in
which case negative metatags could be generated (the non-alternative
statemeﬁt would be framed by IT IS TRUE and the alternative would be
perhaps IS IT TRUE OR IS IT NOT TRUE where IS IT TRUE would \mder'go
identity deletion with 1S IT NOT TRUE remaining, yielding n'est-ce pas

etc.) but not affirmative or alternative metatags. Disjunctional, pronom-
inal and interjectional tags are again beyond the reach of this approach.

An additional observation to destroy the credjt of the two-sentence ap-

proach is the following. Apparently, there is no pcssible conjunction

, 12
that may stand between the main sentence and the tag in a tag question,

Sentences such as ENGLISH You haven't seen him, or have you?
which do have an or before the 'tag' are thus differentiated from tag
questions. We may call these afterthought question. Not only are they
semantically distinct from tag questions, but also intonationally in that
a pause occurs before the "tag'. They also differ from tag questions in
that deletion in the ''tag'' is not obligatory; c¢cp. You haven't seen him --
or have you seen him? It should also be noted that only affirmative and
negative resumptive tags, but not metatags, alternative,disjunctional,
pronominal and interjectional tags have ''afterthought' counterparts.
The only example of an alleged tag question where there was a connective--
'or' -- between the main sentence and the tag was found in LATVIAN:
mate ir istabd, vai ne 'Mother is in the room, isn't she?' (Lazdina .
1966, 35), but, given the general unreliability of glosses given in gram-
mars. it may in fact be an aftzrthovght question.

Q
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Whether the relationship of the two sentences is to be represented as
paratactic or hypotactic, the obligatory asyndeton observed in all lan-
guages of the sample and thus possibly being 4 universal phenomenon
would strike one as unique considering other paratactic and hypotactic
sentence c:ormections.13 For tagged imperatives, too, accounts of two
kinds have been proposed: ones starting with a two-sentence base
(compare Arbini 1969) and ones starting with a one-sentence base {cp.
Stockwell 1968, 688-90), Besides deficiencies of both types taken
by themselves {for a critical account, see Stockwell loc. cit.), itis
important to note that none of them are also capable of deriving tag
questions. No theory has been proposed, in other words, which would
account both for tagged questions and tagged imperatives.

Given such a state of affairs, it is understandable that the three'."'
latest summaries of-tag-accounts -- Huddleston's of 1969, and the ones
in Stockwell 1968, one on imperative tags (688-90) and one on ques-
tion tags (645-49) -- reject all theories that have been suggested, includ-

ing their own speculations.

4.2.3 One more alternat_i_} ~ awccount. Next we will outline one

additional possibility which has not been proposed before. This account
is also deficient in many respccts and it is also sketchy; yet, it appears
more general in scope than those mentioned above in that it relates tag
questions to other syntactic constructions to which they in fact bear
observable resemblance. The gist of the proposal is that in tag ques-
tions the main sentence is tu be represented as a yes-no question and
the tag as the questioned form of an answer to the main sentence. That

is to say, the main sentence in It is spring, isn't.it? comes from an

underlying queslion pavaphrasable as [s it spring or isn't it; | suggest

it is. and the tag from questioning one of the possible answers [t isn't.

o a—— ———

This is noted for imperative tags in Stockwell 1968, 1I, 690,
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Indication that this account may be right is constituted by some of
the observations we made above, as well as some other facts.
1. Some affirmative, negative, alternative and interjectional- tags are
identical with answers to yes-no quesfions, except for the fact that they
are in an interrogative form.
2. The only other construction that occurs with tags attached to it,
imperatives, is also the only other construction (apart from greetings)
that more or less requires answers. According to this account, both
tagged imperatives and tag questions have the same structure: they con-
sist of an answer-eliciting sentence -- an imperative and a question,
respectively -~ and the questioned form of a possible answer to this
sentence, which is equally semantically redundant in both constructions:

compare Open the window (will you?)! This glass is yours (isn't it?)?

3. The connection between the main sentence and the tag is asyndetic.
In this respect this relationship is identical with the asyndetic relation-
ship between questions and answers.

4. To interpret tags as answers would also make it possible to conceive

of John as a tag in the following wh question: Who came, John?, since

John is a possible answer to the question Who came? Thus the distri-
butional gap that wh questions, as opposed to yes-no question,do not have
tags would be closed.

5. The prevailing sentence-final position of tags would be accounted

for by claiming tags to be answers, since answers follow their questions.

14 This also hrlds for some adverbs which are used to suggest one

or the other answer, e.g. really and indeed in ENGLISH and igazan
'really' in HUNGARIAN.

‘Note also other comparable asyndetic relationships such as
between affirmation word and answer sentence (Yes, [ did.) and extra-
posed nounphrase and sentence (John, he is my friend.)
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On the other hand, it is not clear how disjunctional and pronominal
tags could be accomodated in this theory. Besides, it does not explain
why the main sentence, a question in this account, must be superficially

a non-alternative declarative sentence, i.e. why %*Did you see him, didn't

you?, for instance, is ungrammatical in all languages. It also does not
explain why in resumptive tag questions we often find opposite affirmation
values, as it does not explain obligatory truncation, either. The implica-
tional relationship of different types that we observed within languages
also remains unaccounted for.

Besides these empirical deficiencies, it is not clear how the idea
that tags are questioned answers is to be represented. The tag part
would presumably be represented as a regular yes-no question, i.e.
with a request and an alternative underlying, and the same rules that
derive alternative qﬁestions. affirmative questions and negative questions
in general would also derive those that serve as tags. But how about the
main sentence? Are questionsbthat have the superficial structure' of a
declarative sentence underlain by an alternative in addition to a non-
alternative statement? Since no intrasentential s-yntactic use could be
made of an underlying alternative, the only reason to assume this would
be that it functions as a question i.e. as a class utterance and, as the

. possibility of answering it either by an affirmative or a negative state-
ment shows, it must, one might think, in some way incorporate both
possibilities on some level of representation. However, this argument --
essentially, that an underlying alternative is necessary in order to account
for the set of answers that can be given to such a question -- turns out
to be invalid in view of the fact that imperatives, too, can be answered
by both an affirmative and a negative statement, although there is no
reason whatever why one should posit for them an underlying structure
which incorporates hoth possible answers. Thus, the question as to how
to represent the main sentence in tag questions, and, along with them,
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any other ''statement-question', is left open.

4.3 Negative questions. Wherever information was available, it

was found that negative questions all share one semantic characteristic;
that the speaker thinks the state of affairs should be one corresponding
to the affirmative.alternative; i.e. the opposite of the possibility raised

in the question.16 Thus, Aren't you going? implies I think you should be

going. Some examples are given in the footnote.17

i )
g s

16 This was found stated for NUBIAN in Armbruster 1960, 406,

for YORUBA in Ward 1956, 117ff and Rowlands 1969, 35ff and for
Slavic languages in Vondrak 1928, 451.

17ARABIC (IRAQI}: muu 'not' is used in exclamatory and rhetorical
questions that suggest affirmative answer, e.g. muu l-gada fallaj '"not
lunch got-cold" 'Lunch has god cold!' (Erwin 1963, 330). For such
negative exclamatory-rhetorical questions compare also ENGLISH
Didn't { tell you not to go! or HUNGARIAN nem megmondtam! ''not told
I" 'Didn't I tell you!' {in contrast with nem mondtam meg 'not told
verbal-prefix'" 'Did I not tell you?')and CHINESE below. BURMESE:
ma - -phG 'not'; maPwibitgd 'Did he not go.' {cp. madwdbu 'He didn't
go.'and @wadé 'He went.') (Cornyn 1944, 13-14)

CHINESE: bu 'not'; nli bu p3dh laohiiu maa ‘'Aren't you afraid of
tigers? (of course, you are or should be)' (Chao 1965, 1075; Chao says:
""When the question contains a negative adverb, it is a rhetorical question
suggesting a reply to the contrary.' c¢p. also Elliot 1965, 93, 95, 108,109)

GERMAN: nicht 'not’; Sind Sie nicht ein Sozialist? 'Aren't you a
socialist?’ . - S

GUJARATI: -ne 'not'; questions involving -ne are glossed 'Is the
preceding so? ' with the suggested answer 'Yes, it is so.' (Cardona
1964, 149) .

HUNGARIAN: nem 'not'; nem 8rllsz 'Aren't you glad?'

KURKU: "la? usually in negative interrogations, with the expectation
of an affirmative reply i.e. the denial of the negation' (Drake 1903, 124)

LATVIAN: "A negative verb in an interrogative sentence generally
indicates that the speaker expects an affirmative answer. ' e.g. vai tu
negribi jat 'Will you not ride?’ ja es gribu 'Yes, [ will.' (Lazdina 1966,
88)

SCOTTISH GAELIC: from examples and comments in Carmody 1945,
215f it seems that negative yuestions expect affirmative answer,
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A theory of negative questions would Bave to explain the following
facts: that, in all languages, presumably, a sentence type which is a
question and which is negative has the meaning of a yes=no question
expressing also that the answer ought to be affirmative although he has
doubts that is will be such.

Since negative questions are yes-no questions, it follows that their
deep_structure should contain a request and a disjunctive statement.

The question is what else should it contain. = According to Stockwell 1968,

639¢, negative questions are to be derived from an affirmative

(Footnote 17 continued)
ILONGOT: gawan be:ta qungay ma maitedu ''not question corning
the teacher” !Isn't the teacher coming?' (Michelle Rosaldo, p.c.)}

Some additional cases have been found, where an element formally
identical with a negator appears in questions without the usual semantic
cffect. This is the case for AGTA hud. Healey (1960, 91f) declares hud
to be a question indicator as well as a negator. It is a ''question indica-
tor" in ﬁ{l hud ya danum_ 'there-is not ya water" 'Is there any water?"
{but for analogous examples 'There is no water, is there?' -~ type glosses
are given) and it is a negator in itta hud dandanum "There-is not plural-
water'' '"There is not a drop of water.' The same is true for JAQURU

-Si : it is described as having both the function of negator and that of
a question particle (Hardmann 1960, 100f). In order to decide whether
these cases constitute counterexamples to the generalization that negative
questions expect affirmative answers, one would have to know whether
there is anything peculiar about the distribution of these elements in ques-
tions as compared with the expected distribution of a negator. If it turns
out that these elements are distributed as negators should in questions,
then these questions are counterexamples. I[f they have some distribu-
tional peculiarity, then they could be regarded as question particles {and
one would also expect to find "genuine'' negative questions in the language).
Whereas [ have no decisive evidence of this sort for AGTA and JAQURU,
it may be pointed out that homophonous or historically related negators
and question particles do exist. [t was menticned above that CHINESE
ma, the question particle, appatently evolved {rom a negator, Wehr (1953)
;(;;its the opposite course of development for ARABIC mi, a negator in
today's language, believed to be derived from mi 'what?' via rhetorical
questions where mu was used cxpecting negative answers. Although it
may be coincidental, compare also the similarity between BURIAT dis-
junctive connective-and-quesiion particle gy and negative suffix _g\x_{ and
the homonymy of na in BENGALI, both meaning 'not' and 'or'.

Q

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI




- 157 -

statement which has in its adverbial node embedded an alternative

question; i.e. Didn't it rain? comes from [t rained, with Did it rain

or didn't it? embedded in it; and a subsequent deletion rule deletes both
copies of the affirmative sentences. The affirmative statement in the
pnderlying structure is presumably to account for the fact that the ques-
tioner thinks the answer should be affirmative. According to the Stockwell
grafnmar, the same underlying structure would serve for negative ques-
tions and tag questions with affirmative main sentences to be derived,

since they claim that they are synonymous, e.g. John jumped, didn't he?

and Didn't John jump? This claim about synonymy, however, appeérs

to be false. John jumped, didn't he? would be asked by a person who

thinks John jumped or ought to have jumped. Didn't John jump? however,

would be asked by a speaker who thinks John ought to have jumped but
there is something that makes him think he did not, in fact1.8 Thus, the
fact that the Stockwell grammar derives both tag questions with affirma-
tive statement and negative questions from the same underlying structure
makes at least one of these two derivations suspicious. Since, however, we have already
rejected the proposal that tag questions should be derived from this struc-
ture, we could accept their proposal about deriving negative questions
without making false claims about synonymy.

There is, however, an alternative proposal which has the advantage
of relating negative questions to some other sentence types. The draw-
back of this solution is that it requires a weaker linguistic theory witﬁin
which transformations are allowed to change meaning{9 The idea is that
negative questions be derived from alternative questions by simply delet-

ing the affirmative part, just as affirmative questions are derived from

18
F.W, Householder helped me see this point.

19 For independent motivation of such a theory, see Chomsky 1909,

Partee 1970.




- 158 -

alternative questions by deletion of the negative part. I[.e. both Was

it lightning?and Wasn't it lightning? would be derived from Was it

lightning or wasn't it lightning? Beside the problem of how to motivate

these deletion rules which was discussed before, there is also another
question. Whereas the affirmative question is synonymous with the alter-
native one, the negative question is not and the question is how the special
meaning of the negative questions is to be accounted for. The claim is
that a semantic interpretation rule working on the surface structure of

a negative question by itself would automatically yield the right ''reading'":
the fact that the question is a negative one implies that the speaker pre-

. supposes that the affirmative altc;rnative would be true. In its more gen-
eral form, the claim is that negation always presupposes contradiction

to an affirmative statement.

Evidence for this general claim is provided by the fact that negative

statements such as You are not going. and imperatives such as Don’t go!

imply, at least in some context, some reference to an affirmative state-

ment (such as Although you should be. and I know you would be inclined

to, respectively}. Thus, the fact that Didn't you go? implies I thought you

would. would be a simple corollary of this fact about negative sentence
in general,

It should be noted that negative sentences are not the only ones
which imply a contradiction to the opposite alternative. Emphatic
affirmative sentences achieve the same. Notice the following paral-
telism:

You are not going. (in one ''reading'') implies Although you should be.

You are going. (in one ''reading"} implies Although you shouldn't be.

Don't go! implies Although I know you feel inclined to.

Go! implies Although 1 know you do not feel inclined to,

Aren't you going ? implies [ think you should be.

20 A discussion with Elizabeth Traugott of these matters was very
heloful. For this claim, sec also Seiler 1952, 80.
¢
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Are you going? implies I think you shouldn't be,

et <ty

On the other hand, non-emphatic affirmative sentences such as You

are going., Go! and Are you going? do not imply any reference to the
are going.. MO , y

alternative possibiiity. The same phenomenon is shown by the fact

that negative and emphatic sentences are, but non-emphatic affirmative
sentences are not,appropriate discourse-opening ones. These observa-
tions, along with the ones made in 2.4.2, about the relationship of inter-
rogation, negation and emphasis, all argue for the assumption that
yes-no - interrogative, emphatic, and negative constructions all have

a contrastive X NOT-X type underlying structure. 2l

A deep structure which seems intuitively to correspond to the
idea that negative sentences somehow presuppose affirmative ones was
proposed by McCawley 1970, 1-2, where he claims that negative sentences
derive from a structure like the following: :

S s
NP V;P not NP VP
!
S v John ran
AN
John ran not

=ttt

This deep structure finds direct reflection in sentences of STANDARD
ENGLISH such as It is not the case that it rains. and sentences of
NEGRO ENGLISH of New York City such as It ain't no cat can't get in

no coop. (Labov 1970}
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5. Questions and answers are in a class-to-member relationship.

5.1 What is meant by the principle. What is meant by ''class-to-

member'' relationship is that the answer is a member of the class of
sentences its question represents.

Some evidence for the usefulness of this principle is indicated by
the fact that certain kinds of answers, to both binary choice and wh
questions, that are felt to be semantically unsatisfactory by speakers of
the language are in fact branded as unacceptable by this principle. More-
over, it seems that even degrees of semantic inadequacy of answers as
felt by the speaker correspond to the degrees to which answers fall short
of this requirement, '

Some such pseudo-answers do share assumptions with their questions,
but they fail to restrict the set of choices offered. Some of these just
restate that set, e.g.:

Who did it ? Someone did it. or

Did you see John? I either saw John or I didn't. (making no choice)

Perhaps. / I don't know. {making no choice and
- pleading ignorance)

Yes and no. (making a compatibility claim; cp.
Strawson 1952, 17f)

Another group of answers failing to be more specific even enlarge the

set of choices e.g. Who did you see? What [ saw was either a person

or a piece of furniture.; Did John do it? Someone did it. Other pseudo-

answers fail not only to restrict the choices offered but also to share

assumptions such as Who drank the milk? No one drank it. or Have you

s2en Mike's pocketnife? Mike has no pocketknife. or such as answers

. L For some discussion of what is a proper answer, see Katz and Postal
1964, 85, 90f, 94f, 113ff; Elliot 1965, 10lff; Langendoen 1969, 125; Steinmann
1959; Katz 1968; Langacker 1909, ch. III; Horn 1969, 98f; Chomsky 1969;
Pope 1970; LLang 1970, 195ff; Baker ch. III; Fillinore 1969, 220f; Jespersen
1924, 219, 292, 295; Churchill 1970, That Sanders clairns that answers are
in a member-to-class relationship with their questions is clear from the
fact that he explains question-answer order by the genus-before-species
nrder rule (1967, 154).
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expressing lack of interest (Don't bother me.) These answers that

fail to share assumptions with their questions are felt to be even more
frustrating than the ones mentioned above and this difference is paral-
-lelled by the fact that whereas the above-mentioned answers are included
but not properly included in their questions, the scope of these does not
even overlap with that of their questions.

In the light of some other deviant answers, it seems that the
requirement for proper answers should be more restricted. If all that
there is to it were that answers have to be more specific than their ques—'
tions, then answers in the following discourses would be judged adequate:

Who did you see? [ saw someone last night.

Did you see John? I either saw John in the garden, or I didn't.
In fact, these are inadequate answers in spite of the fact that they mani-
fest subclasses of the classes referred to in the question. This is because
the additional specification is not effected with respect to the category
that is requested to be made more specific. Thus, a more precise for-
mulation of the principle is that member-to-class reiétionship is required
for the queried category as referred to in the answers, compared with
its mention in the question; and, otherwise, contents of questions and
answers must be identical,

In the face of some additional unsatisfactory answers, even this
modified version of the requirement seems not restrictive enough. Con-

sider the following discourses: Who did it? A girl did it.

Did he go home, or tc his office, or to

his sister’s place? He either went home or to his sister's place. For

2
some speakers, at least, such answers are unsatisfactory; at any rate,
they are certainly less satisfactory to perhaps everybody's taste than

the respective Jean did it. and He went home. Thus the requirement

Professor Householder called my attention to the unsatisfactoriness
of such answers to wh questions.
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that answers should refer to specific members of the classes may have
to be added,

The principle seems useful not only in excluding answers as inade-
quate that are felt to be such, but also in characterizing semantically
satisfactory answers as adequate ones. Some simple examples can be
givern for such answers to ENGLISH wh questions:

Who did you see? I saw John.

Where are you going? [ am going for a walk.

While it is fairly easy to test the principle with respect to wh ques-
tions and their answers, it is less easy to do so for binary choice
questions. This is because the class of choices offered in wh questions
is alw;ays superficially manifested by a generic term (e.g. who? standing

for x or y or z...) and thus testing the hypothesis is simply to compare

the scope of this generic term with the corresponding constituent in the
answer. There is no such generic term, however, for the two possibil-
ties x and not-x to be subsumed under in the surface structure of binary
choice questions: at best, the possibilities are enumerated (Did you or
didn’t you?) and often that isn't so, either (Did you go?}‘.3 Therefore,
when in the following pages we are trying to test this principle for binary
choice questions, what answers will have to be compared with is the
"é.bstract structure of their questions as we have understood thém in the
light of their surface shbape and in the lipht of less direct evidence of

various sorts as presented in this paper.

That the class of choices in wh questions is represented by an
interrogative pronoun, hut the class of choices in binary choice questions
is represented by one of the two alternatives involved (e.g. Who did it?
stands for X or y or z did it? and Did you do it? stands for Did you do it
or did you not do it?}) also shows that the relationship between the choices
raised in the two types of questions is not the same. For wh questions,
the choices are of ‘equal status, wharecas in binary choice questions one of
the two, the negative, is pechaps "mavked' ag opposed to the affirmative
which is then unmarked and tlms able to stand for the other as well {(just
as man may stand for men and women etc,). For a proposal and some
flzvidence for who bcing a reduced (-l—i-s-_—innctive set, see Langendoen 19u9,

25).
)
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In surveying adequate answers to binary choice questions in
various languages, the hypothesized principle will be taken to have
gained support if the abstract representation of such answers turns
out to be included in the abstract representation of their questions
as posited on independent grounds. If we find some semantic or syn-
tactic types of standard answers whose underlying structure does not
seem to be includable in the underlying structure of their question,
this will count as countercvidence against the principle.

It should be noted that cross-linguistic evidence on this point,
as on any other aspect of discoursge structure, is difficult to glean
from language descriptions and the general, let alone universal, valid-

ity of our conclusions is even more doubtful here than elsewhere.

5.2 Answers to affirmative questions. Affirmative questions,
unless modified by special adverbs or special stress and intonation
patterns, express no suggestion that one rather than the other of the

two possibilities offered should be given as an answer. They are in
this sense neutral.4

Answers to affirmative questions are either a/ an affirmative
statement {(or some part of it) that is identical with the question except

that it is a declaration (Did you go? I went.}; or a negative statement

that is the negated declarative counterpart of the question (Did you go?
I didn't.). b/ one of these affirmative or negative statements preceded

by an affirmator such as no (henceforth referred to as negator, with

4 The only possible bit of counterevidence found is in Chao 1965
(1075) where he claims that affirmative questions in CHINESE imply
'slight or considerable doubt' about an affirmative answer, as opposed
to alternative questions which are completely neutral. Elliot 1965, 90,
however, says that affirmative questions in CHINESE are neutral.
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+ the term affirmator to cover both affirmator proper and negator)
(Did you go? Yes, 1did./ No, I didn't.}) c/ an affirmator by itself
(Did you go? Yes./No.}

Maybe all languages have a/ What languages differ on with respect
to this type of answer is conditions on deletion and substitution. (Com-

pare ENGLISH Did you eat? I didn't. with the lack of the possxbxhty of

such pro- -verbial substxtutton in GERMAN and most other languages )

Some languages do, others do not have answer types b/ and ¢/; but
perhaps all that have either of these have the other as well.

In trying to teét the hypothesis about the requirement of mem-ber-
to-class relationship, ‘the first thing to consider is that answers are
statements, whereas questions are questions. If the hypothesis is true,
then question structures must at some level be represented as containing
statements. The performative hypothesis is consistent with this require-
ment in that the interrogative performative I CORDER YOU TO SAY includes
the question performative I SAY TO YOU.

Since negative answers are possible answers to affirmative questions,
the hypothesized principle is true only if the structure of affirmative ques-
tions includes not only an affirmative but also a negative statement. Since
it was discussed above that there is all kinds of independent evidence to
show that this assumption about an X OR NOT-X underlying component
is necessary, the hypothesis is supported to this extent.

What about affirmators, such as yes and no? If these are parts of
answers, and if the member-to-class requirement is to be true, then
affirmators must also be present in question structures. While this
suggestion will be taken up later in this study, some evidence will be
presented here to show that affirmators themselves are in a genus-
species relationship with the statements they accompany and thus even
if they are not overtly represented in question structures, the fact that

"they are there'' is shown by their statements '"being there''. Observations

EKC
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that make the assumption that yes and no are extraposed and abbreviated
copies, or pronouns, of their statements are the following :

a/ yes and no when accompanying a stat:-ment is always semantically
redundant and syntactically optional b yes and no may in some cases
substitute their statements ¢/ perhaps in all languages (but see
TIGRINYA, p. 124 ) these words ordinarily precede their statements,
rather than following or interrupting them -- a fact which would be
accounted for if affirmators were ''pronouns'' since then the same genus-
before-species rule that orders pronouns before their noun phrases

{cp. They prayed to Him, the Lord of the Universe. and *They prayed

to the Lord of the Universe, Him. 5) would order affirmators, too, before

their statements.

5.3 Answers to alterngtive questions. Alternative questions,

unless modified by special adverbs, stress, or intonation, are neutral
questions.

Of the three types of answers listed as possible to affirmative ques-
tions, only one -- a base statement by itself -- is a possible answer to
alternative questions: a base statement accompanied by an affirmator
and an affirmator by itself are not. 6 E.g.:

Are you listening or aren't you listening? I am.

I am not.
“Yes, [ am.

No, I am not.

*Yes,

*No.

> J.H. Greenberg called my attention to this kind of ordering of

coreferential pronouns and noun phrases in ENGLISH.

This point, as an unresolved problem, is pointed out in Stockwell
et al. 1968, 643.
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This point should be noted all the more since it throws considerable
doubt on the 'pronominal character' of the affirmators. If yes and no
stood for an affirmative and a negative statement, the same way as
ENGLISH he stands for male animate noun phrases, then alternative

questions should be able to be answered by yes or no.

5.4 Answers to tag questions. Ultan (1969, 50f) made a study

about the relationship between the affirmation value of the main sentence,
the affirmation rule of the tag in tag questions, and the suggested answer.
He concluded that at least for his sample of 27 languages (minus 2 dubious
cases) the suggested answer has the affirmation value of the main sentence.
In other words, of the two possibilities what is held to be likely is stated
{and what is held unlikely is questioned }.

Tag questions can be answered either by a statement, or by an
affirmator plus a statement, or by an affirmator by itself, just as it is
the case for affirmative questions. Thecre are three observations, how-
ever, that can be made about th: shape and distribution of the affirmators
in contrast with those after affirmative questions.

a/ In some languages, the affirmator proper used to answer a nega-
tive tag question (x.e. one where the main senter}ce\i_s_.A_iié‘gative) has a
differcnt shape from the one used to answer an affifﬂmtivc or an alter-
native question affirmatively. Somc of thense Tanguages nre FRENCH
(si, versus oui), GERMAN (g_q_g_}l. versus l{}), and HUNGARIAN (de igen,
versus igen). E.g. HUNGARIAN latod? igen 'Do you see it? Yes.'

» R . .
latod, nem? de igen "You see it, don't you?
Yes.'

4 .
?latod, nem? igcn

#1atod? de igen

Of these special altirmators GRRMAN doch, reaning also 'still' and

HUNGARIAN de igen "'but yes' are clearly adversative.
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b/ In answers to tag questions, and most clearly in affirmative
answers, some languages such as ENGLISH and HUNGARIAN have an
additional set of affirmators that cannot be used in answers to neutral --
i.e. affirmative or alternative -- questions. In ENGLISH, for instance,

besides You are going, aren't you? Yes, I am.

No, [ am not.

You are going, are you? Yes, [ am,

No, I am not.

there is also You are going, aren't you? (That's) right, I am.

You are not going, are you? (That's) right, 1 am not.

If we compare the affirmation values of such affirmators and the state-
ments that they accompany, it turns out that these affirmators are dis-
tributed differently from the yes-no type. While the yes-no typc affirm-
ator is always in agreement with its statement in affirmation value, the
right type is not necessarily.

c/ Compare now the case of TAGALOG with bisystemic ENGLISH.
In TAGALOG (see Bowen 1965, 17, 25) there are altogether two affirma-
tors, oo 'yes'and hindi 'no'. That is to say, in answers to questions
such as 'Are you a Filipino?' or 'Are you a Filipino or not?' or 'Are you
not a Filipino?' {or 'You are a Filipino, aren't you? '?}) oo pairs with the
affirmative statement 'l am. ' and hindi pairs with the negative statement

'l am not.' E.g. hindi ba si Eddie ang guwapo? Oo, guwapo si Eddie.

isn't Eddie handsonw? Yes, Fddie is handsome.' Consider, however,

the following discourse, where the question it a negative tag question.
what" }

not - question'!

'"The dress isn't pretty, is it?’

ano
. H ; H et o :
Q: hindi maganda ang darmt.{h.md_1 ba} ? not pretty is dress{

A: (bindi), maganda '(no), pretty' 'Yes, it is pretty.'

oo, hindi maganda ''yes, not pretty' 'No, it is not pretty.'
g y P p

TAGALOG thus resembles ENGIISH in that in both languages there are
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answers, where the alfirmator and the statement do agrce in affirmation
value and there are answers where they do not. The two languages dif-
fer in that in ENGLISH, negative tag quostions may be answered accord-
ing to either of the two systems and that in TAGALOG n..gative tag
questions must be answered according to the system where there is no
agreement; furthermore, that in ENGLISH affirmators differ in shape
depending on which system they belong to, whereas in TAGALGCG they
have the same shape.

‘What are the implications of these three observations concerning
our understanding of what affirinators are, and. more generally, con-
cerning the hypothesis of the class-to-member requirement? a/, b/,
and ¢/ equally show that the answerer is, in the éases illustrated, aware
of which answer the speaker suggests should be given and he taylors his
answer in relation to that, rather than just making "objective™ i, e.
context-independent, statements, Our previous guess, therefore, that
affirmators are a kind of pronominal abbreviations of their statements
needs revision. Leaving alone the doch type affirmator referred to in
a/, it now seems that there are two types of affirmators: one kind that
is just a summary of the answerer's opinion per se, and the other which
is the summary of how the answerer relates to the questioner's sugges-
tion. The first kind, by definition, always agrees in affirmation value
with the statement and it exists both in answering neutral and in answer-
ing prejudiced questions. The second kind does not necessarily agree in
atfirmation value with its statement. 'If the question is negative, then
an affirmator word will pair with a negative statement and a negator with
an affirmative statement. This second system exists, by definition, only
in answers to prejudiced questions, i.e. where the speaker does make
some suggestions,

The fact that the second system does exist -- i.e. that the speaker's
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suggestion can be "agreed" or “disagreed with" {notice that affirmators
that work according to the second system are optionally paraphrasable
{(or can be supplemented) by I agree', 'I disagree') is an additional
argument for representing the speaker's suggestion by an underlying
statement, since presumably only statements and not questions can be
agreed or disagreed with.

It is interesting to notice that the two types of answers that we have
distinguished appear to correspond to the two types of tags dfferentiated
in 4. 2. Our "first type' of answer corresponds to resumptive tags both
in lexical material and also in that they have a structured correspondance
with the affirmation value of their statemients: resumptive tags are of
opposite affirmation value and "resumptive answers'' are of the same
affirmation value as their statements. QOur 'second type' of answer
corresponds to meta tagé in lexical material 7 and also in that there is
no structured relationship between their affirmation value and that of

their statements.

7Some examples of affirmators that are morphologically analysable’
as an existential or copulative verb or a verb of saying {plus something
else) are the following:
AGTA: bakkan 'no' "it isn't' (Healey 1960, 90)
AMHARIC: ya8llam 'no' 'there isn't'", "t is not'" (Obolensky et al.
1964, 14, Dawson 1960, 132)
GREEK (ANCIENT): u phémi ‘no' "I don't say"
CHINESE: b shir 'no’ 'not be'; bd hau 'no' "not-good' (Swadesh
1948, 14; cp. also Elliot 1965, 99)
KANNADA: illa 'no' '"that which deoesn't exist'' (also "or'", as
BENGALI na!) (Bright 1958, 41; Bright et al. 19060, 133)
SWAHILI: hapana ™mo' 'is not' (also in UP-COUNTRY SWAHILI,
Breton 1951, 26}); ndeya 'yes', siya 'mo' are copulative
forms; cp. Closs 1967) )
In AZERBAIJANI and in TURKISH the negative existential verb may serve
as a negative answer {TURKISH yok, AZERBAIJANI Xgi‘.)'
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You are going, aren't you?

You aren't going, are you?

You are going, right?

You aren't going, right?

(You are going, aren't you/

right? } Yes., [ am.

No, ! am not.

{You aren't going, are you/
right?) Yes, [ am,

No,

I am not.

(You are going, aren't you/
right?) Right, I am.

? That's not the
I am not.

case,

(You aren't going, are you/
right?) ?That's not the
case, l am.

Right,v I am not.

respective affirimation
value of statement and tag:
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Since the two types of answers correspond to the two types of tags

in distribution with respect to affirmation value and in lexical material,

there is reason to include answer-type elecments in the structure of sues-

tions, in order to account for tag questions and to this extent our find-

u2amiaq dsuoe{aI PLINIONILS

ings about how tag questions are answered support the proper includability

requirement.

As a comment on the correlation of tags and affirmators, it should

be noted that alternative questions have neither tags nor single-affirnmator

answers.

There is little that can be said about the comparative cross-lingunistic




distribution of metatags and meta answers. Both may be universally
available, so that the resumptive systems would then be only '"secondary"
systems in those languages where they exist at all. Note that there is
no cooccurrence restriction between the type of tag and type of answer
used, as is obvious from the above chart.

It is interesting to note that the two types of tags and answers appear
to exist for imperative tags and their answers as well, in ENGLISH and

HUNGARIAN, e.g. Don't go, will you/all right? (?)

No, I won't.

Right, [ won't.

Apparently binary choice interrogative and imperative structures arc the
only ones that can have tag58 and that can have affirmator-type answers,
which is an additional bit of evidence for the relationship of tags and
atfirmators, as well as of interest for the hypothesis that inter~ .gative
structures are at some abstract level imperative structures. (For a
structural comparison of interrogative and iir perative tags in ENGLISH,

see Arbini 1969.)

5.5 Answers to negative questions. As was stated above, all

negative questions that have been found described or exemplified in
language descriptions consulted are prejudiced questions; and wlhat is
suggested to be the answer is the affirmative counterpart of what is in
the question.

The composition of answers given to negative questions is the same
as that of those given to affirmative questions: a statement by itself,

or an affirmator by itself, or both; except that some languages lack an

Furthermore, tag questions with a statement part that involves
a future verb and a second person subject may be synonymous with
imperative tag constructiors; ¢.g. You will do this, won't you? is
synonymous, in one »f its meanings, with Do this, will yon?, just as

——— e et o, et

their statement parts by themselves may also be synonyinous.
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affirmator as it will be exempiified below. As for the shape and dis-
tribution of affirmators used to answer negative questions, there are
again a number of peculiarities that leap to the eye if one compares
them with affirmators used to answer affirmative questions.

a/ difference in completeness of inventory. In HARARI and CHANA,

there is an affirmator and a negator in answers to affirmative questions,
but there is no proper affirmator (although there is a negator) in answers
to negative questions, regardless whether this proper affirmator were

to accompany a statement ~r to constitute an answer by itself (lL.eslau
1962). The affirmator used to answer affirmative questions doesn't seem
to be used in answers to negative questionsin GALLA either, but these
data are to be checked. No language has been found, however, where
the system is lopesided the other way, i.e. where the inventory of affirm-
ators is complete in answers to negative questions but incomplete in
answers to affirmative questions. This is perhaps parallelled by the
preferred avoidance of the proper affirmator in answers to negative
questions and to negative tag questions as a sole answer; cp. Did you go?

Yes. but ?Didn't you go? Yes, and ? You didn't go, did you? Yes.

b/ difference in shape. In some languages, one or the other affirm-

ator used to answer negative questions is different in shape from the one
used in answers to affirmative questions. The affirmative proper is
different in the following languages:

ARABIC (SYRIAN): 2¢&, ?&wa, nafam versus mbalag

FRENCH: oui versus mais si

GERMAN: ja versus doch

LA et

HUNGARIAN: igen versus de_igen

PERSIAN: baele versus cera
SPANISH: si versus como{no)

TIGRINYA: 3wwa versus ’akba  (both pastposed! cp. Leslau 1902)

9 mbala cannot be used to answer non-negative guestions, but ithe

— s cotms

other 'yes'-s may be used to answer a negative question (Cowell 1904, 530)

O
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The negator is different in CHAHA: b# versus é

SODDO: ydll¥d versus aw.
No language has been found, however, where there are four different
affirmators, two to answer affirmative questions and two to answer nega-
tive questions.

For three of these languages, FRENCH, GERMAN, and HUNGARIAN,
there is information available, as we have seen, to show that these spe-
cial affirmators proper that are used in answers to negative questions
are also used to answer negative tag questions. There is no information
about how the other languages listed here answer negative tag questions.

c/ difference in the distributional correspondance between two sets

of affirmators that are identical in shape. Languages that have only two

affirmators both used in answers to affirmative and to negative questions
may still differ from each other by how these affirmators are distributed
with respect to the affirmation value of the sentence that they coaccur
with, Compare ENGLISH with AMHARIC:
ENGLISH: Did you go? Yes, [ did.
No, I didn't.

Didn't you go? Yes, I did.
No, I didn't.

AMHARIC: "oes he know how to drive a car?' awon, he knows.
y&l1&m , he doesn't know.
"Don’t you know how to drive a car?' y&ll8m, I know.
awon, I don't know.
(LLeslau 1962)
The distributional difference is that in ENGLISH, yes always occurs with
an affirmative sentence, and no always occurs with a negative sentence,
regardless of the kind of answer, but in AMHARIC awon cooccurs with

an affirmative statement in answer to an afirmative question but it co-

occurs with a negative statement in answer to a negative question; and

ERIC
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the reverse holds true for y¥li&m. This is of course exactly the same
phenomenon that we have observed concerning answers given to negative
tag questions in TAGALOG. Whereas there is evidence {pp. 119f above)
that this type of answering is restricted to negative tag questions in
TAGAIL.OG as opposed to any other question including negative ques-
tions, therec is no information for AMHARIC, or the other languages

to be listec below, about how negative tag questions are answered. Some
other languages that are similar to AMHARIC in this respect are listed

in the footnote.

CHINESE: 'Are you coming with me?' shide, I am.
bushlde. I am not.
'Aren't you coming with me? ' bushlde, I am,
shide, I am not. {Elliot 1965,
102)
ENGA: To affirmative questions, kini is 'yes' and daa is mo’. To
negative questions, kini cooccurs with a negative answer,
{Lang 1970, 207, 226. He also points out that this system
is nearly universal in New Guinea languages.)
ENGLISH (substandard): {Do you have hananas? Yes, we have bananas.)
Do you have no bananas? Yes, we have nobananas.,
(Mariin 1962, 364)
FANTE: 'Is Kodwo sick?' nyew, he is sick.
oho, he isn't sick.
'Will you not go?! oho, [ will,
nyew, I will not. (Balmer and Grant
1929, 70)
HARARD " Will you come tomorrow? ' .'1 v 1 will come.

mc, I will not come.
'Will you not come tomorrow? ' (@), 1 will come.
1, T will not come. {lL.ecslan
- 196:2)
HAUSA: "Did Mamman come to your house at night?'’
1, they carne about nine o'clock. {(Hodge 1963, 32)
'Ius—ymn- son around?’ ara 3 ( no') I sent him to the market, !
(Hodge 1903, 38)
'Haven't they come to your house yet?'! 55 (‘ves') they have
come and fixed it,
'You didn't corne to the meeting yesterduy? ' 1, we didn't
come. (Hodge 1903, 75)




This '"reverse' use of affirmators is generally described as hard
to learn and rather to be avoided in speech by native speakers of other

languages. It also appears vulnerable to foreign influence. In SWAHILI,

{Footnote 10 continued)

ILONGOT: 'Is the teacher Philippine?' quun, she is Philippine,
gl 3 she isn't Philippine.
qawan

"The dress isn't pretty, is it?' qiri, itis.

quun, it isn't,
JAPANESE: 'Had that man much land?! p_g_i_, he had much.

ile, he didn't.
‘Haven't you a dog? ' iie, I have,
hai, I have not. (Vaccari and
{Vaccari 1962, 44) {cp. also Kuno 1970}
KOREAN: 'Is there a boat in the picture?' néy, there is.
ani, there isn't,
'Isn't there a hoat in the picture?' _a_}ﬁ, there is,
néy, there isn't,

{(Martin and Lee 1969, 32)
RUSSIAN: onn'e tam? n'et, on tam “he notl there? not, he there"

1sn't he there? Yes, he is there.' (Tesnidére 1959, 213)
SANGO: {no example; Professor Samarin mentioned to me that this

language answers negative questions as JAPANESE does. )
SOMALI: ha 'it is correct' cooccurs with negative answers and

maya 'it is incorrect' cooccurs with affirmative answers
to negative questions. {Bell 1953, 110f)
SWAHILI: 'Is tax a "must'?' ndigo, tax is a "must",
siyo, tax is not a "must'’,
'Is tax not essential?' siyo, it is essential.
ndigo, it is not essential.
{Closs 1967, 113)
SODHO: Wil you come tumorrow? ' T, [ will,
Xglﬁ' I will not.
‘Will you not come tomorraw?' yilid, | will,
aw, Lwon't. {1.eslau 1952)
THAL "Does this train go to Udorn?' krup ('Yes.)
plow krup (‘Ne.™
‘Vesterday you didn't go to the Sport Club, did you?!
py krup ("went xrup” 'Yes. ')
krup ('No.’} ({Campbell and Shaweevongse 1957, ot {op.
also Chaiyaratana 1961, 120}
TONGAN: 10 "Yes,' {uscd to answer greetings)
Midn't you go? ' ‘o, [didn't' (Churchward 1953, 790f)

In addition, YORUBA i35 satd to pave such distribution of atffirnmators
Q (yo taorgbuse, poad),
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there are also ARABIC loan-affirmators (naam and la) and these are
used according to the ARABIC (i.e. '"mormal') pattern (Perrott 1965,

75; Stevick et al. 1963, 22). In AMHARIC, y#ll#m may also be used
according to the '"'normal' distribution and it is suspected by Leslau
(1962) that this is due to ENGLISH influence. For JAPANESE {(Martin
1962, 364) and for KOREAN (Martin et al. 1969, 36) it is pointed out

that if negative questions are meant >a_§ polite requests, then the '"normal”
distribution of affirmators is used.

d/ presence of two distributional systems with members different

also in shape  Although only the handful of languages listed above have

been found where the only affirmators used in answers to negative ques-
tions are ones that are different in shape from the other set {b/) or where
the atffirmators do not show agreement in affirmation value with their
statements (c/), it seems that there are many languages where, in addi-
tion to the yes-no type set, there is also a second, ‘formally quite dif-
ferent, set that can also be used in answers to negative questions and

which do not show agreement in atfirmation value with their statements,

F.g. ENGLISH: (ihét is) right; e. g. Didn't you go? No, [ didn't.
' (That's right), I didn't.

” . . ”,
HUNGARTAN: ugy van "so it-is"; e. g. nem mentel? nem, nem mentem

b
Ugl.' van, nem mentem

Didn't you go? N, I dida't,!
Thes is again the same thing as what we have seen in the case of negative
trg auestions.  The difference is. however that whereas for negative tag
cstions we were able to soy that what the answerer agrees or disagrees
with 1s the uestioner's guess or snuggestion, this is not the right conclu-
ston for negative questions, since negative questions imply that the ques-
ticner expects an atfirnaiive aaswer., Since ig negative tag questions.

ot the gquestioner's suggesfed answer and the form of the question are

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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negative, whereas for negative questions the expectation is affirmative
and the form of the question is negative, the generalization that would
cover both cases would be that the answerer reactsto--i.c. 'agrees or
disagrees with -~ the form of the question (rather than the questioner's
suggestion).

The two systems11 are distributed in the following way. For neutral
i.e. (unmodified) affirm. "ive and alternative questions, by definition,
only the pronominal type exists, For prejudiced ¢questions, some lan-
guages have the meta-system only {such as AMHARIC), others have the
resumptive and the mieta answer system (such as ENGLISH). No lan-
guage has yet been found with the resumptive type only. The meta
answer systern is thus perhaps a universal.

The conflict between the two systems, in languages that have both,
i$ most conspicuous in answering negative questions {(and perhaps
negative tag questions} affirmatively. (In answering prejudiced affirma-
tive questions according to the meta-system does not lead to conflict
of affirmation values: agreement pairs with the affirmative statement
and disagreement with the negative statement.)} The manifestation of

structures paraphrasable as Yes, you are right, I don't. is, as we have

. e . oo

.

seen above, generally complicated and irregular in various languages:
some have no affirmator in these answers to accompany the statement,
or as a sole answer, others have special shapes for affirmators in such
contexts. Apparently, a structure paraphrasable as No, you are wrong,

I do. 1s "casier”, or less frequent, since expressions ol this structure
turn ont to be less irrvegular: no evidence has been found for the lack
of attirmator or {for special shapes of the affirmatbr in this context.

}}‘usidcs the criterion of what kind of questior do they answenr,
atfizmaters may differ in terms of other criteria as well, such as whe-
ther they respond to a vacative or to a real question {(cp. JAMAICAN
CREOLE, Bailey 1966, 59 or HAUSA, Robinson 1930, 79) or by formality
of style {(cp, IRAQI ARABIC, Frwin 1903, 327{f) or by degree of emphasis
or agreement/disagreement as C, A, Ferguson has pointed out is the casc
for SYRIAN ARADBIC (for forms, ep. Cowell 1904, 530),

.

O
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Since no proposal has been accepted in this paper about the abstract
structure of negative questions, the hypothesis about the relation of
answers and guestion siructures is not testable. Rather, we will now
iake the opposite course of argument., ILet us assume for a moment
that it is true that answers are in a member-~to-class relationship with
their questions and let us see what the implications of this principle would
be for the abstract structure of negative questions. It seems that there
are two features of negative question structure that can be argued for
from the point of view of their answers, -First, as it was pointed out
above, the structure of negative questions must include a negative state-
ment. Unless we want to assume that answer-formation takes place not
on the ""deepest' level of structural representation, this implies that
negative questions should "start out” with a structure that includes a
negative statement. Buf then how do we account for the semantics of
regative questions -- that is to say, that they express the speaker's
suggestion that the affirmative case is true? This could be done if nega-
tive statements all were interpreted as somehow implying the speaker's
resentment of the lack of truth of the affirmative version -- a conclusion
which has some support in the semantics of negative statements in general.
But then how is the semantics of negative tag questions to be explained
where the guestioner's suggestion is negative? All of these questions
are left unanswered here.

The second point ts that the structure of negative questions should
tnclude elements fromn which the metatype answers are derivable. Be-
stdes tneta answers 1o negative questions and negative tag questions,
there are Lwo more bits of evidence to show the existence of an [T IS
TRUE type component in the structure of all guestions. One is the
existence of rmetatags. The other is paraphrase relationships for all

Pinds of questions, such as the following in ENGLISH:

O
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alternative questions: Are you going or are you not going?

Is it true or is it not true that you are (not) going?

You are going?

affirmative questions: Are you going?

Is it true that you are (not) going?

negative questions: Aren't you going?

Isn't it true that you are going?

Are you going, or isn't it true that you are going?
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Conclusions

Some of the more imjortant conclusions thét we can draw from the
above study are the following: |

I. Yes-no questions have a number of semantic and syntactic proper-
ties which appear explainable by an underlying structure which includes
a disjunction-of an affirmative sentence and its negative counterpart.
The rule mecharﬁsm. howéver. that appears to be needed to derive yes-
no questions from such a base requires the presence of transformational
rules which are unique in this theory.

2. There is evidence to show that this underlying X OR NOT-~-X
structure is subordinated to a sentence paraphrasable as [ ASK YOU TO
TELL ME. There is also some support for an alternative theory of
question marking whose distinctive characteristics are that it is a dis-
course-marking theory and it does not assume an underlying OR. In
this case there are reasons to suggest that declarative OR-s should
have a conditional base which is thus different from that of interrogative
OR-s.,

3. Standard answers of various kinds of yes-no questions can be
shown to be in a member'-to~c1ass relationship with their questions
with respect to their above-defined underlying structure.

4. There is some evidence to show that the underlying structure
of tag questions differs from the underlying structure of neutral yes-no ‘

questions in that it contains an additional copy of the suggested answer.
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