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SOME CROSS-LINGUISTIC GENERALIZATIONS

ABOUT YES-NO QUESTIONS AND THEIR ANSWERS

Edith A. Moravcsik

ABSTRACT

The thesis considers four hypotheses concerning the linguistic
structure. of yes-no questions and their answers. All four of these
claims 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 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.

The four universal base hypotheses are the following:
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 I ASK YOU TO TELL ME.

3. For a semantic subclass of yes-no questions, those called
"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 first hypothesis, evidence from the intonation
of yes-no questions is presented to show that the structure of all yes-n(3
questions should be, on some level of represerAation, complex rather
than simple. Various manifestations of an OR word in some typeS of
yes-no questiong are taken to be evidence to the fact that this complex
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 representation to be surface 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 paraphrasable 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, these 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 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 Purpose. 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 third pertains to the structure of
bic.sed yes-no questions; and the fourth is about the structure of question-
answer sequences. They are the following:

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

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

3. For a se:nantic 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 rt.latc properties of linguistic
utterances to each other, and thus explain them, utterances must have a
representation in the grammar which is different fioin observable groupings
of elements, Claims made about underlying structure are therefore radi-
cally different from claims made about linguistic objects in generl. How

does claim 2., for instance, differ from a claim 2,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 of transformational
generative theory from the early sixties. The principle itself is the basis
of sci out ific explanations in other sciences as \veil (cp. Braithwaite
22ff; Nagel 19)(1, 29ff; Hempel 19nt), 70ff).
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claims differ, first, in the way in which 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. Second, claim 2. a. is
not differentiated from any other true statement that one might
to make about questions whereas the fact that 2. is a claim about deep
structure means that it has been cosen 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 proposed abstract structures by means of a set of
independently motivated rules, Second, to see whether there d re any
facts that cannot be derived from the abstract representation in this
n.,anner; 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 implies the weighing of these proposed
abstract representations against facts and against alternative theories.
Accordingly, in this present study an attempt will be made to do both.

Since we will be trying tojustify 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 laiignage, Since similarities among languages constitute

a shaky basis for claims about universality unless at least two ether possible
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sources of such resemblances -- genetic and areal intluence -- are ruled
out, our language sample of altogether about 85 languages was drawn
from various language families and various parts of the world, as the
following list shows. The likelihood of the third possible factor to cause

crosslinguistic agreement -- chance 2-- is assumed to be reduced to a
3minimum by ale size of the sample.

2 For some the pretical and methodological considerations of these
three factors, compare Greenberg 1953.

3 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
Vietnamese

DRAVIDIAN: Tamil
Kannada

AUSTRONESIAN THAI-KADAI: Melanesian: Roturnan
Indonesian: Agta Malay

Atta Negrito Sangir
Balangao Tagabili
Bontoc Tagalog
Dibahaw on Manobo
Ilongot
Kalagan
Kalamian Tagbanwa
Thai
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(Footnote 3 continued).
NEW GUINEA: Enga
INDOEUROPEAN: Italic: French

Italian
Latin
Spanish

Germanic: Dutch
English
German
Gothic

Slavic: Bulgarian
Macedonian
Polish
Russian
Serbo-Croatian
Slovenian

Celtic: Scottish Gaelic
Baltic : Latvian

Lithuanian
Iranian: Persian
Indic:: Bengali

Gujarati
Panjabi

Greek
CONGO-KORDOFANIAN: Niae r-ConJo

Fante
Fulani
Gbeya
Grebo
Sango
Swahili
Tempe
Wolof
Yoruba

NILO-SAIIARAN: Chari-Nile: Nubian
AFRO-ASIATIC: Semitic: Akkadian

Am ha r is
Syrian Arabic
Iraqi Arabic
C haha
Gee z
Ha ra ri
Sodclo
Tigrinya

C 11:td : Hausa
Jamaican Creole
Basque

Cushitic: Burji
Galla
Konso
Maji
Somali
Welamo
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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

th-ey have been shown to be empirically powerful and theoretically
viable. The first proposal concerning disjunctive structure 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 (1967,
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 evidence to bear on the
question: all of them 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 he hoped for for this present study.

1. 2 Naturalness of domain and class. Although the choice of the

general object of investigation is clearly up to the researcher's interest
so is the fact, for instance, that the subject of this study is determined
primarily- by syntactic criteria and thus we do not generally consider
constructions that can be used as questions but which are not syntactically
interrogative, or ways in which questions 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
questions form a natural class,} is the central problem of this paper.
if 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-itsanswer construction do exhibit common behavior ; and that there
are theoretically justifiable ways of representing them as a natural 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
alternative 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, why
remain within the bounds of two-sentence discour'9es? Specifically, why
not consider multisentential question- answer pairs (i.e. where the ques-
tion and/or the answer consists of more than one senlence), and sequences
of question-answer pairs or of declarative sentences and question-answer
pairs?

4
On the notion "natural clnss" in lingnintics, nee Halle 191)2 and

/.wicky 1968.
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There is a three-fold answer to 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, moreover, to describe properties of question-answer se-

quences, the same theoretical tools are needed as for so ntence-linguistics, such as,

for example, the genus-before-species ordering rule (Sanders 1967, 154).
Second, 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 andof answers bythemselves 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 properties
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 1%9).

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. Although such

dialogues do have their own problems (np. e.g. Did you tarn off the radio

and turn off the light and lock the door? Ycs 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-answer pairs will not be investigated is seen as an equally
arbitrary and more significant limitation, since the rules which delimit
'grammatical" sequences from "ungrammatical" ones will be different
in nature from the one that we wilt discuss for 3- e Iating questions to their
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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-
ficiently inclusive, on the one hand, and not too inclusive, on the other,
from the point of view of stating generalizations. Three alternative classes
offer themselves, a/ and b/ including yes-no question- answer pairs-and
c/ breaking down the class:
a/ any sentence-and-response pairs; i.e. declarative sentences related
in this manner, greetings and their answers, imperatives and their answers,
wh questions and their answers and yes-no questions and their answers all
taken together
h/ an; question-and-answer pair; i.e. both wh questions and yes-no ques-
tions and their answers
c/ some subclass of yes-no-question-answer pairs.
As for a/, it is true that considering any bisentential discourse where the
second sentence is an answer, there are always some answers that are
felt to be improper, as compared with the adequacy of some others. The

nature of the limitations, however, varies. Considering greetings, im-
peratives and quest ions, they turn out to differ altogether on three counts
with respect to their answers. First, in the extent to which answers are
expected at all. Second, in the extent to which non - verbal answers are sub-
stitutable for verbal ones. Tinrd, in the nature of the relationship between
stimulus sentence and answer. iNnswers are most expected for greetings (although

there are cultural variations here), less to questions and least to imperatives.
The order of these three constructions is the same if we consider the

I. or a pessimistic eiewn c e fever and Poss, no date. Lang has
t-ollected interesting data on question answer sequences as well as on
question-series in Enga (1970,
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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 markia.ba.
marhabten '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 (e. g. How are you? How are you?) , rather than in a
member-to-class relationship; and an answer to an imperative such as
Go! I won't, car not be interpreted as a member d the class mentioned
in the imperative, either. In vi ew of these differences between greetings.
imperatives and questions with respect to their relationship to their
answers, the decision not to treat all of them together seems justified. In

addition, these three constructions themselves 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

It should be pointed out, however, that the token-restrictions on
what responses are proper to what greetings have to do, beside grannar,
with cultural conventions.
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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 hi. The decision to treat yes-no questions as
separate from wh questions is more arbitrary than dividing questions
from imperatives and greetings. It will he claimed that the relationship
that holds between answers and yes-no questions also holds between answers
and wh questions. Furthermore, these two classes of questions 7 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 c/. There are various possible subclasses of
yes-no questions that could be talked about by themselves. FirSt (1),

grammars often distinguish 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 consult you or did he forget? In the

7 For an early differentiation of these two types of questions, see
Aristotle's De Interpretatione and Topics. In both places, binary choice
questions. called "dialectical questions" ( rpoTauts 6LaXEKTocn ). are dis-
dinguished from wh questions by the speaker's having made certain more specific
assuniptionS about the answer. De Interpretatione 20h 29: (in contrast with a
question like "4Vhat is man?", in a dialectical question) "The questioner
must specify further and ask whether man is this or not this." (J.1,, Ackrill's trans-
lation, C\ford l%3)( '.pc.trtTitoTcY Ipoabtopicrat RISTEpoti TaE Lrrcti
6 v Opcoros_ Toi-Yro ) . Topics 158a18: (a question like "What is Good?"
is not dialectical) "unless one says it having made certain distinctions
and choices e.g. "Is Good this or that?" " (6y(p;+ - 1.1.tt

Aopf vos, fC772. ()LOP aprr ro aYaOov ourws ourws XEYEIrYI ).
For various other logical and philosophical paraphrases of the same distinc-
tion, see Prior 'and Prior 1q55. For general Ilter741,ire ions
philosophers, see e.g. Hamblin 1956, Leonard ).1)5` -?, 19c19.
Harrah 1959, 19i3, Katz 196-' Loeser 19,6.



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 sequences is judged to be
justified in that we would have to give up some generalizations and worry

about new problems, respectively. Not dealing with multi sentential ques-

tions and multisentential answers, however, is by arbitrary choice only.
With respect to class, wh question and yes-no questions together appear
to he possible natural classes larger than just yes-no questionS by them-
selves; and neutral versus biased questions are suggested as being legitimate.,
subclasses of yes-no questions.



60 -

2. The 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 Olt NOT-X, where X stands for a proposition. 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 al. 1968 (esp. 633 -

035 and 642-644) 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 is 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

1 We will use cr.pital letters (e.g. NOT)for representing underlying
structures and we \+/ill underline words (e.g. not) that are "actual"bits of speech.



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.). Questions with the surface
structures x or not-k, 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 above-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 questions (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 pattern.
2. Alternative questions have rising-falling intonation 3.

3. Alternative statements also have 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

2. 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 (1969) where only a few
exceptions are noted such as CHITIMACIIA, FANTI 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, IV. -9. ),
which belongs to the larger group of Niger-Congo languages to which the
Kwa group also doe s.

3 E, g. BA1JAM (Householder and Lot() 1965, 208).
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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 he 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 derived 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. Putting facts and assumptions
together, the following coherent picture reveals itself about intonation:
there is no such thing as a specific yes-no question intonation, in 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 patterns

It is because this best available explanation of intonation in yes-no
questions rests on the assumption 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: Miscellanea Phonetica, p. 22, as
quoted in Bolinger 1957, 78). In 1912 (p. 518) and later in 1938 (27-35),
Paul Kretschmer made this observation the cornerstone of his argument
to the effect that yes-no questions are historically derived from disjunctive
sentences. Hermann (1942) rejected this idea mainly because he claimed
disjunctive constructions were "young'', whereas yes-no questions are
ancient. Whereas Coleman simply made the observation, and Kretschmer
used it to support an argument about historical derivation, Langacker
(19t,9, ch. II; and 1970), just as this present study, uses it for corrobora-
ting evidence for the logical. derivation of yes-no questions from a disjunc-
tive 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 he: "The underlying structure of yes-no questions is
some non-simple sentence." This is because not only disjunctively 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 only 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
one, 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 consider 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 of formulating binary choice questions. although it is a more preferred
construction in some than in other languages. The existence of this construc-

tion may be a universal. An example of the x or not-x type question is
ENGA: baa pelyape (lade baa) mcpelya_pe " he goes or he not-goes". An

example of x or not is FINNISH: menetkti, tai et Are you going, or not?'
(Russell Ultan. p.c.)5.

Other examples for x or not (-x) are the following:
ARABIC (SYRIAN): btazji walla la") 'Are you coming or not ?' (Cowell 19(A,

-)3r,)
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Beside the fac t that these questions contain an affirmative part,
a disjunctive connective, and the negative version of the affirmative part,
three additional shared characteristics can be noted: these sentences
can all be pronounced with an intonation pattern

question is void of any expressed expectation on

concerning which alternative might be right; the

is affirmative followed by negative. (or else, the

such that the resulting
the side of the speaker
order of the two parts
question ceases to he

neutral); and their answers must consist of more than a single affirmator
such as 'yes' or no (unless disjunetion 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 Yes. or No. would be a proper answer).

The observed ordering can be explained, as Sanders suggested, by
a genus-before-species rule (Sanders1967, 155). The rule is to predict
the orde'ring of two coordinate structures if one of them is wholly included

in the other but the other is not wholly included in the first -- i.e. one is
genus to the other one, 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 bird and one bird and another other bird.), numerals ( I saw one

(Footnote 5 continued)

BENGALI:

BURIAT:

ota dekhte parer) H na Can you see it or not? (Dabbs 191)5,
sub whether or not)
axa jereuy all ygiigy 'Has the elder brother come or not?
(Poppe 1960, 82)

MANDARIN: ni d10 tiishOguan qu haishi biz qu 'Are you going to the library,
or not?' (Elliot 57)

in naezdikia raesturani haest ya nae is there a restaurant in
this vicinity, or not? ' (Obol.ensky et int.,3, 4. 138)
jest' il'i n'et 'Is there or isn't there?'
nai chit yo-i5 teenee reTi plow 'Does Nai Chit live
(Campbell and Shaweevongse 1957, 81)

PERSIAN:

RUSSIAN:
THAI: here, ur not ?'
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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 *sood someone
(153-156).

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 expressed superficially -- i.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 languages for the purposes
of this study; for some remarks on ENGLISLI and MANDARIN, see Elliot

1965, 86ff, 92 and Wang 1965, 460-464; for 1.7,NGA see Lang 1970, 55-56,

63 -65.

2. 3. 2 ;S: or. Next, question forms will he presented which contain the

connective '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) (Daincrar
1967, 132-133; for its relationship to a question pronoun (cp. Russian Cto),
see VondrEik 1928, 451 ). On the other hand, czy is not a connective but

a question particle in czy to rest pii;ro 'Is this a pen ?' (cp. to est pioro
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This is a pen. ') (Schenker 196u, 15

6 ,Other examples are given below. In citing examples we gave a
"literal translation" in addition to the gloss whenever it was easy to obtain
one; otherwise, morpheme-by-morpheme analyses are given only to the
extent to which they are important to the argument. It 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 himattleEarlyiesterday. ) This
use of 'or' is widespread in many languages: it occurs in ARABIC, AZER-
BAIJANI (Householder and Lotfi 1965, 101), HEBREW, HUNGARIAN, EWE
(Westermann 19V,, 331, sub alit) and YORUBA (Rowlands 1969, 35ff). An
example-from CHATINO: ta no Iko nskeye 'Or do you think it is I ?'
(Pride 1965, 203) (cp. with a sentence where ta is a disjunctive connective:
ni ndska tip rant-su ta ndska ti ? tiycta 'What do you want, a ranch, or do
you want a shop? ' (Pride 1965, 168-169)).

FANTI: anee in simple question: iriko anee 'Are you going (or what) ?'
(cp. iriko 'You are going. 1) (Welmers 1946, 57f)
anee in disjunction: na oye bibini' anee (oye) buro-ni' Is he an
African or (is he a European ?' (Welmers 1946, 70)
(or cp. 313ayE 3na )nkiyi 'Will he do it or will he not do it?'
)bays anrmWill he do it?' (Balmer and Grant, 1929, 67). For

further discussion, see Christaller 1875, 90, 94 and Christaller
1933, 324 sub aria, anaa.)

FULANI: koo in simple question: sei nder yiite lahannamaaye koo 'Only
in the fire of hell?' (Stennes 1961, 55)

koo naa non biro uinda has kaha Mariyama
'Or not so is it written in the book of Mary?' (Stennes 1961, 46)
xoo in disjunction: koo boSeejo; koo dale e jo ; koo irin woi 'a red
man, or a black man, or whatever' (Stennes 1961, 49; cp. also
19, 44, 50)

GBEYA: wende in simple question: keey d m wend 'Are you afraid?'
(preceded in context by 'Why are you going' ?') (Samarin 1966, 60)
wende in disjunction: v.a gbh wt-re taa wende gan naa 1.vende gan
myrS "They kill people three or 17-,wende" 2..n) four or five."
'They kill three or four or five people. ' (Samarin 1966, 71)
Professor Samarin, however, does not think that the question-
final we'nde should be given the gloss 'or' (personal communica-
tion).

GRE130: he in simple question: ale ) dicta ne he 'Did he come, after all ?'
he in disjunction: Le do no he nyema 'Is it Do or Nyema?'
(limes 190, 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 simple question: ke 'Have they

gone away?' (Tisdall 1892, 100)
ke in disjunction: tahrnahre cab piwi the ke kg2hi 'Do you
want tea or coffee?' (Cardona 1964, 46)

HAUSA: k6 in simple question: za Ica tafi, k8 'Will you leave, huh? '
(Kraft 1963, I. 168f) ko des wurin des z n fake 'Perhaps there
is a place that I may get in (out of the rain) ?' (Kraft 1963, II. 129)
k6 in disjunction: zai zo yes , k15 bt. hakes ba 'He is coming today,
or isn't it so? ' (Kraft and Abubakar 1965, 164)

JAPANESE: ka -in simple question: ano ie desu ka 'Is it that house? '
(cp. ano ie desu 'It is that house. ') (Martin 1954, 46)
ka in disjunction: ano hito-wa ka Arnerika -jin ka
desu 'He is either English or American. (Vaccari and.-
Vaccari 1942, 231)

KANNADA: -oo in sin-iple question: ad cako 'Is that a knife? ' (cp.
ad caku 'That is a knife. ') (Bright 1958, 46)

-oo in disjunction: soomvaarvoo, rnangaLvaarvo, avr ill
ba.rbohudn 'Either on Monday or on Tuesday he can come here.
(Bright et al. 1960, 55.)
(Kayak 1967, 106 says that -oo and -aa are allomorphs; -aa
in simple question: avnaa 'Is he? ', synonymous with _avnii8;
cp. av(a)n(u) 'he', also Jensen 164: nidde maduttly5. Are you
asleep? cp. ninu barattyl C21 'Are you coming? '; in dis-
junction: avr vidyarthi gala" athva nlestra '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 -oo and Lee are
free variants and -aa is used in the singular and plural second
person.)

LATVIAN: vai in simple question: vai mate ma7jii 'Is mother at home?'
(Lazdii;ia 1966, 13)
vai in disjunction: vai iesim uz teatri vai koncertu Are you
going to the theatre or to the concert?' (Lazdiva 1966. 228-22.9)

LITHUANIAN: ar in simple question: aT fu buvai viikar mieste Were you
in the city yesterday? (Dambrianas 1966, 79)
a?" in disjunction: paai-sks, ar as ties.a saka0, ar !IC! it
will turn out whether I speak truth or not. ' (Semi 1. 483)
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that do have x or type questions to have had a historical period when
such constructions had not yet come into existence, but x or not-x had,
Historical data have been found only with respect to one language, JAPANESE.

(Footnote 6 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 connective, since the sentences with vai... vai and
can be analysed not only as questions not marked by a question marker
and containing 'either... or' but also as double questions each marked
by a question marker vai and alY, with or deleted in between. Since,.
however, vai and ar can also occur in disjunctive declarative sentences,
this shows that the former interpretation 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, 67; compare with 231) claim that ka in the
disjunctive question is a question, rather than a connective, particle.

MARC': ridg,A.. in simple question: ka j,,asIuli nd.4ga- 'Shall he come
(or not) ? ' (Hoffmann 1963, 98)
nd5ga in disjunction: Hoffmann (1963, 97) states that it is used
in disjunctive questions to mean 'or'.

SAMOAN: po/pe in simple question: po'o Paulo se taife'au 'is Paul a
pastor?' (Marsack 1962, 61)
po/pe in disjunction: sa e alu i le fale melit_pc.lcai 'Did you
go to the post office, or-not?' (Marsack 1962, 112)
(Gerald Sanders called my attention to the Samoan facts.)

SANGO: wala in simple question: tong,ana in) Sl1SU

n-!clange- na ni wala "When you eat greens, you eat fish mixed
with it, or?" 'When you eat greens, do you cat fish mixed with
it, or not?' (Samarin 1967, 130)
wala in disjunction: ales bocbi na dimanche 100, wala. 200, wala 90
'They meet on Sunday, a hundred, or two hundred, or ninety (in
number). ' (Samarin 1967, 129)

In addition, TIBETAN bas,this pattern (Lalon 1950, 36). One may also
cite the Slavic question particle li in comparison with he disjunction
13i nary choice question formation by means of li or l'i attached to the
constituent queried is non-colloquial in RUSSIAN and SERBO-CROATIAN
and colloquial in BULGARIAN and M....GEDONIAN, whereas the particle is
obsolete in SLOVENIAN. (Bidwell 1.969, 81; for I3ULGARIAN, see also
Beaulieu); 1950, 34911; for SERBO-CROATIAN, see als.o Bidv.tell 19(5, 2 ;i8-
25'1) On the other hand, the dirHi._itive connective is ili in SERBO-CROATIAN
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Sansone (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
are sf nhl r* ones and that one may have to go: hack by more than twetve-

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, is complex, and it is,
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
sentences showing that they are an affirmative and a negative one. Is

there some more evidence to show this?

2.4 Evidence for the negative conjunct.

n

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, without

(Footnote 0 continued)
(Bidwell 1965, 243) and in RUSSIAN, which appears to be analysable as
the conjunction i and and li . A highly conjectural analogy to this ety-
mology might be FANTI anee. This void, as we have seen above, is a
question particle and also a disjunction. Since in FANTI 'and' is na
(We liners 1946, 69) and -a is a binary choice question suffix (Welmers
194o, 57f), antic alternating with anaa might derive from prefix a- plus
conjunction na 'and' plus question suffix -a. What these etymologies seem
to suggest is that disjoining is questioned conjoining, i.e. '!): and not Tx? ",
a questioned contradiction, resolves 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 some other
facts as well. to be presented later (cp. Suction 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 1) 63 (I. 169, 223, II. 129ff), six are affirmative and one negative), no
stated restriction of this sort has been noticed in any description, except
that l3idwell (19u9, 81) says that questions containing li in RUSSIAN are
usually negative ones.



- 70 -

deleting X, is AMHARIC: yaobal yaw;ital 'Is he entering or leaving?'
(Cohen 1936, 3121). Others are given in the footnote.7 THAI and VIET-

NAMESE, oil the other hand, provide examples for x not;
THAI: koon chorp len tennit rnSr 'Do you like playing tennis or not?

(Campbell and Shaweevongse 1958, 80)

VIETNAMESE: to con gun gi ntra khong "I still-have forget something
or not?' (Emeneau 1951, 211)

In THAI 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

being both a negator and a yes-no question marker are TAMIL and SOMALI.
In TzjLMIL, -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). Ir. SOMALI, 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
One

7 BASHKIR: kilRyeintne kilmtiyemme Shall I come or shall I not come?'
(Poppe 1964, 79)

BURIAT: gy 'Is there, or isn't there ?' (Grammat'ika
Burjatskovo Jazyka 1962, 325)

MANDARIN CHINESE: shir bu shir Is it so or is it not so ?'
(S.vadesh 1948, 12)

aran raanian-aa katipan-aa 'Is he Raman or Kanan?
(Agesthialingom 1966, 14).

8 In addition, ma is also a variant of ama 'or' and also means 'which ?', 'whit?
(e. 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 19--i,
2.83, Bell 193, 43, 541f, 66). For the relationship between the disjunctive
particle and a negator, see also QUECIIIJA, where --cu is 'or', but matii
Verb tcti is the negative forrl of the verb (Bills and Vallejo 19!,9, 37.

eonardi
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In sonic languages, the question marker has no negative function
in contemporary use but is derived from a negator. One example is

MANDARIN CHINESE; cp. to 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 wu, later replaced by bit. 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 evidence that we hp.ve seen to indicate that the
second conjunct of yes-no questions is a negative one came from yes -no
questions whose surface structure in fact includes such a negative con-
junct. But what about questions whose surface structure 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 cane from an underlying structure para-
phra.sable as Did he use a pencil or did he not use a pencil, but he used a pen?

9

9 Questions whose second conjunct is a 'what' Le, they are of the
type x or what or x what seem to be fairly widespread. In Bl;',NGA1,1,
ki 'what?' occurs in the following binary choice question types: 'Has he
taken medicine, n; ki ("or what ") ?' (fIndson 1965, 33), and, without the
connective, in a_prii-ki baesto achen 'Are you busy? (apni 'you') (Dabbs
19tJ5, sub ki ), and in le bari ki 'Is he going?' (synonymous with
Se ki Bari Jac:e and Se ban '4ac:e) (Page 1934, 166). 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 he iden--
:ical with ki 'or', although the historical relation is clear. In ENGI..1511,
there is Are we doing or what? but the deletion of the connective is not
possible. The same or what' construction is used in ENGA neutr,-11 ques-
tions (Lang 1970, 45). In GUJARATI; as Tisdell (1892, 100) points out,
suit 'what? ' is a binary choice question particle as well, placed either
before or after the question and when sentence-final, it is either oreceded
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Fur the class of yes-no questions where there is no second conjunct
at all, there seems to be other convincing evidence that undorlyingly
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.

2.4.2 Interrogation, negation, emphasis. Although cross-linguistic
evidence is grossly lacking at this point', just by the inspection of a few
languages a relationship between three processes: negation, interroga-.
tion, and emphasis, becomes conspicuous. 10 In particular, there are a
number of syntactic rules that apply to negative, interrogative, and
emphatic constructions and, some of these, only to those. Such rules are
of three types; rules that yield some "extra structure" (such as an extra

(Pootnote continued)
by 'or' or not, ThuS, the following constructions exist:

sun to avyo chhe
to auo chhe ke sun
to avyo chhe sun

where ke is 'what?' and the whole construction is glossed as 'What? has
he come ?' or 'alas he conic, or ',v1-fat ?'. In HUNGARIAN, vat mi or
what? '' occurs, e.g. beteg, vagy mi 'Is 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
questions; e. g, mo kita ka do ka wakarima.sen "he arrived or, how or,
I don't know" 'I don't know whether he's arrived or not. (Martin 19(..2,
231; compare also Vaccari and Vaccari 1942, 459). In KANNADA both
"or what" and "what" occur withdifferring semantics. Spencer (1914,10O)
gives the following examples: aranu iddlidno Enu 'Is he (here) or not?
a question "indicating doubt'', where -o is 'or' and enu is 'what', aranu
iddhano'nu 'Is he here? ', presumably a neutral question, with -o 'or'
omitted. For examples from additional languages, see Kretschmer
3:'f. Whereas binary choice questions with '(or) not' are related to
Did he go or did he not go? type alternative questions by deletion, ill of
these binary-choice questions containing '(or) what' are relatable to
th,:m by sentence-pronominalization.

10 Worth (1904) assigns a common table -- "supra syntactics" -- to
the three categories. See also Hetzron 1970, 902ff.
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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.
1. "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 the sense of its gloss,
or, if it has no gloss, in the sense of the gloss of the previous sentence):

neutral: a kavem "the coffee-mine"
az en kavein "the my coffee-mine",

la..tok "see-I"
,en latok "I see-I" 'I see'

negative: nem az en kavem 'not my coffee'

nem az en kavem

nem kivCtrn

nem en latok 'it is not I who sees'
nem en latok

nern laitok

emphatic: az en kavern 'my coffee'

az en kavem

a kavem

en latok

en latok

1i:it oh

'I see'

'my coffee'
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interrogative: az en Ic.ve'm 'my coffee ?'

* az en kavem

a kavero

cn latok 'Do I see?
en latok

ltok

Such emphatic pronouns must be expressed by an extra element in
other Uralic-Altaic languages as well, such a.s in TURKIC languages;

also in ANCIENT GREEK (cp. Apolloi1Ius Dyscolus Synt. 1, 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,

53), in COPTIC (possessive pronouns; Mallon 1956, 33); and, perhaps, in
all other languages with pronoun-incorporation.

13/ auxiliary support In ENGLISH, do-supported (and stressed) verbs
a re used under three conditions: if the verb is negated, or if it is emphasized,

or if ills questioned (for relevant transformational discussion and literature,
see Stockwell et al. 1968, 620). Conversely, all negated and questioned
and some (but not all) emphasized verbs 11 roust have do support.

c! clefting In ENGLISH, and also in HUNGARIAN, cleft sentences

are common if the extraposed sentence is either emphatic, or negative,
or a question, such as It is the color that 1 hate., It isn't the color that
I hate. and Is it the color that you hate? . Langacker identifies the

FRENCH question forms est-ce que and qu'est-ce que with inversions
of cleft sentences (langacker 1965, 587- t,00). Clefting in TEMNE appears to be

obligatory in emphatic sentences and in 1.vh qUestions and optional in yes-

no questions and negative sentences (Hutchinson I9o9, 56-71).

Z. ordering In HUNGARIAN, if a constituent immediately precedes the

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

11 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 be

stressed and must immediately precede the main verbs. E. g. t

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

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

*nem Maryt szereti Jim
Jim szereti nem Maryt

emphasis: Maryt szereti Jim 'Jim loves Mary. '

Maryt szereti Jim
? Jim szereti Maryt

Also, there is a cross-linguistic tendency for negated, questioned,
and emphasized elements to occur early in the sentence. In some languages,
even if They are suffixing (e. g. ENGA), the negative affix is a prefix. Bellugi

and (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 movement is always to the left.
3. stressing As it was mentioned above, all negated, emphasized, and
questioned constituents must be stressed in HUNGARIAN and in ENGI.ISH.

lbafiez (1970) points out that, in GERMAN, stress marks negative and em-
phatic constructions.

Beside the existence of such rules that provide "extra structure",
the same order, and stress for negated, emphasized and questioned (de-
ments, it should also be pointed out that the set of syntactic constitkients
that arc within the domain of these rules and the number of applications of
the rules are also seem to he the same for negative, interrogative, and
emphatic contexts.
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a/ distribution ov er grammatical 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 languages considered from this point of view, since in these all
constituents seem to undergo any of these processes, it may become an
empirically testable claim if languages arc 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 usually
one constituent only has undergone one of these processes in a superficially
simple sentence. Compare the following GERMAN examples:

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

to the theater. '
Er ist nicht ins Theater gegangen. 'It wasn't the theater
that he went to. '

Nicht er ist nicht ins Theater gegangen.
Nicht er ist gegangen und nicht ins Theated
he who went and not to the theater. '

question: Ist er ins Theater gegangen? 'Did he go to the theater ?'
1st er ins Theater gegangen? 'Did he go to the theater"

'It wasn't

'? 1st er ins Theater gegangen?
'Did he go to the theater?'Ist er v,egrangen, und ins Theater?

Notice also that the three processes, negation, emphasis and ques-
tioning, are also similar in that they apply bothoon "phrase level" and on
"sentence level". Under at, sentences that result from presumed sentence -
level applications are listed and under h/, sentences resulting from pre-
sumed phrase -level ic at ions.

at negation: I didn't eat it..
question: Did you eat it?
emphasis: I did eat it.
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b/ negation: I didn't eat it. (although I saw it)

or: Lwanted not to eat it.

question: Did you eat it? (actually)

or: What did you do to it?
1emphasis: I ate it. (as opposed to jth it seeing t)
2

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, sonic relationship
among these processes is suggested, but since the notion "similar deep
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 19{18). Thus, we conclude that the observed resemblance
anion? the three syntactic processes has remained unexpressed in trans-
formational grammars.

The proposal made here is to assign partially-identical deep structures
to negative, interrogative and emphatic constructions, by positing AX13
AXIS (,;here X stands for NOT-X) as included by all three. Pronoun-
''spelling ", auxiliary-support, and electing rules, as well as ordering

ia The two types of emphasis, corresponding to what we here label
"sentence-level" and "phrase-level" emphases, were pointed out to me
by F. Householder. lie labels the first kind "yes-emphasized", because
what is emphasized is that the action did not not take place, and tin' second
as "this-emphasized". since what is emphasized is that p;, rticnld r
as opposed to some other commutable verb. lie also points out that all
yes-emphasized verbs roust have auxiliary support.



- 78 -

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, negative,
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 these processes discussed. It should be pointed out, how-
ever, that there are some features that questions and negative constructions
share but emphatic ones do not. Such is some-any sup?ietion in ENGLISH
(compare Hall 1963, 3; this of course occurs in other constructions 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 1'.16'; 233)

and that negative constructions and questions show inversion in sonic
Negro dialect5of ENGLISH (Labov 1970). This would show that the rela-
tionship between negation and questioning is closer than that between either
of these and emphasis, Our account is not able to provide for this.

2.4.3 Question-answer relationship. Looking at superficially dis-
junctive questions and their most common answers, such as Do you ski
or don't you? Yes, I do. or No, I don't. , an obvious generalization leaps
to the eye: that answers are selected from the class of alternatives speci-
fied in the question. Whereas this generalization would explain the choice
of 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;_I 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 iii

1.3 See Sanders 191,7, 241ff where it is proposed that this principle
governs contrastive stressing.
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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 corroborating 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-no 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 basally 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 to 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: conjunct deletion, negator deletion
x not-x: connective deletion
x not: conj,Inct 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 rule 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 Langacker noted (1970), a
phonological rule would have to be wedged in among syntactic ones. This

mechanism is in need of independent support.



3. The Reauest

3.1 The problem. Thus far we have been discussing properties
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, or part of
it,

From looking at the discourse context of some sentences which have
the position and function of yes-no questions in a discourse, it is not at
all obvious that anything else is net 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 required in the former.1 Thus in 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 renniin
unaccounted for by an abstract structure which consists of N OR NOT-N
only. . What ex.:ictly arc the differences between disjnnetive stat,n Jts and

1(,usu hrd rly r ) f ferenti.its statcolents which di S11:iinl
ledge but exhibit indifference towards obtaining it from real questions by
a feature Hearer) indicating hearer's involveiaent.
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yes-no questions and what kind or abstract structure would have to
complement X OR No-r-x in order for these differences to be derivable
from it?

There are two ?iat. e as?. th ese

differences: Are the (title rences between disjunctive statements 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 sonic 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 abstract structure should make about yes-
no questions. In addition to properly choosing scope and domain, we also

require that the total logical derivation of yes -ix) questions which includes the under -

lying structure and a set of rules should have predictive power with
respect to the specific differences that are found between disjunctive state-
ments and yes-no questions; i.e. it should be such that the particular
differences that are attested in thc,, languages of our sample should not
seem to be arbitrary; e.g. 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 semantic and grammatical 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 stricture of questions to complement
X OR NOT-X we exiJect to be like (3. 4, 1. ). Next, we will discusspro-
posa.ls coneerninc, the abstract structure of yes-no questions that have
been made by various linen sts (3.4.?,.); and, finally. we will advance an
alternative solution (3.4, ),,},



3.2 Sonie semantic differences between disjunctive structures and
yes-no questions. Semantically, 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 MC 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 yes-no questions also lumps yes-no questions
together with imperatives 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 sonic 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 synonymy pairs such as Who is your cousin? and Tell me who
is your consin: it is clear that v.,11 questions, too, are requests and thus
a subclass of imperatives. From examples such as I want you to tell
me whether it rained at the time. it is clear that at least some indirect
questions, too, have the wine semantic property. Thus, we conclude

that all direct questions whether yes-no or wh, and some indirect ones
constittite together a sinK

On the other ha I 1nc., :rom the synonymy of Tell me your name'. and

I ask you to tell me -.,our r;,imc. it is clear Lh.,t imperatives are a siih-_

class of declaratives. In particular, they are scluantically equivalent
to def.* rat 'IV(' tences (imbedded in a r Utt r,x sentence of the sort

2 lateser (1'2, des not thini.. ('lest Lot-is and imperatives
share this semantic chdrdmieristic, to him, a question expressrts a search
for an iinswer 1,,t not a co:in nand ILO ii a he given.
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I ask you. We therefore conclude that if the abstract representation. of
all questions, including yes-no questions, incorporates, in addition to
X OR NOT-X, a structure paraphrasable as I ASK YOU TO TELL ME,
that representation would be adequate inasmuch as. it would properly
differentiate the meaning of yes-no questions from that of disjunctive

statements and, at the same Gine, 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 questions. Let 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 is that many statements and a number of other
constructions are also normally followed by sonic 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. tiff, greetings,
imperatives, and questions r from each other both in the degree to
which verbal answers are expected to them a.nd also by the rules which

define a "'proper response" to such stIrllulus sentences. 3

3 On greetings, besIdes Ferguson sec Fries l952, 2.9ff , Searle
190, un-n7, also Dressler l'170 ,here anaphoric deletions in responses
to greetings are disensscd.
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As for declarative sentences, Sacks {1970, chapter 6) points out
that challenges, threats, warnings, offers, invitations, complaints and
announcements all are first members 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 followed 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, 102ff) 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:
1. "It can also be due to factors that we haven't mentioned at all."
2. "'Two of the biggest things that we import in this country we do

produce ourselves.
3. "Of co,Artsc, we disenssed the great exception to this rule,yesterday."

Of these, it is interesting to note that the first two involve indefinite noun
phrases.

Finally, it shoLild oi.lt that all statements, in fact, can be
followed by responses expes3 agreement or disagreement or which
are just signs of attention on the part (,f the hearer. One becomes parti-
cularly aware of this if one lislens to a sermon 'n a Black church commu-
nity or to ally other speech atten,led by Black American audience. Fries ,
in fact, who classifies <ill 'lite rances as eommunicative vs. non-communi-
cative, classifies all state .eats as communic- live in that they elicit
signals f--1 ion s reetini s, calls <n d rincstions elicit oral
responses anri co:mnanns or requests elicit action responses -- aS opioosed
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to non-communicative sighs etc. (1952. 29ff). Similarly, Householder
(p. c. ) contends that a l l state7nents are meant as b i n ITIT?'.011S to the hearer

to believe what is asserted.
It is because of such facts that questions cannot be said to be unique

'Ai that they are followed by an answer; although they may be unique in

that they require one, as well as in what 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 (..f particles and adverbs
c/ verb inflection
d/ the shape and deletability of the disjunctive connective

e/ the de let ability of the negative alternative.

We will next discuss each of these.
a/ As to word order, (Atari observed (19!)9, 4181T) that inversion

is an uncommon interrogative device in yes-no questions, but widespread
in wh questions. Although direct and indirect yes-no questions are
similar in many respects, word order roles that apply to them are not
always the same. An example where direct and indirect yes-no questions
have different word order is GERMAN. 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 BLACK and COLLOQUIAL

ENGLISH, as well as some historical dialects of ENGLISH (cp. BLACK
ENGLISH Could he 6(., and r asked could he go. (C. A. Ferguson. p.c.))

b/ The distribution of question particles shows better' than word
order does that direct :ttH indirect vu's -rn questions belong, to the same

class, as opposed to statements. Here are some examples. (For addi-

tional languages, see l'Cretclimer 1`t, .101f.)
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in shape that have oeea obseed Iii disjuncti e connect VC sets of
direct and indirect questions and noi duesticns are the following:
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Y, Y, . Y).

Since 3 / .7 0 11?(:1 St't S Lit most and three different

c ntexts rect (i ocs.1 inch reel c.iestions, and nor -questions) and

two sets can he distriblded over three context,: in th different ways,
the question ar of the three contexts ever occur as
h:t\ to Flit s Fla-

lion-gneStli s zt

1),-(.1; toi.ind to he the following:

or ilts -questions and indirect qnes--
ti::nis are 1:(.".1.; r 1 !..)Dt'il C,k.".111. OW- qiiestion contexts

that 11 5.t: ',1 (plc 'L.)1.1011 contexts. The range

Jt ti on is thcri the ;I! set for all three contexts,
sanie set (o cne.itio:.:--; I ditie re 1,t Hr non It: ut and then this

latter has s.-:LC' , :,ili

:iiernbers or only in the se(
1,1:

x...13

..liether the diaference IS in both

rec t st ion:

X... Y

) t !.:), , 1) were ii is)
to have nis s itieiltic ai iii indepeni. -.id ,Foci d.,-..pendent

: (-1 .?!.,..ve s rinct corneeti,es

ne first are ; .

t1a stion H.:a:1 exhibits partial 511111-

1 it the s 1 ineiiinei-n ;ire identiedl let

Live one 501 in all



three constr,iction types.
or,-(1,1S1

-

II ,tnd Het;tio., connectives totally distinct:

l A I\ .\:A1):\ ['sus dthava )
LATIN (out ersus rol

LITHUANIAN (arba versus a?)

(Bari( rersas

versus walls) )
(YRIA:`,.' ..N.1:2\MC ('' ay.,, yzi, yamma, ?atnina, y3nuua, ')n-ii-na,_

versus v,)11a))

(1Wl<1.:VI (ygi2 Vel';';i1S all))

(GOTfilC, versus 1)3.11) )

(MANDARIN CHINESE (11\v6slir versus )

(YORUBA (Cbi versus :ibi))
"Flt.3117`,..".L\ (Wa'/(11 Ver6I1 WavaS, WaVi)rna S Wesla (1941, 147)

notes that v'ayas is etin ()logically derived from wAy_am,

belong, tolcen of soon: of their disjnictive
connectives, to the Hirst or the set taid type also belong to the last one:
i.e. in addition to t,,;(-) colah;etive sets, one used in non-questions and the
other in the two question- construc t ions, there is also a connective that
can be iised i2t .-11 three In .\,\IIIARIC, iLrf instance, \ViiVan) is used in non-
questions .41.d .estions most of the time, but \vavoin can also be
used in questions. TP,, pattern is the same for the rest of the language
as well: it is , l' L i(,11 Oh that (-an also be used in questions
to freel,, r,,i,:oion-Oh and Ilut vice versa. 'Ibis ii ay couut
s C'

tiono.
\'eS spreads from non-ques-

the .t.'rt..;t. Leing of ( ,unterexample, There
ue[f.eol:-, acid used in questi,ws

,,c (I ' ;UZ.) 44` (2.XLif111)1(' of a dependent Ties-
in.v or lie uied as ri cwmective, the two

):xpect hay to lie used only.
in that 1,(ith thspinc Live conclec

tives ler.t ale 711f1ef(!tit trom both of those used In
o-a! i!; !fierdic.il with one of the ones



Non-question and question connectives Illy distinct:
(.it he r .. ur \el sus \vile he r . or)

versus loo(a1,1))
.tai versus 3os...tai)

(ent\veder... oder versus ob... ode.r)
ItUNGARIAN verSIIS

SERBO-CROATIAN versus <tali... ili)
SWAHILI versus kania ... au)

n ginn tet,t

.1-3ASQl.JE ala

FULANI Ito

11.-\L'SA to,

t it

1112\ "'.. di:,

SYRIA:.

BUR( AT

GOTifir

dtt

(-.; versus

versus dal'. .11i)

1\-es

YOR Oft\

St21, S

r i I e dvipe i disyoutive coimective
7 turn to

di n- In :t's would. I So

have :6 114,1'01.- OSS1 stic data on this.
see .1L.sper:ic.:i 1 1.3n. irJ.csii 1'171 ,



conditions till delction. r 1I st, let is make a generalization which

holds for disjunctive connective sets in any constructions, and, in
fact, for conjunctive connective sets as well (cp. Sanders 1967, 148, 153
and Dik 19o8, 41f ): that all but the last connective may he omitted (and
sometimes the last one, too) with the stipulation that'a deleted connec-
tive cannot follow a non-deleted one. To illustrate the point, there is
either Nlait or John or Jim, Mary or John or ;Him and Mary, John, or
Jim but no either Mary, John, or Jim. Thus, the possible questions
that remain to be as1,:ed are these: first, is this deletion of not-last
connectives i,ver obligatory? second, when is the last connective dele-
table? Syni.bnli/.liig the tu-st mennber of disjunctive connective sets by

EITHER and the last inember by OR, the probletn is what features of
linguistic c determine whether EITHER...OR, OR, or zero is
xiscd.

Consldetil8_ first the trilintion of VITHER...OR as opposed to
OR, the follov,rin can i.)e. s nil about our language sample. The majority
of the language_ do offer :1 Inure or let,s free choice of using either
LITHE:R...0R or 0:: sente :ties i)ther than alternative questions i.e.
in declarative sentellees, for instara:e, s,lcll as gave it (eitliezi 1 \Ittry

or to :in!: Inc choit sJid to be more or less free, with

EITHER.. ,OR Lyme to he ipore emphatic. 0 37 languages,
sect,, 1,, 1 , r . ;7. Al.,.111AR IC (ES . set

g. (v..-to) ;John

)4" tt,c r ,I 4. L;.: Ill t- t 1A\1),,iil

C /II 7\17.SE 11\eL,s )ushr 'It is either red
) 11 ire i s CNI,:d1C11

t tiu re is iHm-inniiceiled sentences; in tour other

17*. 1.1.1) that -inmiiinbered rpply
,re Householder

fti.t. ) ) !Ho , 11, sive iii j June t ion v..hereas (11: la
'St



languages there may be an ElTHER.. , OR but no evidence has been
found tO show tins. (in the other hand, in KOREAN only a two-rnern-

bered connective \yds found ,Lnd ;,,o single OR.

'P he total list of uIgLtges and the relevant forms are the following:
(EITHERl...0k 10 iiizitni:

ANIL IAR IC (".'tY0 z.
,ARABIC (SVRI-\r\;)

yri

:\1<_\.[(.. (lb \J-Ifi
k.L lou

l320 r . .

_N.S111;1

13ASQI,E ,

1.1ENCT.,\.1.t

BU[-CiAil.\2: (11 )...!1,
BURl Vi ?1,17.-3 \-,,

( eller
1.:NC-$1,1SEI (e tier). . oc

-if I (

1 NC-, 11
yu

. _

C.i()-1-111C

(11-1&:7,1111).

i;::"1 .). t".;.

(i

;1.

V1A: (ti ).
1.1'1

1)ER'--11AN

(.21.'1;(...

;7.)W,\111.1:-

':



Although conjunctive eoriiiecr.iyt i.e. BOTH.... Aral) -s have
tint bee t.(7 hypothesize that the
rule (ii free \ariation between Hid two-membered connectives also
holds for BOTI1....,\ND versos AND. Whereas, however, it holds for
these regardless t)f whether the sentence is declarative or interrogative
(Compare (Both) inn and Peter Left., Did (both) Jiin and Peter leave?),
the rule about. disjunctive connectives has not been found to be valid for
alternatis.ie questions in most languages. in particular, of 32, languages,
11 seem '1110 Of free v;Jriation also in independent alternative
questions, but ?1, the nia rity., that -- allow in alternative questions
For Hil; i.e. . they allow, just as ENG1.1:Sli, for Did ,frill Or
Pete I' CL3:i.c brit br Peter con-ie'?

I it
(iii the izsed ;,( tuse),

(Fo:Itiiote continw(:(1)
OR in stAtements: OR in statements:

Eft II0P1C 1-(A)1-2E.V.N.? . -nab
AR Ti

y()lZ 1.31),A

11 ski uld be noted ;hit i this restriction explicitly stated
rhip:, t!,-)Tw it i...,;;;,..;:ho c,Y,4s1:11(:(1. Thlts, for rflost

all I ha,:c I b,! i+.' t are roga
ti-vc and tl,at disiurictui,ii, as contrasted with the

stateoient eNaiuples of this sort. 'l'his lack of exan-.ples
can of co ir.,e 1:r1 .2,.C.......1c.11 1], 5S111-riliP th.VE

it 1;) LLt Ht. t! 1.01"..L'LLIL; ;1"e t if.iLL";

(ArLA'S f.:1.0..";]. IdVC)!* of questions
(. or re 1 al ive ones, or.

ii tilt elf,(-t of the L-(h-
IL; LIArt. Fs, urct_tri by (txplicit

;,, ,. t.. 'St'
)10, i h :1 Is lyzi.sed. L)h.

t. 4,1 t. )1 i(:s)+1,.,t tit)ns 711 (111051101-15 IS III

tt
Ili` 1.1 ; -tirLt!llt L) I.5a. 11 lir 111,, II;(,b;

1111'.!:) Of the 1engbage th(J;,- describe. 16 'ISII,111')'
I it 1111Sto

c one ti!
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Languages that Wow both for OR and OR can he

examplifieci by LIUNGARIAN (e. g. vajonjt)iLvaynern jtin Is he coming

or is he nut coming?') and MANDARIN (e.1 . iZ'tqie h\v6shr/haishr

hwi5shr/haishr bUshr hint e Is it red or not red?'). An exam-_
ple of a language with a single OR in questions is ANIIIARIC:

correlative disjunction in statement: \\rayon) stet wayain wand
'either a \voinan or a inan'(Colien 193+), 312-313)

simple disjunction in qacstion: irsasu1{.6yy flaw, woyis biCa

'Is tfact pencil ,;(1 (Oholensky it al. 19o4. 213)11

11 )tiler(er -_ao.i,les.

ARABIC, (IRAQI): correl.,{ti siunciion in statement: stiri loo raggi
titiaa't 'lin,/ either watermelon or apples.'

(iii;!unc;tion in cuestion: s-tiqqawwar,
ha s-satIii but '1;, hat do you think, is

Ly;iiiir, to get this job or not?' (Irwin 19e3, 307)
ARABIC ( 'SYR ;:or vela! ivo di sionct ion in staftrnent : Lizern axod

-bans, yainina yamma h- ;Slllerl
intio 'I roust have that girl, either with my master's

approval or ii, ot 11aii1. ' (Cowell 191,4, 39o);
tion in question: daraLe yomma
'V1 Si classy or second class'? ' (preceded.1

by sorileo,ne s tyiott '('rive the two tici:ets:')
cur disiinict ion ill :_-;taterflellt.: 101-.O tai Pekka tutee

r Nlatti ,;:111 (Lehi inen 19x2, -443)
ooeFieui: tai Pekl:a.' Will

Pei<J. ;,;1 ; p. graniniatical jok0 Matti
. it au, pt; r I oruniunica lion)

L.T I _ k..or re I.. t it):1 l :1 t'1.111,t; i)LPIeCti(:); kW) 6'alee j0;
1"c()ti 1 t. 1'!(s1 M,11) (.)1. 1 ';1(1(.. h. I i1;311 Or v.,11()e rr (St ennes

I

-1,-i shi4 61: LOO 1111 a(11;i,

.H)11,11 1 11,,, it (,1* it ylor 19)3, n(t)

(.; o r .1,1 ,.

sin 1 (1'1s1,111(.11,, [rd Inn oder Mary koninien?
. _

,_ -

w.,,.. st ci oent Eei.ve(le r oder Mary
:.lacy will 1'0)11('.

J'111 ocic
:-.;(.115e intended.
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LH, 1 i o ationt the distribution of
EITIIER'...OR and OR, 'vc to refer to one more class of syntac..tic

constrtlidions. besides indeputident altorwitive questions and sentences

(Footnote I I continued}
GUjA R urn.: v(.: di sjunc t ion in slat eine nt : (no example found)

simple disjunction in question: tThrnahre cah piwi che, ke
k011-ii 'Do you want to drink tea, or coffee?' (Cardona

IllINGAPIAN: correlative disjunction in statement: vagy Jim itin, vagy
NI-ernf tOn is 011-1 i lq Or Mary is coming.
simple disjunction in question: Jamp_in va.g.y_Mary

is comittg. or Mary is coining ?'; cp.'"'vagy
Mary ied,i v.thn.:1l is ungrammatical in the sense

intended.
PERS1AN: curve i dis.inction in statement: (no example found)

slid pie d[SilinCtion in question: >a 'abejciw
'Do von \vant cotfee, or Leer? (Obolcnsky et al. 19u3, 4. 13,8)

SER i30.-CI;,.),V1 correlative disjunction in statement: moramoili
i?ui ti IL 1)01-)t,(,: suinti 'We must either fight

or flee to the forest. '
simple lisjonction in question: iell lioc befitefil
c2.tt 17e, you want cottee Or r 'Do you want
C0!I(C or ti:a '? ' (Birhvell 2.13)

Vki' AI VI I: disritniction 111 St at el nt : OIIUl 111 \vc,...re 01110111

LL 'f other it is Von or it is your r. '

simple dishink.tion In Tiestion: niivyo ania sivyo IS it so

ILO

liot so.' (I)eriott 1,1,?)

olatiech yes s folloIHng:
(I.11.1.1 "'I , pe !rue t 111:5;

.

(/t.)1.
)

Lt!"_.;:). . an;

( I , , : 1 ; sh r
.

it() I;(111



tOflS

!,t ques-
ot 2,7 , tid tu u1,,\ Ht. free

EITIIER OR anti OR such con SI. rilt:t (t!.. g. HUNGARIAN (e.g.

hivincsi vagyith, (vajon) ttin va'v rietn_pn 'I wonder whether he is
coming or not cum Lt114. ') ;trid 1\1AN1)AR IN (e. wo yau irdau teie (hw6
±'L/ (ha.i)shr ho .d iytt,'shr!1-1,:tashr bushr hungtle '1 want to know whether

it Is red or not red. ')) and lc,t to require EurriER... OR (e.g. ENGLISH
06,11;z1 desu ka, Kobe deso ha wasuremashita

'1 have tort),otte,, Osaka or Kobe. '); and two languages,

Li% e heel' fo,nd to ttpparently +Ise OR on

t,

`I () i t'

I (1,1. t
L1.: (

.!.t a.
\Tr-:

: ;



t,,E. E; (ii.,Iri/"..tio-1 of I.:1'1'111;P

OR . li,eiribertii di sHiiIctiv ContutIvi sets is

the il)110V%111,4: the r'.1Le, o'oLii.tis for the iiiajority uf

(Footnote 12. continue(i)
EIT111;lt ..OR in dependent qh.estions:

ARABIC (SYRIAiN
11.ASCUE
litJ1 GARIAN
CIIATINO ta
ENGLISH whether.. . ui
HI 11101)1C, ti.)tint ,

. titl! va1 ;
oh, .. oder

1-1A1..ISA ?

.1.-1.1)ANI'.:-31.'; to. , . to; Li...

a i .

I I II It, i'.

.\ ii hin, xv.h. i1

PU1 .ESEI cz v...
It.

SER . I

/ II I .1 1iru.. . /di-ma

,n
\LI

.N.VAI

In oh t ii es there Is tO ticcIic1c>r "; onnective helore
1, t I (11 011rieCt

h ror insftincc. t/tere
s L !H.", I :HI id!i

lit k"' I t['1 1,
C.U. ,':);),..11'11 t jelir. 0 urRy to lAd ,..,I1111,111/4 SH)()r(1111rIte

At I :VC bet. it
1 ,' E t'

11 !AiH 't 1 I"; .1, 1),):751;111.

A iA ' 111 1
OR.

i : ; I ALA I (I IIHIHe lit

( t 1 A 1' A (1,1.1,1

k f ;7:01,

1. A i r .
,"

It . 1A !". t - t' (C.\( 6111 i)retl t-a.te



languages III sentences ()tiler ttiti alternative questions. incle

p(...r:de III altert.:itive q,ieit tuns. tia, ride uf freC Variati OIL applies to Lbout

halt of our sample, lallgkiages of the other half requiring OR by itself.
In dependent Tlestions, laiiguiiges have the rule of free variation
and the inaiority reTlire

Next, Hcot...sine]: the pi ence 1 uiIs&H( C (,)t. Ag,tin, it

elliS that I hcre is no ;4c:'icrjlil.ati011 10 he to coi;er both conditions
1-1under OP and those ander %,,hich AND can be deleted, and that

.1 t ItiL it.L Pitt the clIsiiiii,:ttve conilectlyc.,

;lir' t 1,;i:: 4 .:It'; cl5e, j,ist t
t1r. *1:-) I 1151 111-.1t art.. nut

'111("..; {('.t.'11 11. 39S). ,1.1-1(1

(F'rilt11.41.4
) 1,, Cry,.

!HI ."..t.;Ii > I 1:.\1',IC 'It \0T
.;(tot. S ii D(-FIL 1,,:,n1:1Illii()11.2,11 the,: all colint.ict alternative
Vi bt rrirr Lt!t'r rr .7., rst 1 n Ut is a disjunctive

011 i these
rney tic ILLt tot ssi i LLH ilalse t.onnecli.i.rs. It is interesting In

11/1111C1.1(51, ,Lrtz l)5tv '1,/lEILs or

to orese.iteci (alt'.. iH1cr to S,m(101's (...)1)servaticdi,
even it It is 1lle.;;11 to bolci I o lUHl.Ih only: 'nVliile all connectives of

contain least
'1, 1I; I JI)pe.ii-s to be

IS tt ire )1. cli.tIct ion of the
s t 1. ,it (I. hi. condi'. :(ni is

.1 , I : .1 to! 7, .) alSu 11i I; I

2,72.) t L u
dcFit ;,1;i Icv

1

t lor r, ,' 1141

I ' 4 (10:. I'. PH 1p('
1,12..1) ,-; .!. :II). Ho:

CIt r;. '1.:. I" Pr-IL's, 33

H 1 1 -''IIIILI ) 3 ( h i l I I ) III.tI'ii.11FI..,
. 1)::



ENGI,ISH, there tre some highly idiosyncratic idiom-like contexts
which are semantically disjunctive and where disjunctive connectives

may be omitted. Evidence for such contexts has been found also in

BENGAIA (Dimock et al. 19n5, 310), GERMAN, HUNGARIAN, KANNADA

(Bright 19e, 33; Spencer 1911, 95f), RUSSIAN, SWAHILI, TIGRINYA

(Leslau 1941, 147) and YORUBA (Rowlands [969, 17Z). Certain numeral
phrases such as "two-three" are always among these contexts (note,
however, that in AAERBALIANI, "or" must not l'r' used in such approxi-

mate numbers (Householder and Lotfi 1965, 102) tmd that in MODERN

GREEK "and" is used.) Other relevant declarative contexts exemplified
in grammars are hard to generalize about and seem to be almost idioma-
tic, such as SYRIAN ARABIC tiayye mayyte 'God have
mercy upon her, alive or dead. ' (Cowell 1964, 398). Considering now

alternative questions, it has been found that, in sharp contrast with the
idiosync racy of the semantic -syntactic conditions under which the dele-
tion of OR is possible in sentences other than alternative questions, if
the deletion of OR is possible at all in a language in an alternative ques-
tion, it is 111 fact possible in all such questions, without further restric-
tiOns. In son e of these languages, such as AMHARIC,INGA, HUNGARIAN,

and MANDAREN. the saint lelet toil appeays possible in embedded

alternative questions. In tact, no evidence has been found thus far counter

to the claim thit R-nieletion neve 111St iit!,11: SL' S 1)OLV!el',1 Ilde

e::11 'Orr' Jay larig.iia;);e.
I '3

"noITtr..! C:iar1 I1 it,":7, of :/crO t. riinciw ndcill quest ions:
(I_;r) (Ckillen 193r, 312,1)

I 1.1-1:-.Vi k s ]lt. !Hi(' i cltl:ili
:Cc II 11;75 011(*n) (1t)e ()Ve r

L'e (:\-1 a Ftiti et al. 17)

!,ii ,1 y(il ii ot blisy ? '

(I -;iii ) r)
1 !CR : 'Is ilf s_y ,1,d (or) bac!? ' (1.es1au 1041 ,



- to2. -

This ,ilds ();:dition:i that determine thti',

presence or absence of f:ITHEB-s and OR -S. Notice three shared pro-
perties ot the gene I 111...! 0!IS 111:tt ha VC been suggested. First, all of

(Footnote 15 continued)
Examples of 40 rt, C(A1111eCi dependent questions:

AMHARIC: Inadtt).g(e_n 'doing-my(-
object marker or) not-doing-my-object-Marker 1-am-not-
going-to-tell- you" 'I am not going to tell you whether 1111
do it (or) not. ' (Oholenshy et al. 1')O'l, 1 i3-434)

ARABIC (SYRIAN): Ina htfre niati 1)(5da soda '1 don't care whether
it 's blaci: or white. ' (Cowell 19i,.1, 398)

flUNGARIAN: nem tudoin n (vaa) nern jc;ii 1 don't know whether he is
"tiling (or) not coining.'

PAN3ABI: 1,1. bin kl.))rb,Ir "my sat.ing not saying is r.;ciu.-,N
lent tU One" say so or not doesn't inake any
difference. (Gill 2.,ft..)

"Chit full list of kingu:t,es is the
c,'Vf 10 stateulents: ,\RABIC

III',N6.11

I'LNCIAB1.1

'SSI ,1
SWAMI 1
TIGRINYA

iii inden.rule't cue-t1o1.-
/ IK

I l l ,

lc A

i i A i C
1

'I I. I',
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thorn arc speviiic (:isititictice connectives, altitit)itgh before we stiAtt,"

that there ,tri: t t!,onc V.;.1.1izath>ns that cricompa.ss both conjunc-

tive anti di sj conntetivtis. Second, in order to speak about the
distribution of two-nientibered versus one-rnentibercd versus zero-
incrnbe red disji nct \re runnectives, we had to refer to the syntactic class
of alternative gnestions as distinct from other sentences. Third, whereas
the class t,f alternative questions probably behaves homogeneously from
the point of view of the presence and absence of OR it dues not so behave

. respect to the presence and absence of EITHER.
To stun up our c)bservations concerning the shape and deletability of

disinnotivc oiniecti ye :

1. The deletion ui a iciember of a connective set implies the deletion

of all of the ttneinbers to its left (as observed. on a cross-linguistic basis,
by Sanders ind DJ:),

t bers of a connective set are always identical 'with
C:tch that set.

id. OR alt. generally ilt free variation in sentences
:Mier thir; giiest ions; EITHrR... OR is g rerally required
tor ciebelicient j HER Is j;c_tlerally excluded in independent

stions.

i,tt so't latle[iages aril C. independent and-I. OP s cielet

ges litgthlti (I°

f

"! 1,11C .

S t!) 1);1',lr

oeli,

T , H , rt. !t
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10 ycs-.:Lo ct i.t:11.iritil,InCy of the Same

11.StittICI1t u (11 )1111t.:t 'I hr ubsirvatiui is this: the neg-

ative .1.1ternative is delet.thle hi -ill ,..lternEttive questions perhaps in all

lanw.iages; but it S not. the ..:ur responding non-questions;

g. is It hot'? Ls sy--.Lonymol.s '.kth Is it-hot or is :1 not hot? bit It is
hot riot Synonymuus \r,th ILis hot oritishot hot.

3..1 is the (piestiohhoLid of ves-ho Liiiesti()ns to he represented

20 the LeF stri;ctul-e-'
i. .1. 1 Asir . (),-1 the basis of all these facts

1 13 SCI I tS,./0 iaLsed in the

ot t 1 11.tcr :Ito of the dilference bet ..v(.!4.2,-1

,1.(1 cLiest.,w)s. vr.ith the

thi!re. .-!re I-Ake]] t c.onstituie

;hit 4.1 511 112& r.; vk.5 ilt, (insUcios,

()1\

'Fite Lust t tt1ti. t St t+pe : k;t' S -110 CitleSt10.:.,,i

t hc. rel'itt*(t ti I' 1; 'ui CIL, 0 t h_tille',1t.S. The ill'ISWer

s that yeS (I .i0 (' ri f 1:.:'S[W1 :S 1'0 indirec-1 wir-
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becomes explanatory of such will ..spread facts as the (iiiestion-spe,!cific
shape of disynictivi connectives, ,inti freqiient tiediniddiicy n

00 rinesti:nis, is \\ell its the re:du:1(Lnc, of the negat VC alternative.

3.4. Some pro2osals: Q-theory, performative theory. Trans-
toriniitiondl theories of nquestionhood" aii share two properties: they
differentiate yiestions troth other constructions in the deep, rather than
in the surface, structure; and they differentiate them as a sentence ty_pe
rather than in terms of a discourse type. On the other hand, these
t}a differ tro , other t.\-ith reso:.-.,ct to the extent in which they

for syrh.ictiri properties of questions. From this point of view,

t he i clTtiiiis twl) classes:

1, Qiiestions should he distinviished from non-questions by an
krlyi.114 T.WSt 1-1 has semantic but no syntactic structure,

Ctiestious shotild distinuished front non-questions by an under-
qnc stn, :ids both seniatitic ,ituid syntactic structure.

The tlI'St :;1)pl't1aC11 IS exemplified 10/ h tt'L and Postal's account

(1flp,4, iiicordii1;2, to which there ',5 question rn<trficr in the deep

structure of cc cstions which they call Q, This niarker has the senlantic
I.I.tte I Drt,:t. It . 1, 11H1 Lk, dint Q is s ipp,.sed to he a

t pf questionhood, there

ordikiti,,n

s I

\vith it as t)) qtwStionS Sh0111d

1)051,t1 k:Se (.) to er.!1)1e

s 1(1,.-crhs .15 c(!rt,11:-.

, r (vie t

(.:), 11(1 1>e .1

,.'_e1' Ili resi,t t to tin

, t se

st ti 16.



'1 he only stra,..turat p1'op0rt; that c.."2 has 16 :1S Spc'k'

St. I c'11C't" it I.: Ili 11 It is, iii N:tt Se/1-

tense-initi I. 'nub uno tit ulany possible choices of ordering

and since Kati and Postal did decide on 1 particular alternative, rather
than positing tu-iurcieri'dHC h would have been at way of evading the

problem, this would suggest that there was sonic motivation for the:n
to do Si), Whereas till %VA 5 not made explicit by Katz and

Postal, Baker (Prid) did exploit the explanatory power inherent in order-
1\1111 1 to Q. [le C )urcidte::i the. iArder 01 Q with the order

partp,:les Liad pruniiims i a sentence. Th.is, for
P,,,t Ps siu.t Q,

the fact th t, ht.!, 'I', .iud the \,.h prunann,s are all Sentence init in

1. s 1 . 1 t.11'c the' 1k2s1.1.)11 t rtik 10 is sentent:e-

i he , sitn.. l..{. - Ili.,t1 Q.

r;Litt. Lit it P. i ot 1,.
l',1-; I i 1 L 5 ylitii CI i' C LIP, l'. iS il_:.:1

111c1 Statt.'T i''. -(1; ic1St ' ,,Ilt i';!..1-i: 1 :1 , 1 si,, ; iil)t'Ars Ii./ 1 11 Siliil'i Of l'eldt: .2,

(.1 scions, si.,:lauticall\- tii tically. to cuust ructions to which they

b i . a r rescm,blance. I, .[ r,,ti-Les a(:eurding to Katz and Postal, have a

sey,i ite ;:i -,-;..u, , h ,..-d It , no propy.rties '..v,th Q uther than sentence

Initpility. Indirect cwt.:it:on, ire nut issuLned to have a Q in Katz and

P .si il I - r':-. lc, .,,-.. (1 'I'f I .....:111c1, is b,isd
, theirs.

d
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noun is the spcaker, whose object noun is the hearer and whose verb is
a verb of saying responsible for the type of the sentence which is em-
bedded in this hyperstrueture whether it is declarative, interrogative,
or imperative.

All the differences between the two theories stern from different
degrees of abstractness that they assume for their performative sen-
tences. These abstractness differences relate to lexical realization,
or 'pronounceabili y " , and vhether performatives can be embedded or
not. Ross' performative sentences are fully lexicalized ones which can
be pronounced or they can be deleted. Sadock does not specify elements
of the hypersentenee to the extent that lexical insertion would be possible:
hypersentences are entirely abstract structures that never surface.

ALS0, Sadock allows for the embeddabilitv of hypersentences as the object
complement of ordinary verbs of saying in order to account for direct
quotations, .-11(1 he allows for the nesting of hypersentences in order to

account for constructions such as echo questions. Ross claims that per-
formatives cannot be embedded into ordinary sentences, but he tacitly
allows one perforniativc to he embedded into another; his question per-
formative is a declarative pertrormati,te emhedded in an imperative
performative,

It is the Tic stiol. of how to represent underlyingly overt performa-
tkes I :el I rits.,elisficd leith 'Willi his own tF, ,4.oJo4,,--

a:.l 4 ihc_.ory dmat.iv(.5 are not

`.`"tP ;Aro. (101111U tit:d

.1;iy E- ( blister, His ship would be derived from
t.1 re 44.., li-4.1-4.4 to tht I chi.isten this sill.)

lr 1r: if the me44,i4! t const,dive sensf t, in its performotive
..14: t 11,41:44; the perform

,lt

.4e

,vith die last: of something, as Tposed. tO the

k t t ( 1 r I Isf t,' S 1...ertor.1.1,t1yiv



COnStatiVe sentences to, a mi,itivated Saduck (197(h) pusits that

performatives are dominated by an abstract hype rsentence embedded
into an abstract SkIperhyperst:litc\re, itself i.olen11)eddable.

The performative hypothesis is clearly a more ambitious one from
the point of view of explainiiig, syntactic properties of sentences than
Katz and Postal's Q marker. It seems that of the various syntactic
properties that are posited for performative sentences of declarations
by Russ and Sadock the strongest case can be made for the existence of
a first and a second nersot: neon phrase.. Syntactic reasons to posit a
first person noun phrase and a second person noi.in phrase as occurring
in the perfurri itive sin-,tence associated declarative sentences are

two kinds. F rst, it enables one to derive the personal pronominal
forms I and you that .ccur in ,..,rdln:iry sentences without any overt

nominal. antecedent (such as tai -o: ). ed soie antecedent-less
. :rst and sec,o prota ins (such n. Inis- was written
by NIar>, and mvseli.) ord ry rules of prouominalization and reflexi-
v ation. re 6 po...tctivizly. 1'e )I detailed dtsc,.:ssi.t.,r, strait :-.Ye facts

,ti,oat, the distr persiiii:-.1 and reflexive pronouns in ENGLISH 11).j:1y

! :He theory sic. Ross l`rit);ind also SaCloCK

L'706. For ritic Russ data and proposed rules. see

coders,.. Sc t' tale rt strzl;it bin of 'ar m'tS s*,.-1.-Asses of per-

7,0u

(1, 47I) ) ,t- DAKC/F 5 .

the t

1-FALIAN

};ethe r (let, r'. ti- iertalo pro
pr .ipert es 'Le pi

first and second o r.3oi

1]:;(: I f. (.;:1R`.._ ..

forms.. I lie sty
-5 k ; :( :s?
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t,. I tli.ieStL e1. 11-1 the cmouve here, itlicuigh a

detailed presentation rol,:,yant facts is uPlittCd., WC2 Will itiSt

hero that such noun phrases arc posited and we will now torn to the
(Iii6StiCin as to N.\, hat kind of a syntactic construction o ontaius these
noun phrases,

If the performative is a full sentence, then, according to the simplest
hypothesis, we would expect rules that operate on ordinary sentence
constituents also to operate on performatives. Ordinary sentences
can be negated, ernbedded, being embedded into, and conjoined, am aig
trthers, Can these syntactic processes apply to peri-ormatiyes?

The possibility of ticatin,,, pc rfortriatives has not been explored,
but it does not 5000: unreasonable, both on semantic and on syntactic

grounds, that seniitunce gittion be represented on a deep level by
perforrnative

Can performatives be embedded? As we have seen above, this is
assumed in Sadock l'r70a, b. One reason why this Seems to be an impor-
tant assumption i5 that in this manner vie can relate questions t,, both
imperative and ciccidrative constructions. Assuming that the performa-
tive se ntence of nnper;Olccs iS Z-t structure paraphrnsable as I order von

18

that... (you dO such and such). and the declarative performative is I say
tL% ywa, and ass.o.t ,, ,, iii pt.' rti,r','71-tivc. L:TIUk.:CILI: ii3 is poss. :AL.. v:t. (.'ar:

posit the ouestnm pecfo,..u.azi...!._: t o 1 . . e 1 ird,,I. \ (., 1 thi:41. ,von say to -,-It:...
,,........

As it.v,..ts .i _lit: He,: ')t it this is the ciue stl.-Au pc rfor:i...'it*e sug.ge Died

by Ross .".')3) ( n that roLktcs cil:cst ions t0 impe rat ves,

In ,Jridit,o lie should al so tdio ftt-t, -et's-. l ht;
perforif r.11';',<: :kr1 r e:,p1,Hnilet tlo ,JCL

:,11,..14-1 f:,1' last t I.; rst etc, bit
Tlu occurrt:i ',.".th the senteuces they e ()occur and
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)6 Super 101 tu 1.1o!Ctt 1s unzolaiyzahlf,

t verb 4. t,, cvery serd enc

The positiro.; et 101S St r1e already .-issitilie6 that perlurmatives
(only be c:11'.--.ded hilt ttit they ctt ilso bL einbedded jut°. Further

evidence th.-It thi:-; is true Is sw.4.,,ested by certaiti properties of questioris

vhich they share with siih,,,iHift...ted constructions. The followirly, facts

, 1 1 1 S1 . 2 11 1 tO ind,2 i t id ItiSIUL 111a iieitioos ale,
I

ttLkl k 00 St r0t.'t

00 6,.,01e. leVO, Sob

Sou ir Cur, 1(:t h GC( irs
;:0 101.Jcf),,...HidOrt

ore HUNC,,1UAN e4ker

CleZtetri. 11012,y Io i -e I hot lic-,.V.ai.lts-one-crs'stion'' `I ,Tished him whether

he warit.-s otu ; L I 1 V: -11: t tEtV.'0111.1-ki.ira

L;f1-17,..1.5t" '1*.n

yLo: ,o.-hether vtiit to e tt. niro t yufp.-npa

OV.11.. t C, v.hether Thd Viol go to t:_Avti! wliere virtu-
s r a ttt is the r1iikStl.k.,0 euriiplemeritizer

P . )

Ultau CH.( J, Ecitt.d. ti '1 viii diverse as

INt)ONES[A.N. rti.71`,;(;."\ttlAN, :.-trid the Pspp oe langtiai;es the relative
and thLt V:11/.11111 .3,1S(

. -

L',.1.1( 7, I' r IV:(1 lots
';1;:\1),I(*, Pust. !-t7t) that a p,-trtIcie

'ha 'ri is i lLiOtofl. :or circlos c,to 0150 be ,Jsed (;ptionany
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as it is thL, 1.. 0;:d Posial

an attempt to de ri'. tlse pronouns from a compnni source thus account-
ing tor this 1.,1.r.C(1.1:b11 morphology, Stock.-ell et al, (I'l Lic,11)

argue against this analysis by pointing out that the two classes ot pro-
nouns behave f.t He tent I y (rein each other: Pied Piping. does not apply
to interroal;,.es but it does to relative clauses; there is phrases can
occur in questions but not in relative clauses, there are only two relative
pron,,uns I) it of question pronouns and question pronouns are
minus sliecitis; \:.11ereas relative pronouns are either "plus" or "minus

1,1:31 ni i':1,11tllIn they 110%-e ,1c!...?,ainstak, icknt:flcittion of the

prcib0"1:16 nt,L1c prt'd1C1iibit: by CI stand-

ard pronop.i:-,,h,,,,t",,. rule. 41.'111)."1:k1aS quest]on pronlouns are not.

if, ho..,..er qia:slions are represented OS en:bedded constructions.
the the sire nr(n'Io.u.nalization rile th,rit predicts relative pronouns
also predicts ri,:estim: pronouns and this last arLynPent against the
ident;,(Lor ,1 the t',.4.o prono.n:1 types \vial( Ii are i.'.orphologicall: iden-
tical n Se lai.guages becon"..es

let 'Hs see evidence "....e have for the conjoinability
pe

ltis (1 +, 4) 1)(,),,y: certain !acts and also oF ENG-
HI 1 C,;: C1niti!"1 1t/1 0551 e' that perforp...ati,;es ot cleclar,a-

tive sentences can be c Or oine (1 in these languages. in ..\.1(Rf'1, there
111: L.;;) dc)11(.1'i1 ct II it 11411,, ',1,,rhtIt thr

1' 1 !n, 1;.):.)t )C11 ))1' Si, .)C1L.1:)c't, 1 10tiol-!, 011(1 intlepend-

' Her 11111't.i1OH 1Ht1".VeC)) 11:c: 1Wc,

f 111' 1' lc: 11) 11)4' I t u dilbt1111.1t.1111 con uc it

1H s 1.11 1110" 11."'1.,

()u..1 the (list r"H

1} c' I s c ":*1'tI'ct

,,c1)11S:n.: 11.nc) n: (Lt.' 1.-,1,t-ct: cc) C.c pc

Ii iLimIm ii
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hie v Id you 111:e sotne apples'? '

Speal:eht '1\:,o, thanks. '

1 rtid l'att,anitn? banaas? '
What consituents are connectito. he I e LV 10111 'and'? Certdirly not Apfu]___
and 1ktton since the t- questions ;it 00(41 synonymous with Nttichten

Sic A1210,1 mid Ban iu The two questions are, however, synonymous
V. ith NRichten e Antel und intIchten Sic Ban,:inen? 'Would you like apples

ar,d would_ you like b.iinalias.") In other words, in order to explain und in
thlS disc curse , t(J 'Sit CM: TIttS..1011 perfrviatves.U

}:,;/111,: 1 t thi:: eon ot question perforrnatives
cs trnn '. so.inc oh.icivutttms a.hout disjunctive onnectives. How can

we account or tilL dittuieric. it 0:1 -lucuseti ' and 'non-focus" OR-s,
such as in Did John or V, a S he sick? ',.ersus John appear or
write a letter (.n' n)t)? Sentences such as the latter one with a "non-__
tocused of' resemble ,lepentteut conjoining in tlk-it subject deletion is

obligatory In setenc 'focnseti hi'', subject Cleletion is optional,
toust d COCOS. 'ibis similarity Would suggest

that tne two L'pes ct ontoinod sentences he distinguished

the s tl.u1.y conjoined sentences
f 111C 110:1111 1tLOttiveS. ( (1- on OR would thus be

t

frote the ;11,i; Inctit.'t It t\\, pi,rfornia.t ive; e. g. Did

frorn :it rhctiir"4"..iljh;

!. j,t 11.1,11. ti pht' tO S,A,y 1c, Hitt ho

1- i Aujit,0r or \vri lc 0 1t too (or

fron to orher ,Ithet to s-lo either apitea.red c10. l"rote

( (in; H dici not write I, tier,
. .

, 1 0 ii ,oule h 0,111 itt CX phl itI ft if \k

h '11 -

tJH pF,1*:',?J:JH Ca 'I ht' S
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Ia. oht sl a the Jit 11 latd ouc t'Wee

't'XL \"c "11,c' `. Iiispnietion, depending CJ whether 1 lie c o

OCCU r rt}1. at nIh lrntties raised LS phssibto or hot. 1)ik, however,

cluitiis (1.f. ,-:, 2-71:f) that this identification is mistaken and that disjunc-

tive coi,nectiyes in littural languages either belong to the "exclusive"

type ,)1.- else they efdnint ainbiguity between the exclusive and inclusive

sense (uir dii exaidple d such Linibiguity, see I.angacker 1969, 49, IA),

but t Hit they are /lever iir,:ibivatisly inclusive; and that the distinction

bet the ty,a ri bul L ii I V distinct types is based not on this c ri-

ter an !Jut chiY, e is . .levart. to sonne argument or not.

20
Languages with two coarphologieally distinct disjunctive connec-

tives where, ha\.....ever. fhere v. rs nut enough eviclenee to judge the seman-
tic di sti the

l\tiQVh: ion. , ion.. iLi nein... neha...vei:sus ela (how about

a... vers,:s . a!o.
GOT FUG : i.tie versus itiptuu

versus ... hi. . ha
1. 1) A: sari . . , s.1 iu . ver sl"c5
1:OR air , . . . m rsus

PC I ;t:-..1 s .ty

UGC IN VA: k1 . . . and vokut,...yolcon... ye rsus wav etc.
/, R I), A I .1, A I: v.1 y:-1

ti t2 !"....:Ivo also boon observed
ry .

..., t 1-ie re is a disjunct lon
(sib}, m 1i, 11-,ehtiile or the IlalyScript),

A I iiC "' it i s ots od I It lto r !UliCi \.'lt Context s as well but
Nsi ii msrmmyais. In I \T\1AN.

1._,O a:1H 1 :11 inse(i,ts
r.?.flei. Ii se, It' :5 ikuiV. \Ole rots

I T ' , l tI I it( i:is a rt. rl:ed
. _

, :\ 'In.l 3k: ra. are
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Although it See [11 S shat I If these Contrasts the one between "choice

that matters .airsiis 'choice that do( it matter" could perhaps be
correlated with performative aid prop conjunction, respectively,
a detailed exploration of this p, not be carried out here.
'thus we con. iwte thot v.het(',ts idur iioelti be foie d for perforrna-

t iVe nit both in st.,:tertle10 ni dila questions and also for perlorm-
i V (US) ining in questions. the discos. ry of the empirical consequences
ptritrrnAtIVe it:2, .1t.tit'rtiCi reiui ns an open question.

C:omparing Ito w the two alters ati,- "ansi:no.. atiunal theories in
question, that of /Katz and Postal's and Baker's versus that of foss'
and Sadock`s, we would COnCluile that the latter theory is to be preferred.

Katz and Postal's Q fails to relate yes-no questions to any other akin
CoLSti't.l'lltili t.ltjlcr than w'h cinestions ..ind it also fails to make specific
predictions as to what fl' syntactic structure of questions might be like
as opposed to tLi.1 ut StUttiit.'nts, Within the performative theory, it

beeoine's possibie to /addle questions to dependent questions
and to imperat ves. This theory can also lie used to explain some syn.-
tactic propi.rties t,t sie,tericezi, iii particular. of questions, as we

(Footnote 20 cortinticd)
,( SYR:A\ !!1,t1a, :11-11!ni S di St shed from other

isrunetioris at the lain;niage it its emphatic nature. In general, correla-
tive disiintetions st appe ir to hi_ iiniversally more emphatic
than 01;2 ,

tit t,;01.11 1C t7t2' 1s said to he more formal than ithwa.
e/ li sypTAN ARA111(;, FANT'-' i-ind GOTHIC, disiunctions differ

Loeneet ,,comic, and plir:Ises. or sentences. Saw to
is said 'r`it. (1,1(.111, 1rl cir,se, -t::orirwct ion. ana in

rAVI eonnec t words .idd okra s ( inineet s sentences. Glf,T.APATI
and )11 .vords and phirai-.ies. i)thwalo is used with

Cl cases lv r'op s LilinV,,WigLis for formal
7. t: cd,IJAR AT I. 1 nhii connt.eis only sentences.

11 as sentences.
iind pronouns and 11,'.." be-

ANC:IF,7\71-
r (Finn sie",; ehCeS .



;Ind .SeC(ind perSOn pronouns, the

p 1e 51: i t V Hut r b I nat i iig c(innect S, the similarity of

rciii:Vc prOno;ifis arid soul!! f.dt i !..1.)c)tIt

,111(1 to::..itrilL; Of AND-S and OR -s.

Re\lev....ng, the t,Ao theory types in the light of the requirentents

that we set lip II :e. won Pt eunelude that, wlth respect to scfdie;

the pet-tot-1i 1..t.ive theory Is better than the Q theory since it enables yes-
que-itions to be c0.pr0scr1J0c1 as related to more constructions. It

hot h. of theib are ebn;i1.1y from the 1101111 of

V1i2:`, 1/1 ALt 1. U." Ii 1LHa I' 1

th theei-ic

As far as domain is concerned,
LO st.iteinents as sentence types rather

tao derivH0.2 the r d.fference;H froni differences between discourse types.

ThIr.(.1. the (1 ;ft:L.,r010:0!_-; :0.-)tca betAveen statements

,:,rder, question part.cles verb lntiection.
tc.e 1 Oit.-s. tin deletabliity of the negative alter-

-

StHi: s thin Htlier of the tn,,e, the,,rtes,

1,\re ill I (11 all a-+Iternative theory. thus

theor.- I I ;Al (i Pc,St0..1'.; ii I Ii it it IS 11) 1)111

. r . i t h e r 1 b . , 1 :et e I t, it \ t I it t b ii I that it lacklt...s

I 1...let.0 to 11(..1(1114(..)1' sttenientS

I ,) !ht., ho ii del ti .11)11 dv ti the

I! iiti\e 0111 Flee I 1:

(,11 St H I 'Lie :"...'(!1, Si ret 1 1C E)f OR

1,t!1] 11 1..H.1,1:1111)Z

Ill-ti

I .-,11 !. -c;

i c. . . 11:,'



r,

1.-=;st rl...te two

1.'11-:;t, cleietloc, -1.1.1.)zeL-c,,,tly

Istt L! th 1:1T/1Ek at 1;,

.iterho.tLye C1 is st, 1 .P.1 to 1)( kWh .to!' .11 some languages.

A Id1i.k.4k,zit.)..., si1C11 a rule.

til ,t,_

H

' .

1.1%7C' (11:1,` Sr.' 1:i 11' i

,t1,-jt)

SH.S. .111'i

(1. 2 it

1,, 11;,te. 1 to tloi:-T.L,StionS:

71,', ,

sit 16r...r.1 ,H,1 it S (le,

I 1,H .61, 11t111-1-11'.eSt1(i1,S

.6-6.116r.V ( IVO 11111eLY6i e (lt.tiet.1()11

IS.

;!',6 ,r1Il red Illtiar.t. tiiiS

, t: of Si

St 1011 ( 01,

t h '6 , , Ili C31iiI':ia'

ti,,, ,..("6 611,-6 clf..6(1i1....)ria 1

iur1cyte.1 si!,,i1-.1.11'? AS .'.'aS

1;1 L-6111 12 6 S 110 (10

HC '1 o IC St :)101.0

is IS this a pen'?'.
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V.-here such qaestions A.cnrs without connecting
t s.) if tive fUnC ion in declarative sentences.

l'he presence of Olt C.' ht7 Ut C ; :ccultoted for by deriving these

questions froli, stn underlying dis_hinC.tion and then by having a rule delete

the conjunct leatchiL; the cennective behind, Such a rule, flowevr, is not
the final answer since, first of all, the question arises as to why such

rule is v:is WEe and, sccoud, it only explains the presence of but

n,,nt t K(14. 1C [ion particle": this Ol differentiates, by itself,
tesi.iltiyo.; C enstrnctio;. in)in a statement itild Itt a rkS it for 1)eing a

(-:;;(2 fl:iS 611' at, istrii,tution cif OP, see.ns to correspond to facts
tht.: St it i (4,;. Syr V.eS ItC, i'llatiVl; questions

Iscussed, a..,ove: those show the redundancy of disjunctive connectives

(".eStioti

.11.(ie

i.(: s slioy.s the recitindancy of separate quu markers
; 1:,/' e korinec ti ye is preSullt.

t -7tt .-511 ht.'.1',1;i:iel) S

C n , 12%prt'SSed 111 theories of quo s

tlop,6 r ,std 's (see also I.angacker 190, 55, otn of
n:test:0-s s(.,:etns. f some degree, to approximate to the idea

dislmich,c connect ke Itself as being
the constrt...ctions. This account makes

t

'i't b1.10 CktS,

1;-;)1)1t, 11 strikes one .,.,:)re

.-i11 t 1.41,, ,

117, tie sl 1,i

it,nt t. stien

uNidd



thinks of disjanctions of a class of events and
111.,t1,1Th4 tIti :-;;-..;t' 1'E C,L it i its members is true; and it one
thinks of yes-no questions as also indicating awareness of a class of
events and of the fact that only one of its members is true. Yes-no

questions \I. ifcr from di:To-:tains A,Illy in that they also stand for a
22request for spekification of which particular member is true.

Let us pay. t t iip the se::opiii question: is it that disiunctive
canine, !iniipsel es ca futiction ouk.sti cke rs. Slightly

S,Ht

pra) it as folio s: 1I .v is it that
r ed aed vet they are in-

terpreten as silk_ ll one

r the loine v s
this would be by an argument

claiming that the optional element -- the
,Ind the (11-1c310/1 !Parker in this case

is preciiviiH!,. se ia.ritic representation of the whole

canst The canstruction t it %.t. sie4iiested inakes the disiunctive

H. predictable tin `-Lis-no question construction -- what would

It)

Suppost".ive posit (II'S( (.).!! `lt, ilitOrrOV,O.CIVC dialogue. A

I se t3 ill ristanee of interrogative dialogue

It It consisted of a a. sentences \vhich are in a class-member rela-
tionshin e i iprt;ritiu1: the 41llck4.7r of this dis-

(1 1. ie this: "pot all Il.et. hers

I ui of this

il2f (Le ../1.-c.!1 ;ti relation to each cither. The

ctrl al.. s ex



IZI

paired ott v.ith a member iitterance, its ansi,ver. This framework would
do away with the not .011 Of question as a primitive in linguistic theory

replacing it with the primary category "question-;.inswer pair". This
implies ncit only that answers by themselves have no status in linguistic
theory bat that questions don't, either, without their matching answers.

We have suggested that the uptionality of disjunctive connectives

and question markers in some yes-no questions could be explained by
positing an interrogative discourse-type. In terms of the definition of
th,s 0,sccpirse type. questionhood and disjunctivity would be predictable
features of the class utterance which is one of the components. In order
tO SfibSfal,f itc. our f-31..;;.k4.5t10/ it must be shoi,vn to be useful for other
explanatory purposes as well. Some of such additional advantages deriv-
able from the proposed framework might be the following.

i; List, in this framework not only will some questions be character-
ized as such even if they ,ire nut marked superficially for questionhood,
but also sonic siperficially-tdarked questions will be excluded from the
cinss qicest,ons. re rhet ncal questions, since they have no
ariSWers, or ;titer pseudo-qui:St ion, such as "Why don't you come over
one 1piinclay afternoon?", taken iii the sense of an invitation, since tione
of the set f the appropr ite answers '"irhankis." will soon." -
are in a Ineinl) r-tu-class relationship with the "question". The Milli-

pl.ii tc! ttlat such quest our are in f;:ixit ambiguous between

a Ie.: ! al question sense a.nd that it is up

be decides to
1, ti :,t . c,i an s ,ii the above cities

(0, it ) trod! this

1 ( 1 f , k ) t (11:e St

1st) rd.:de if ci

r gene

I



'nktcon,l, t11.,' ILL lur:ttLn c.f at !east
atisvters and i1 the excltision of at least

swile t . i s f a c . t o r y one S .

It :1'..,tki7S the I'L,S1.ie,C.ti% e order 1it ciltestloi:s and ansv,ters

predictatilct role, as Sanders
pointed (.Rit

,t 0.13" lot.ai o the cil.,e51-, on I why do vt-li

-; te to,tts (like ''kit)? and sof:icor:0 shoe;

t: t- la,ig,IaL,,et, ;LS

' ( r (i121?1,\N,

, 1 (1;. I ass, t,c, 1:23
(11b Ct C C t t.te s 1: then this it..,!,seratIt-r, IS

t. .t : t a , 1 C 1 : sti.ins by tl-f.:1 selves

1-Kretschnier .-ttso vttu 6 IIN.
lie thinks the interrogatiYe

nrHir t., tr.,: n1 na
LA-

Ctt). 513-.: ' (-1,7) and 1(470 on
rtas,..,:i.t (-tic soirle and or. it
1 :* s1lraC1:011 Curri-
o-,3.1z,ded t1,1 Zt prn. of -r:ciefirc.t.0

4 t :' . -1 LiL 1(.1' r
..11 rt! "'hir

71.

it
7".

1 -1



nr.;tesse.--, ;1,,r((1

this fr 1;e;. The tv.'ty rolevtnt rnCessns are: a,/ intern,-
1111.1) 11.1:1(.111.1<:,11.1V .1.1SC' 1V1.1,11.1 (11Si1i1,11111L1 C.111.11I1(11CIA-1..1S.

this filLY r,/, fur st,The ('1 latwiages ntictiu..cl abovu such as
disl:Lnctive connt_ctives 1nay arise fron-i interrogative

n-Larl.;res: this :s t asc for ill in Slavic languages, v:Eiose etyrriology
is i 'and' pins Ii yes-Ho (inesti)n marker; fur JAI'ANESE ka (fiartic)

j). . ) , fox- .FANTF: a.nee.

; gent!r..11 ath-ant.tqc of tlit.d prtoposecl fraiiiu,ork IS
st'c1, 11 I:. tt )

pr,,posal for wincli mueli independent evidence has
liner. : o .1 lo,gusts

(111,2 sl iCtris ih roL:tly prt_.(11C1,..; an important

the the cin.estion-Iliarltinu, significance
conra., tivcs qi:estions, in stituryient.s. But

t thls an adeciu.ite one, :t ia;11,,,s;s inat (il.<-s ill :itatements
to ht \ a t..oliipleft.!1,,,,- different SO Cl- from tile origin of OR s

2,,
111 In Slut115 as sn'eciftct-cl that, 'Ss w;Ant to claim that all

1-1) that hi, 111u rpku:51:)1 mariter, originates
(1(.2i istui

.:L3 I 1.1 1111 \Olt:tiler in S(1_,),.1Al'el
nia I Ih fr,Ho na-stun il1r ip.to ,t d,sinn,ii-sn connective or vice

It c1%-ersa., 01, tho rinestioc. ;And 1)1 or are
11-, (11 tilt I 1 rt,L,tt-d to

, p. c.

s..;, rea son.
i a I ttuJ. 1 111111 !t\:21 1.111q11, V.1.111(1:i. thu

10,4i( cfl 111,,,. 1,0 ,-, a iiitS shill lit: di lnrcnt from thu
11 1;1. ptI 1 1L.r. a. 111 f hasn 1(02,i111al

1 .11' 11 .41,111:11 .1.111'.11' .1.11F(1'11(1111, C11,1c.11...'-

'11111.1)11,_ .1 7 ii 5f. 111111 C'1,11-5. 1111.; 111 1):* 11(ct,111,, ti(-
t hl I.

_

L 1..;t`

,1.11.1i 11 1' ;1.1 1

10'1,1 I It

L11' .

111 Th). Ii
I to posit a Iii ik ri 1 deep

;,.;.e do



fltzi .111.11'

t' ct111A't 11.

(1;

,..111;.1113 111t).11 st1.0.1:S.

, t )1; cc 1 Hz1H.I. t [ 1-1.-;,t

t t1111 c11 s'

, flt, [ ti;t[0,1-,, [i ;i1

t;st 51101:1(1

,

I[ C t

). 1L r S AS 'AtC.

t-k

r

tAt t
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<tf ..111(,11 S 11 (1i w.;-

CI 1101,.
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t'11
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',111211 Y"
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i L."..p. I H.; ' ). I or,gacre

:ep Philippine 1:1:igu:LgeS 115.t. Zifl 'if' word to
expret;s un, uch as Al'i01:1.AN 'I AG BATAK. ATA

nd W ESTI:12N 1.l_ii1.11.)N01`.; ,',..1Nr0130; hit he gives flu exam -

ple5, and It is .lear Nether this is the only way in these languages

to ex:press disectiop. 'there is one other Phil'ippine language. II.ON-
(111.)T, which is claipped not k. I le a di s jur.c t connective at all and a

iS the standard of expressing dislk,nction:

lii
gnou br"LC1",

both it is either go,.wi or bac:L. (Michelle 1.2oslklo, p.c.1. 12. 1.ang,

i).C.l i:Iforms lu OJAI hi ,-,LCirltio!i in :Pan}- ether la.o,ua,ges in New Guinea.

e. g. ASM.A.T. there is no declarative 'oc', but
10. Iltu I 1u ititi [1.,:2 . suspects that it we disc Glint some borrowed

r - ei ,s in l',Ull1A121. td p- be it g,.neral ebaracteristic of all
Pan (1c. -Alistro;iesidn0 Ii ilctus of r`TO2W Guinea, lie alsc, tells
Inc tk at I,' Sr. ti s a COF1,11101.,al p:Tt rapilraSt.; for deClara-

tIVI.,! eltuir. III. S iie only reinctanlly accepted
;.

ii l ;;.

!\ r 1)10,! Ilil tan-pi cnd lal {..) uoiapo-

:p in tiler-two-gen. one Of the

p I i :.1.Ce Lot .1Se::

All our dati :-51-iow that conditional

(le( rati c (..)12 -s tie tea ii y

r,p,1 thiit we have fol.:EA a salis-

5hoi:!i- the deep strrtc-

,t 1(s`; ti Sk.:ilI/i14..!Itts IS Ii/

/:%/1' tun

. /.` C('./ ' 1.c. '--0,!! -; V. t Sii pie

') ii. 1.1 2lILii(i5 .



1.011k'r reln.0 t t.", r 11"; t )1. if rElic rrCt] evideric:e

i)oit,ts tt I i .,:tt Irt. -,;

Sti (1-,, 1.-,,-;1) Jolt that fur the sJ1,!it, ot

,})lo II 11t,1 f!ti the rice') stritcture

the disw.t...ctiio cle1io.111 .11.<1..:-..1;1,:_-;t1tilte hy coi;st I-tic:lion which con-

.,..1111. 111,1\ o .tssTheri proi)uses that

4.Hl I 1 4. £ hr" rdphrasirto, it in tert-ns

!Lo rtio -.1-1.;,1- he Lt,ivt.ts for prudictiu4 or

..."'.',"1 % hl, 1 ii,,' ' '1 1 '7, i; '
L,, !,,,I i;-.1- ,s the foi10\''.l4_rs.

4s/Pt
.., 4 ... I .!j, , \ ) I

( ( .. . , , .r, ?! , . (:\ l ], , s% }

1 : , , I H ' i. ' ' Z., I S'... ,. , Z I .. i ....-; :, ., n I .. / !, t' r !) 0 1 I j N ,4;'d Y, 11(.;1 nu `.....:. arid. no I
_ _ ...____________________________ _._

1'here is 11,1.,.,,!.:-

! 1. ii e it. IC I r.otther of them. 'Phis

c4.ssf.11,, froiii tlI4. deep structrire

i!;,A tI Yr 11tct' tl)1)(1 there anyv!...ty.

!I 1 iunit ot tins antilysis. The
rHs,;i1,ttiNte stzlicAlire is equally

i t l o l l c o o r d i ; ; ; t t i . n i . \ t t l i o i t ( 4 1 1 (Torre-

-,YE. I I 1 1 4 ;I, ,til datLi liave

:wen 1- .;H tlit.t .,ftp f;%.toroct c tit lit'; be a stand_

rttl c-c,-; Y

!;!;t1..,

!. 1 , C r r!.11 jUn 0.11:1(11 S

;ci; s.

' L'i 1 -L '

'1

it .,.'it

!

!!' ,tilfl tts



. (.1(.1.1\'14,111',0,H.

further examples, 1et refer to 1<.AI,AMIAN

TAG NW donih ribd by 11,1 igue re U, 177f) ;',.s Ino.ding

111... , LL. ' 5 a disjunctive connective, ,:ind SHONA kana

boui i oil (I--;tf!riZ-..k 17(41,

These tacts ,.k.roilld indicate that if '0,'t; want to represent disjunctive

constructions in the ,lee.p structure as not involving a disjunctive con-
tl \'1' h' It 011! V t'IC.::.111 \11()St eSCfl(u is othervi se motivated, a

ti.H nay be :Appropriate.

% , , Ii Lye s e i , h ,siben we w: re di sc: ssulg perforniatiiyeisa, l t ' 1 r 2 , t tV. ;f1...1111 se :110.111c classes 1111 isjii:ctivet

CA)11:-.,CCt 1N!(2:,. tjic tit VCSS 0 ChtlICe rk.. the decis:ou niatters
Cduse ti a choice -ivhere the decision is innnaterial, such

a s 1 V i i , :fiir hot. gkj: versus Ii:ntber it rain or it \von't.
Are L 1,1;:t:6C to ic dei from some underlying conditional

-- and exactly be that structure? As far as the
focused-or. pe 15 r: 1.41 \'t"-r! both the ineaning and the form of

the coLditi1 on.,:inicri.d,s that languages use ito express this, We sug-
L;est 1 h 1 ;fli typd underl,.-ing structure would

iirpro'ii ',ion--tociiis(i(.1- kind is one.erried. given

its v.011 the ,bser-ations that \e Inude above that

.1 s

`.....\-1) 1

1'

A .!:'.), I' 1 11 in. a f 'turd p.fison

- yve sin_;:.,.,est that

Ill ure 1'()1 ji IN int-

ri'!
lit.. t 011

ClOt t ft- I t-; Ct. ,('

'I , t.l: '110

(H

! I' !If k. AN'Y

I ( i , ( t I I I ) I'r' No'l -X



the ilitett'oLycl.1%.,

c.o.. is 1 tilt. se re pri: sehrat Ions is that t

lhanage to climh ,tte the sin hncierl,,'ing (hsji:netive con-

neL-ti\-e by repre,,4eht-i51 ,.; it in ter,hs ot ()the nnclerlying; ele-

thehts J lb. AN1). au(' B1, its a SrlitITICI' which

is COt1S1Strlt Vntli tt.,ktt \CO 1.1d\: obtierc-ed about. 111(...tir scinantics. syntax,

;J.1 (;1 \Vit}I thn dis-

,t .t .pebbo t- m- I eory

11. ethestiohs, shk1;,rect clhestiohs

,H;,! t ii " t. 2. '11,, vk.'1:'..1'.S It cleur
ho\ it,dr-c t riA:itt,,(1 to them in terms

tiVit tAatti

tS in it) n 's1 t's)hi',14,115S. Just and
'L:511'C(Pllion of

ts ,111't.c s:.11:1( yi.,.Teitius st Cfles114:m5 and

cle,T;eht, (..ch it snn VL.iul in vim;'

i tic oth,..r :ti,proac h. On the other hand t1i perfoit-1-lative

Ihlis the extra.-

liStitiOlS thrti I. di

iSt ni Sttii 51:1 heR,

t', I di !,-;t: 11, 1011 not

)fO'SRSiCtiVnt

OW 1'i: s'crlsishstt 11" thei'cot.



4

;1! . S 2 he eli disc

Lu t 1: t!,,, i)f yc'S -!!1,1 (11;t.;7,1,,,,211,s (.,-,,,,R; 11,-,11;t

it ih 1P,S.tc'd itt,2, N(..)T-N.,.. Ls uric which yeS-11i)

<pa'st'1,,11S sh,t iu Ircu ti`,.! F (p(CSt -cumpument,

I 121 I' /1,1.1 ellstrlhillion Is r restrIcteri in that

it ,.3,44.11 rt.!: u1rICIIVH st IItRN.i \vi)111(1 seein t.)

't As Cht.!! yulI a c,i,,,fiwnter or

It is 12.,.01,T.,Ictc

Jct.!, ,1 1uiel aleRt you?

1,-it ii thu ::+. sente.ric:es is that

the cut 1)(01: ltFi2T1t1VC5, TIe wo,J1(3 prete(...r tc

C . Till,' l t 2 1 1 : 1 , - ; 7.(2 l j t ' . a t 1 1 1 1 ( 1

1,, 4, .4.,! of the spe4.,:ker.

fat .,.;1,4 ,.;)It 01 rci 2 ei ()1 2 ii ,..n[r;t1 quest tori

: I. ...I..: Vt,!I A l....( 1r1):1(' itlIS

VC, 2 IF CdrpetitC1 01 not.

. .

'2021 ) 1-c a carpenter

Yt- 2h1 I

hlascd

!t:.0.1tC.1 5111(.11'n'

c()Il . r!) 4.H,t. ctLtiyi urT tOy ICC.!!!!11._St. c4ISs> a

4t)., on, ',1.

1,,o the f..1)IeSt._,..!t 0,1011

1, a , :221 t; !L,I1



tiu Sta :S bt 1 iiinjjur hd It' Ha: (1("0.1) str lire S(.)111(.:hOW,

V.itl1011.1 ;11-01,' itnut is to the %vav ul representation.
Second (2), \et, l'0111(1 uikt a stronger claim by specifying the manner

in which Hi; s statement is to ne incorporated in the deep structure
representation of yes-no questions. One Rossibility (i)..a.) is that it

is 1 constituent %,,Utliin the sentence structure ut the biased question.

the uthier possibility ) ft t the i.-,tatement ,:ipl,ears in the under-

Lin:. r.rrrt. ,r' k f 0,T. 1.1000. t.t

tilt tile balance in favor
,her hit,oe H (I) :uakes no claim about

tile sy:',.1.4,,1c ku ii:: Ir) be repiesented in the

(Jeep str,:eture, Hit (2.. H.) spe-if' that it is a sentence and

that it ;, dec. id rat ,v,, i (2.,) by seeing

txhether thur imu. p ijihmie us. ti, In nnide iii accoeinting for the syn-

tactic lure. 11 there is, ce \-ould choose (a). The further 'choice

) and (L H), in. the other khid, cities ih,t ruiit directly on

emp.ric b. ) prefcrabie theie iiidependcnt justi-

:ication tor the ms<u,'Ir.u, as a ml mi i of itrumi,)ar.

by tl main be classified as

tag, questiot,s, regletive questions, uucstiom; ,.vith special mood, questions

c, till ar L ill i HP ti

11:t 110.1 .
t

1.0.1 CivAr.r.,1

,Is is s,

---------- -------- --__ e .--

ro; tipectal stress rind/or
I ,:me.,-; and :u.n_!atiN.-e questions

thc,, is expressed

dH '11 v c don yet ''
I '

',:1 ,11: ' ' ei it I I0 7.1 't it right
; t

: a mht' A.orn 1., t ,t the t.SV.a.'14

is
leuce ., -.1 r P0's,tit 110tVt



.

\Ye Y;III first list our
. 1Th Za I IOU ti their le,ost ,..-onspici.lous pro-

perties as ohseryed in our h.taigiutge saniple. Suhsequently, we will try

(rUk1.110k.' I contmuc(I)
,1APANESF: e. g. takrii dosu ne 'II Is eNpcnsive, don't you think so?

(3ordel. 1'-)e2. I. 2.12f)
'.N ,\i).-\: A:16 ; c. g. bactf,.it tane You art' coining, renit you?

(Bi*lt 1.;1 cp. also 13right et al. 19,,O, 23. 30)
used e:id L questions asking consent from

tIc parson ,iUdressed 1(1,
("Fetg,.,liit Gt..\\--sshe'A e. g. !nye_ ceytly
tviiest i,

TIGRINYA: (lay- vt.srIGt1 prefiN: -la rj,poilse (1)0.'re 6tre positive-
(1.eslau H,-)..)

ADvERIss To Ni;RK il>RE,J.LRK\(;[,; FOR I)ISAGH EFING ANSWER:
1.11.31,CIANIAX: iptna; e.g. d-reit e \-6zmozno takova 'Is it really

true tftitt SiC Ii thing is possibl('? 'Meaulieux 34')fft
e.g. o inc Li ru alsi 'DId von really catch your

hor se? '; tedep teree In '1)id they come for sure? (Poppe
'questic.)ns wi,th a shade of dishelief'')

rtepr.i.: e.g. dna ,,v)k.)r& o.rnt really go'? '

:ind Grant l'121it, u71)
1st sic hkrank? 'Is se really sick?'

:7:111ieS "doubt. .surprise, a scornful rejection
rt of the speaker. IC the source sentence

Ieegative. z._ar pene. 1 lint the opposite
true. at it orde 'WhA, is he here?

"dc:ioles surprisc or annoyance at

TA:di I

(0' expectation") (I3'.f.ivell

'1.,r tat es i-kl
+.1i,

Ii.-
).

;,;eieience. see l'skl*::(.:11.
,..I.e[He is (jue.:-.,tioned acri the
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The deela rati i'a of the ma n sentence is shown by the fact

that some sentence adverbials can occur in declarative sentences and
In the niain sentence o, tag questions, but nut in interrogative sentences,

such s certainly (as it is pointed (,nit in Katz and Postal 19a-1, 87). For

the requirement that this main sentence he a non-alternative statement,
compare ENGLISH You are goinuryou are nutiuiri.

are _going or you are not are you'?

'fin main sentence, therefore, appears to have two restrictions on
cder to qualify: that it be declarative and that it he not alternative.

Let its now lake a lurk at tays and see V.hat are the properties that are
necessary for qnesttons to have in order for them to be possible tags.

Looking at tag of y'irious laaguages from a paradimatic point of
view, tine possible classification would hi the following:

1. affiri:lati,e tags (e.g. didn't fail, right?)

e tags (. g. he?

3. alternative tags (e.g. ni shi bu shi

YLat re L.,4iiiti; home, a roll 't you. ' %vile re sill' shi is "is not is". )

-I. disinat'tional tags (e.g Er ist krank, oder? He is

sick, isn't he? ts.here oder is "or'')

--,) pronomiin tags (e.g. (. ER":\IAN Das war tit, was? 'This was
good, wasn't it where was is "what ? '')

er ectioi coming. huh?)
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and that art) 1") 1F t D the sense that all the classes are
synt ctic ones.

'File classification o. tag questions given here concerns a smaller
set of linguistic stroct res than Ultan's classification (1969, 501 and the
criteria are also differeal Ultnn first distinguishes multiple choice
tags (e. g. Ilawabout...?) and binary choice tags, Of these two, we
are only concerned with the latter, because of the principal interest of
the paper is abo..,11 questioi S answerable by yes and no. He further
subdi gigs i to 1. alternative tags consisting of or

tt'(1 L. request Lir )i-tDlt k t;.-i;.;s. Of these, 'or' -5 are consi-
dered here tags oz..11': if the re question is a biased one, "Request
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Hains soin kind kit a predicate

L.. it is !lid. , prolio nteriectional -- the class
of lexical iteois thitt it contains :;01 be characterized as being fairly
narrow : it is alWays an existential or a copula and/or words
such as run 't roe', 'right ', 'so', 'yes', no Furthermore, the
Berson and riirnbe r, if any. is always singular third person.

An example for this type of tag question, henceforth called rnetatag

question , as npposed to the f. rst type henceforth called resutnu.tive ta;
question- Is its ate ...)ino,, (isfn't) that) right? The fact that
both inetatags aad resuinptive tags can be characterized independent
Erma each other, i.e. not just by lacking the properties of their com-
p ier-nem class, is taken to be an indication of the validity of the proposed

classification. Another piece of Confirming evidence is that each of

these two clasSes of tags behave homogeneously by criteria other than
that of as well. 'Three properties all further charac-
terizimu their relationship '.111'i tht:ir t lain sentence have been found to
hold true tor all resuniptive there are restrictions on the
respect ivk atr rniation values s .. the oniiiri sentence and in the tag: they

are ordinarily c,ppoite. Set_ ond, resumptive tags are never untruncated

sentences: some deletion .)2. s'ibstittiti in seems obligatory (cp.

ENGLISH :Efe revel a, did tte read it ? , and I iUNGAR [AN ''Olvastad,

read It. nut the tag follows
Cue t; lit

__ ,----- --
311,1,it tillitC Si_, III are_gotir,L_areyou? is grain -

I 05 Eta liciarri tr:i tine sl ion and it also occurs
ni aith, :t 1i different fro:ii ordinary

r , e:: has 1-(2..Slriet1031 iiii 11:c structure
tHest:::,s of the respective affirni,-ition values

t th4-0 they t no! l:oth He
te voi7) ii interesti.n:, that as Brown amid tic Pion

s d re (11);11;11uti)Istittces in the ism. of
rem 1 I after r;i1;t

:-;1!;;.: 1;kt '1.12. 4 'ft. Cr d negative
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;1'1 t.21, . re rhed, ot coiltra3t res,thip-

tive tags :I: tern of tl!e-frst ;tn1 at least some of them in

terms of the secohd ;.tryi third. Coliceriling the criterion of respective
affirmation values, compare right, itself affirmative. FRENCH
n'est-ce1.!s, itself hegat:ve, and NIANDAPIN 'is nr,t. is'',

itself alternative, all of .vhich can equally occur after affirmative or
negative set:Lces. Concerning the crIterion drletion. coil:-

hare t 'Yot are aren't you?' where

the ta4 is 'is it true? '. Ft FiNGI ISII right,. for

instance, sliov.'s that nut all iHeotia2,L, are .1,(1hlett.,..d. As for sentence-

fina.1 pos:tiolo tr,:e tor all res,imptive
tags and hot true for ste.he 'o not Al inetatai.;s. Non-sehtence final posi-

t:or, is al\t-t,.-s ust ah-ther ,Iter::v,!...-e to sehtence-f.hal position for
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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 occasional 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 summarizes resumptive 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. t/ means "occurs", means "does not occur".
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Tag type

Main
Sentenc

Tag

RESUMPTIVE TAG QUESTIONS METATAG QUESTIONS

41 +/

You are You are
going, going,
are you? aren't

you?

You are
going, are
you or
aren't
you?

You are
going,
right?

t.,
Sie gehen,
nicht
wahr?

ni xianzai
huf jia, sl
bu shi
'You are
going home
aren't you?'
(Elliot
1965, 83)

You aren't You
going, aren't
are you? going,

aren't
you?

+/
You are

going or
you aren't
going,
are you?

*You aren't
going, are
you or
aren't you?

You aren't
going,
right?

Sie gehen
nicht,
nicht
wahr?

maga nem
bettirti, igaz
vagy nem
igaz
'You are not
a burglar,
are you?'

*You are You are
going or going or
you arent you aren't
going, going, are
aren't you or
you? aren't you?

You are *Sie
going or gehen
you aren't oder si e
going, gehen
right? nich t,

nicht
wahr?

*Yoii are a
burglar or
you are not
a burglar,
is this true
or isn't it?

Gaps in the last row are results of the requirement that the main sentence
be non-alternative. The other occurrence gaps are due to the fact that
there arc coocurrence restrictions between main sentence and tag values
in resumptive tag questions.

Let us next turn to the. cross-linguistic distribution of resumptive
tag questions and metatags questions. In general, the resumptive type
has been found documented for a handful of languages only and all of these
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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, KIWAI 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. 6

In TAMIL, only one single sentence was found to indicate their existence:
nii py sollamaattee, solveeyaa "you lie tell-indicative-not-asg tell-future-
2sg-question"-(Srinivasan 1968, 32). 7 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, et kti (nii) 'You are going,

aren't you? and han menee, ci 1-,ti 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.)

6 Wurm informs me that both colloquial TURKISH and colloquial
JAPANESE have resumptive tags. Example sentences, however, have
not been available.

7 After 'an affifinative statement, "not-question", is used.
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The suspected resumptive tag in THAI is m tj. 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 19,18, 352; Campbell 1962, 81; Voegelin 1965, 33; Chaiyaratana

1961, 225f).

The same argument applies to YORUBA. Abi 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 mkj: it must
not occur after a negative sentence (Ay? Banigboe, p.c.). In other
words, we explain this restriction on the occurrence of maj and abi by
claiming that what is deleted in these tags is, for mj, the verb of the
main sentence and, for abi, 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 abi is really a resumptive tag, then the generalization that the
existence of a resumptive tag implies the existence of a metatag in all
languages would have an exception, since abi is the only tag YORUBA

has (Ayo Bamgbose, p. c. ) 8

8 Some exan-iples of metatag cplestion3 are given below.
MF.TATAG QUESTIONS WITH AFFIRMATIVE TAGS:

ENGLISH: (is/n't) that) right; after affirmative statement: He is your
brother, right'? iiiter negative FAatement: He is not your
brother, right?

F. Householder pointed out that in ENGLISH there is
a stylistic difference between the use of resumptive tags
and the use of ?rketatags. isiietatags are argumentative and
occur particularly in opening premises of an attempt to
per3uade solneone of something. Ile al:so provided some
griud examples: " The moon is made of green chose, right?
INIrtillot 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 come
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, nowevel-, that miti is not a predicate and thus not
an affirmative tag.

GERMAN: j.,1 "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: ne '"is"; after affirmative statement: mu, munl, da shi ne
"as-for-us, we have it do-we?" (Kraft 1963, 1, 168); after
negative statement: (no example found)

HUNGARIAN: ugye "so-question-particle", igen "yes"; after affirma-
tive statement: betea 'He is sick, isn't he? ';, nye igen
after negative statement: nem beteg, lig ej 'He isn't
sick, is he?'

JAMAICAN CREOLE: iin, yaa "yes"; after affirmative statement:
Jien suo gud, iin& '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: ii,a "yes"; after affirmative statement: sala tunggu, ja 'Ich
warte, ja? ' (KUhler 1965, 61); after negative statement:
(no example found)

ROTUMAN: ne "is"; after affirmative statement: f5 to Lot par, ne
'The man is very clever, isn't he?' (Churchward 1940, 61);
after negative statement: (no example found)

RUSSIAN: pravda "truth"; after affirmative statement: ti yevo slusil,
Pravda 'You heard him, didn't you? ' (Ultan 1969, 50);
after negative statement: ti yevo n'e slusil, pravda 'You
didn't hear him, did you?'
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meta type. The few languages that have been found to have the resump-

tive type also have the rnetatype, except possibly YORUBA, as it
1 ---

was pointed out above. Within both types, negative tags prevail over

(Footnote 8 continued)
SOMALI: sow rnaaha "perhaps not-is"; after affirmative statement,

see Bell 1.953, 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 1967, 113);after negative
statement: (no example found)

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 beingthey cooccur
with affirmative statements -- lack of examples for a negative statement
cooccurring with a negative tag makes the criterion of independent affirm-
ation value inapplicable to such tags. If, in addition, such tags do not
even contain any lexical material other than just. a single negator, classi-
fication becomes even 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)dtilltim ''is it not"; after affirmative statement:
hedwal, 'He went, is it not? '; after negative
statement: alhedtim, adNlltim 'He didn't go, is it not?'
(Leslau 19LI, 1,17; cp. also Dawkins 19e0, 52)

BENGALI: na "not" (also "oil; after affirmative statement: kal asbo
na shall come tomorrow, shall I not?' (Hudson 1965, 7 34);
after negative statement: no example found, but Charles A.
Ferguson (p. c.) believes it occurs.

ENGLISH: no, isn't that. so; after affirmative statement: He is still a
friend of_yours_, no? (idiolec.tic); after negative statement:
He is not a friend of yours any more, isn't that so?

PANTE: ''not is". mense. "I don't say"; before affirmative
statement: poetise_ 31-%a he will do it "
'Ile will do ii, won't he ?'; before negative statement:

nkakD "isn't it you not go'' 'Will you not go?' the
gloss is problematic here: Is this a tag question or a
negative question?) (Balmer-Grant 1929. tH 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: eikti niin "not-is-question so"; after affirmative state-

ment: sina menet, eikd niin 'You are going, right? ';
after negative statement: sina et menet, eikii niin
'You are not going, right?' (Russell Uttan, p.c.)

FRENCH: n'est-ce pas "not-is not"; after affirmative statement:
Vous avez lu le livre, n'est-ce_p_as? 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 Iisa naa
'It is Jesus, isn't it?' (Stennes 1961, 55, but Klingenheben
1963, 246 glosses this type of question as a neutral one,
e. g. wari na 'Bist du gekornmen?'); after negative
statement: (no example found)

GERM AN: 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: hesea "or-lie-question" (conjectured etymology!); after
affirmative statement: duda bla hesea 'He pounded rice,
didn't he? '; after negative statement: yida bla du hesea
'He didn't pound rice, did he? (Inner 1966, 108)

GUJARATI: ne "not"; after affirmative statement: e awyo chene 'He
has come, hasn't he?' (Cai'dona 1964, 238); after negative
statement: (no example found)

HAUSA: ba "not"; after affirmative statement: ka ze ba "you-have
come not?"; after negative statement: bar y5.11:->u ku
"until now not you-have left not?" (Kraft 1963, I, 168)

HUNGARIAN: nem (icraz) "not (true)"; after affirmative statement:
ettel, nem (igaz) 'You have eaten, haven't you? ';
after negative statement: nem ettl, nem 'You have
not eaten, have you? '

ILONGOT: (ded)be:t "(not) question"; after affirmative statement:
siya, (qed)be:t "Philippine is, (not) question"

'She is Philippine, isn't she? '; after negative statement:
qawana auberi ma gansiN, (qed)be:t "not pretty the dress
(not) question" 'The dress isn't pretty, is it?' (Michelle
Rosaldo, p. c )



- 111

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)
*ITALIAN: no "no"; after affirmative statement: fa bello oggi, no

'It is a beautiful day, isn't it ?' (Rabel 19b1, 64f); after
negative statement: (no example found)

JAMAICAN CREOLE:

%KANNADA:

*KHASI:

LATVIAN:

*MALAY:

PANJAI31:

SPANISH:
SWAHILI:

TAGALOG:

no "not''; after affirmative statement: im gaan
aredi, no 'She has gone already, hasn't she? ';
after negative statement: Jan no waan go, no
'John doesn't want to go, does he?' (Bailey,
1966, 55)

alla "not"; after affirmative statement: kopegta
bandya11 '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 example found)
?een "no"; after affirmative statement: wa phii la da san
katnikatni, ?een "0, you have grown up so much, haven't
you? ' (Rabel 1961, 641); after negative statement: (no
example found)
vai tie "or not"; after affirmative statement: mate it
istatd, vai ne 'Mother is in the room, isn't she ?'
(Lazdina 1966, 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 ?' 1965, (d); after negative
statement: (no example found)
na "not"; after affirmative statement: o si na 'He
we- nt, didn't he?'; after negative statement: o nai si gr).
na 'He didn't go, did he?' (Gill and Gleason 1963, 266ff)
no es verdad 'not is true''
sivo "no"; after affirmative statement: mume stara,
Oyo_. 'A husband is a protector, isn't this the case?'
(Gloss 1967, )13); after negative statement: (no exam-

found)
hindi ba "not question"; after affirmative statement:
siya any pililtino, hindi ba 'She is a Filipino, isn't
she?' (Ilowen 1965,y0); aiter negative statement:
hindi maganda ang darnit, hindi ba The dress isn't
pretty, is it (1',owen 19W), 5)
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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.e. ones consisting of a single disjunctive
connective 'or' have been observed in BENGALI, GERMAN, THAI and

YORUBA:

BENGALI: na in simple (i.e. not alternative) question: lcal asbo, na

shall come tomorrow, right?' (Hudson 1965, 34); na in

(Footnote 8 continued)
METATAG QUESTIONS WITH ALTERNATIVE TAGS

CHINESE: shi bu slit' "is not is", dui bu dtui "correct not correct'',
Xi-1111)U XI

-7"I14-1 "possible not possible", hao bu hao "good
not good"; after affirmative statements: ni kai che-,
sill' biz sill' !You can drive a car, can't you?' (Vicky Shu,
p.c.); after negative statement: to hai me'i huAn yifii, dli
bu dui "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: ett1, igaz vazy nein igaz 'You have eaten,
right? '; after negative statement: nem cite 1_, igaz vary
nem igaz 'You haven't eaten, right-7T

VIETNAMESE:(7))2123.i_kheing ''(is)-correct is-not" (1-Tha 1957, 66f)
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disjunction: Lani Ca na kDphi Can 'Do you want tea or

coffee?' (Dabbs 1965, sub na); (na, however, is also a
negator; cp. arni jani na 'I don't know' (Dabbs 1965,
sub na)

GERMAN (also SWISS GERMAN): oder in simple question: Die sind
doch wirklich ungewahnlich, 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?

THAI: rc in simple question: k'un pay r kira...p "you go or (polite-
man-speaking)" 'You are going? '; rii in disjunction: t5 ca pay
rt may pay "you will go or not go" 'Will you go or won't you? '

(Voegelin 1965, 33ff; cp. also Haas 1948, 352; Campbell 1962,

81; Chaiyaratana 1961, 109-114).

YORUBA: See p. 92 above. 9

Prtmominal tags have been observed in the following languages:

ENGA: sentence plus pa.de aipa "or what" (Lang 1970, 186)
ENGLISH: Good show, what?

GERMAN: Das we're schtin, was? "it would-be nice, what" It would

be nice, wouldn't it?'
HUNGARIAN: Jo Jenne, mi? "good it-would-be, what" 'It would be

nice, wouldn't it ?'
TAGALOG: hindi mayaman si Joe, ano "not rich the Joe what" 'John

isn't rich, is he?' (Bowel 1965, 27)10

9 AMIIARIC wti!y and KONSO hel6i, both disjunctives, are also said
to occur as tags.

10 AZERBAIJANI has a question type where the interrogative marker
is, at least formally, identical with a relative wh word: ki/ki 'who,
which, that' and similar to the interrogative kiln 'who? This particle
is said to be added to some sentence consituent in order to imply that the
answer is known. (Householder and Lotfi 1965, 88).
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Interjectional tags have been observed in ENGLISH and in
HUNGARIAN (.16, 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. Oder may fol-

low both affirmative and negative statements; cp. Er i'st en Amerikaner,
oder? and Er ik ntit 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 Co en Amerikaner, oder ntit ?, but that oder
ntit? is ungrammatical if attached to a negative statement; *Er ist ntit
en Amerikaner, oder ntit?; the fuller paraphrase for the tag question
with the negative statemen: in it would be Er i'st ntlt en Amerikaner,
oder rst er? (Mrs. Rita Moravcsik, p.c.). This suggests that SWISS

GERMAN oder is in fact a tag and that it belongs to the resumptive type.
Since BENGALI 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 question of explana.tion.

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 ENGLISH right (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

huh and unhuuh (e. g. You like this, huh? Unhuuh.) 1 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 can be summarized as follows:
1. semantics: biased questions; tag redundant
2. 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: paradigmatically: 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 statement and never
alternative; always truncated and always sentence-final)

11 See also VIETNAMESE, where ..phai is 'yes' and jai hhg is a tag;
and THAI, Chaiyaratana 1931, 115. The isomorphism is nCiTT:FiTiplete,
however, in sonic languages. Not all answer words can be used as tags,
in ENGLISH for instance: right can, but yes only idialectically. 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.
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meta (lexically and with

respect 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 implies existence of metatags

What is required of an account of tag questions is that it explains,
ideally, all of these facts, and that the formalism involved is independ-
ently motivated. We will next survey various proposed solutions and then
consider a new one.

4.2.2 Previous accounts. As Huddleston points our (1969), accounts

of tag questions fall into two classes: those that derive tagged questions
from one underlying sentence and those that derive them from 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 KlimaPs (1964) and one raised about
accepted in Stockwell 1968. Klima has an optional rule (pp. 263ff) 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
deletion. Tag questions are represented as consisting of a statement;
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, 646 ). The

Stockwell "copying" account, on the other hand, assigns a deep struc-
ture to tag questions which is completely different 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 criticism 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 rnetatags, since these contain material which is not in
the main sentence; unless it is assumed that the performative includes
an IT IS TRUE-type component and it is this frame that gets copied into
metatags. The declarative performative would then be I SAY TO YOU
THAT IT IS TRUE THAT... and the question performative would be I

ORDER YOU TO TELL ME EITHER THAT IT IS TRUE THAT X OR

THAT IT IS NOT TRUE THAT X. Independent reasons for such a claim,
however, are yet to lie found. Disjunctive, pronominal and interjectional

tags are completely beyond the scope 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 structure -- and a very specific rule, there-
by not relating the tag questions that it generates to any construction
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other than what in fact they superficially consist of.
The "deletion proposal" in Stockwell 1968 (II, 647ff) 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 it isby 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
statement 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 undergo

identity deletion with IS 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 credit of the two-sentence ap-

proach is the following. Apparently, there is no possible conjunction
that may stand between the main sentence and the tag in a tag question. 12

12 Sentence:, such as ENGLISH You haven't seen him, or have Lou?
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; 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 it istaba, 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 aft:3rthought question.
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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 a universal phenomenon
would strike one as unique considering other paratactic and hypotactic
sentence connections.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.), it is
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 alternati,- .account. Next we will outline one
additional possibility which has not been proposed before. This account
is also deficient in many respects 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 rescmb]ance. The gist of the proposal is that in tag ques-
tions the main sentence is to 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 saina isn'tit? comes from an
underlying question paraphra.sable as Is it sprint or isn'Linisaruset±
it is. and the tag from questioning one of the possible answers It isn't.

13 This is noted for imperative tags in Stockwell 1968. II, 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 questions, except for the fact that they
are in an interrogative form. 14

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. 15

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 hiAds for some adverbs which are used to suggest one
or the other answer, e.g. really and indeed in ENGLISH and i azan
'really' in HUNGARIAN.

15 Note also other comparable asyndetic relationships such as
between affirmation word and answer sentence (Yes, I 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 questions, affirmative questions and negative questions
in general would also derive those that serve as tags. But how about the

main sentence? Are questions that have the superficial structure of a
declarative sentence underlain by an alternative in addition to a non-
alternative statement? Since no intrasentential syntactic 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 both 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

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 Vondr.ik 1928, 451.

17ARABIC (IRAQI): muu 'not' is used in exclamatory and rhetorical
questions that suggest affirmative answer, e.g., muu 1-gada ()ans..) "not
lunch got-cold" 'Lunch has god colds ' (Erwin 1963, 330). For such
negative exclamatory- rhetorical questions compare also ENGLISH
Didn't I tellyou not to go: or HUNGARIAN nem megmondtam: "not told
I" 'Didn't I tell you ' (in contrast with nem mondtatn meg "not told
verbal-prefix'"Did I not tell younand CHINESE below. BURMESE:
ma pht3 'not'; maewSbiltA 'Did he not go.' (cp, maewabu 'He didn't
go. ' and 9w .de 'He went. 1) (Cornyn 1944, 13-14)

CHINESE: bu 'not'; nii bu pah laohuu 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." cp. also Elliot 1965, 93, 95, 108, 109)

GERMAN: nicht 'not'; Sind Sie nicht ein Sozialist? 'Aren't you a
socialist?'

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 drtilsz '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 to
negribi j5.t 'Will you not ride?' e6 gribu 'Yes, I will. ' (Lazdina 1966,
88)

SCOTTISH GAELIC: from examples and comments in Carmody 1945,
215f it seems that negative questions expect affirmative answer.
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A theory of negative questions would have 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,

639f, negative questions are to be derived from an affirmative

(Footnote 17 continued)
ILONGOT: gawan be:ta qungay ma maitedu "not question coming

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
effect. 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 itt& hud ya danum "there-is not rya 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 itt& hud dandanum "There-is not plural-
water" 'There is not a drop of water. ' The same is true for JAQURU
{-Sil 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. If 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 I 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. It was mentioned above that CHINESE
ma, the question particle, appal ently evolved from a negator. Wehr (1953)
posits the opposite course of.developrnent for ARABIC iniY, a negator in
today's language, believed to be derived from mu 'what?" via rhetorical
questions where mu was used expecting negative answers. Although it
may be coincidental, compare alto the similarity between BUllIAT dis-
junctive connective-and-quesiion particle la and negative suffix ky_if and
the homonymy of na. in BENGALI, both meaning 'not' and 'or'.
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statement which has in its adverbial node embedded an alternative
question; i.e. Didn't it rain? comes from It 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
underlying structure is presumably to account for the fact that the ques-
tioner thinks the answer should be affirmative. According to the Stockwell
grammar, 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, appears
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 factl.
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 within

19which transformations are allowed to change meaning. 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 19b9,

Partee 1970.
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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 alternative would be true. In its more gen-
eral form, the claim is that negation always presupposes contradiction
to an affirmative statement. 20

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-
lelism:
You are not (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 I know you do not feel inclined to.

Aren'tyou going ? implies I think you should be.

a° A discussion with Elizabeth Traugott of these matters was very
helpful. For this claim, see also Seiler l952, 80.



-159-

Areyongl implies I think you shouldn't be.
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
alternative possibility. 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. 21

21. 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:

NP

S4
John ran

VP not NP VP

V John ran

not

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-tomember 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. 1

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 I 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

wen Mike's pocketnife? Mike has no pocketknife. or such as answers

1 For some discussion of what is a proper answer, see Katz and Postal
1964, 85, 90f, 94f, 113ff; Elliot 1965, 101ff; Langendoen 1969, 125; Steinmann
1959; Katz 1968; Langacker 1969, ch. III; Horn 1969, 98f; Chomsky 1969;
Pope 1970; Lang 1970, 195ff; Baker ch. III; Fillinore 1969, 220f; Jespersen
1924, 219, 292, 295; Churchill 1970. That Sanders claims 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
order 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? I 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 relationship 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 fact 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 to his office, or to
his sister's place? He either went home or to his sister's place. For
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

2 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
given for such answers to ENGLISH wh questions:

Who did you see? I saw John.

Where are you going? I am doing 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 always 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...yam:2), 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
abstract structure of their questions as we have understood them in the
light of their surface shape and in the light of less direct evidence of
various sorts as presented in this paper.

3 That the class of choices in wh questions is represented by an
interrogative pronoun, but 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 statue, whareas in binary choice questions one of
the two, the negative, is pertia.ps "marked" as opposed to the affirmative
which is then unmarked and thus able to stand for the other as well (just
as man may stand for men and women etc.) . For a proposal and some
evidence for who being a reduced disjunctive set, see Langendoen 19u9,
125).
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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 counterevidence against the principle.

It should be noted that cross-linguistic evidence on this point,
as on any other aspect of discourse 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, I did. / 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 possibility of
such pro- verbial substitution in GERMAN and most other languages.)

Some languages do, others do not have answer types b/ and c/; but
perhaps all that have either of these have the other as well.

In trying to test the hypothesis about the requirement of member-
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 ORDER YOU TO SAY includes
the question performative I SAY TO YOU.

Since negative answers are possible answerq 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
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that make the assumption that as and no are extraposed and abbreviated

copies, or pronouns, of their statements Are the following :
a/ yes and no when accompanying a statl ment is always semantically
redundant and syntactically optional b yes and no may in some cases
substitute their statements c/ 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 alternative 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, I am.
No, I am not.

*Yes.

*No.

5 J. H. Greenberg called my attention to this kind of ordering of
coreferential pronouns and noun phrases in ENGLISH.

6 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 2.7 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
affirz-nator plus a statement, or by an affirmator by itself, just as it is
the case for affirmative questions. There are three observations, how-
ever, that can be made about th,s 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 (i.e. one where the main sentence is.inkgative) has a
different shape from the one used to answer an affirmative or an alter-
native question affirmatively. Some of languages nre FRENCH

(si, versus oui), GERMAN ((loch, versus and HUNGARIAN (deijen,

versus igen). E.g. HUNGARIAN 1..tod? izen 'Do you see it? Yes. '

latod, nem? de igen 'You Fl e e it, don't you?
Yes. '

?latod, nem? ig..c.2

hated? de izen

Of these special athrmators GERMAN (loch, meaning also 'still' and
HUNGARIAN de ifien "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, I am not.

You are going, are you? Yes, I am.
No, I am not.

there is also You are going, aren't you? (That's) right, I am.
You are not g.oing, are you? (That's) right, I 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 bisysternic 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 aFilipino, aren't you? '?) oo pairs with the
affirmative statement am.' and hindi pairs with the negative statement
'I am not.' E.g. hindi ba si Eddie ang guwapo? Oo, guwapo si. Eddie.
'Isn't Eddie handsome? Yes, Eddie is handsome. Consider, however,
the following discourse, where the question iu a negative tag question.
Q: hindi maganda angclamit, h indi ha ? "not pretty is dressiwhat"not-criestion"

'The dress isn't pretty, is it?'
A: (hindi), maganda "(no), pretty" 'Yes, it is pretty.'

oo, hindi maganda "yes, not pretty" 'No, it is not pretty. '
TAGALOG thus resembles ENGLISH in that in both languages there are
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answers, where the affirmator and the statement do agree in affirmation
value and there are answers where they do not. The two languages dif-
fer in that in ENGLISH, negative tag questions 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 TAGALOC; they
have the same shape.

What are the implications of these three observations concerning
our understanding of what affirma.tors are, and, more generally, con-
cerning the hypothesis of the class-to-member requirement? at, b/,
and c/ equally show that the answerer is, in the cases 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 dock 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
affirmation value with its statement. If the question is negative, then
air 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 affirrnators
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 statements: resumptive tags are of
opposite affirmation value and "resumptive answers" are of the same
affirmation value as their statements. Our "second type" of answer
corresponds to meta tags in lexical material and also in that there is
no structured relationship between their affirmation value and that of
their statements:

7Sorne 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: 'no' "there isn't", "It is not" (Obolensky et al.

1964, 14, Dawson 1960, 132)
GREEK (ANCIENT): u pherni 'no' "I don't say"
CHINESE: bu shir 'no' "not be"; bit ltau 'no' "not-good" (Swadesh

1948, 14; cp. also Elliot 1965, 99)
KANNADA: illa 'no' "that which doesn't exist" (also "or ", as

BENGALI na!) (Bright 1958, 41; Bright et al. 1960, 133)
SWAHILI: hapana 'no' "is not" (also in UP-COUNTRY SWAHILI,

Breton 1951, 26); ndeya 'yes', siya 'no' are copulative
forms; cp. Closs 1967)

In AZERBAIJANI and in TURKISH the negative existential verb may serve
as a negative answer (TURKISH yok, AZERBAIJANI yox).
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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/
. I am.

No, 1 am not.

(You aren't goirlE, are you/
right?) Yes, I am.

No, I am not.

(You are going, aren't you/
right?) Right, I am.

?That's not the
case, I am not.
(You aren't goin g, are you/
right?) ?That's not the
case, I am.

Right, I am not.

respective affirmation
value of statement and tag:

+1
values
opposite

values
identical

g

tn
0

0

Ct4

cry5°

(11
ro

a
ro

as

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 elements in the structure of roes-
tions, in order to account for tag questions and to this extent our find-
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-affirmator
answers.

There is little that can be said about the comparative cross - linguistic
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distribution of rnetatags 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, I won't.

Apparently binary choice interrogative
only ones that can have tags 8 and that can have affirmator-type answers,
which is an additional bit of evidence for the relationship of tags and
affirmators, as well as of interest for the hypothesis that inter7 ,gative
structures are at some abstract level imperative structures. (For a
structural comparison of interrogative and in perative tags in ENGLISH,

see Arbini 1969.)

and imperative structures are the

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 what 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 atiirmator by itself, or both; except that some languages lac!: an

8 Furthermore, tag questions with a statement part that involves
a future verb and a second person subject may be synonymous with
imperative tag constructiors; e. g. You will do this, won't you'? is
synonymous, in one of its meal;ngs, with Do this, will_you?, .j-,,st as
their statement parts by themselves may also be synonymous.



- 172 -

affirmator as it will be exemplified 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 GHANA,

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 or to constitute an answer by itself (Les lau
1962). The affirmator used to answer affirmative questions doesn't seem
to be used in answers to negative questions in 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 o?
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): .6 '? Ewa, nat,am versus mbala 9

FRENCH: oui versus mais si
GERMAN: ja versus doch
HUNGARIAN: igen versus de i.gen
PERSIAN: bae le versus sera
SPANISH: si versus corno(no)
TIGRINYA: ;,va versus 'abba (both postposed; cp. Leslau 1962)

9 mbala cannot be used to answer non-negative questions, but the
other 'yes'-s may be used to answer a negative question (Cowell 1964, 53u)
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The negator is different in CHAHA: bL versus

SODDO: yglIti 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
cif 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 cooccur
with. Compare ENGLISH with AMHARIC:

ENGLISH: Did you go? Yes, I did.
No, I didn't.

Didn't you go? Yes, I did.
No, I didn't.

AMHARIC: 'Does he know how to drive a car?' awon, he knows.
yyllYm, he doesn't know.

'Don't you know how to drive a car?' yRIIYin, I know.

awon, I don't know.

(Leslau 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 afirmativc question but it co-
occurs with a negative statement in answer to a negative question; and
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the reverse holds true for yUIINiyi. 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
TAGA1.0G as opposed to any other question including negative ques-

tions, there is no information for AMHARIC, or the other languages
to be liste(, below, about how negative tag questions are answered. Some
other languages that are similar to AMHARIC in this respect are listed
in the footnote. 10

IOCHINESE: Are you coming with me?' shide, I am.
bushide, I am not.

'Aren't you coming with me?' bushide, I am.
shide, I am not. (Elliot 1965,

102)
ENGA: To affirmative questions, kini is 'yes' and daa is 'no'. 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 bananas? Yes, we have bananas.)
Do you have no bananas? Yes, we have nobananas.
(Martin 1962, 364)

FANTE: 'Is Kodwo sick?' nyew, he is sick.
oho, he isn't sick.

'Will you not go?' oho, I will.
nyew, I will not. (Balmer and Grant

1929, 70)
liARARI: 'Will you come tomorrow? ' i , I will come,

me, I will not come.
Will you not come tomorrow?' (0), I will come.

I, I will not come. (Leslan

I LAusA:
I9o2)

'Did Nlamman come to your house at night?'
they came about nine o'clock. {Hodge I9o3, 32)

'I s your son a round? ' ('no') I sent him to the market,
(Hodge 1963, 38)

'haven't they come to your house yet? ' a ('yes') they ha
come and fixed it.

'You didn't come to tIe meeting yesterday?' i, we didn't
co-me. (Hodge 1963, 75)
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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.

giri i she isn't Philippine.gawan)
'The dress isn't pretty, is it?' airi, it is.

ulLn, it isn't.
JAPANESE: Had that man much land ?' hai, he had much.

lie , 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 ?' nay, there is.
ani, there isn't.

'Isn't there a boat in the picture?' anf, there is.
ney , there isn't.

(Martin and Lee 1969, 32)
RUSSIAN: on n'e tarn? n'et, on tarn "he not there? not, he there"

'Isn't he there? Yes, he is there. (Tesni ?re 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

rna1a 'it is incorrect' cooccurs with affirmative answers
to negative questions. (Bell 1953, 1101)

SWAHILI: 'Is tax a "must"? ndigo, tax is a "must".
siyo, tax is not a "must".

'Is tax not essential? ' siya, it is essential.
ndigo, it is not essential.
(Class 1967, 113)

SODDO: Will you come tomorrow? r, I will.
will not.

'Will you not come tomorrow?' I will.
aw, I wont. (Leslau 1992)

Tilt I; 'Does this train go to Udorn?' krup ('Yes.'
plow krp ('No. ')

'Yesterday you didn't go to the Sport Club, did you? '
pykrup ("went Ki.121' 'Yes.')

('No, ') (Campbell and Sli,-rveevotr,-,,c,e 1957. (cp.
also Chaiyaratana 1961, 112ff)

TONGAN: io 'Yes. ' (used to answer greetino)
Tilidn't you go? "io, (Churchward 1053, 79t=f)

to YORUBA is said to have snel, dist z.ilintion of affirmators
( y rsic
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there are also ARABIC loan-affirmators (naam and la) and these are
used according to the ARABIC (i.e. "normal") pattern (Perrott 1965,
75; Stes%ick et al. 1963, 22). In AMHARIC, yUllUrn may also be used

according to the "normal" distribution and it is suspected by Leslan
(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 as, 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 affirmators do not show agreement in affirmation value with their
statements (c/), it seems that there are many languages where, in addi-
tion to the Les-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 affirmation value with their statements.
E, g. ENGLISH: (that is) right; e. g. Didn't you ,go? No, I didn't.

(That's right), I didn't.
HUNGARIAN: it k van "so it is"; e.g. nem mente-t? nem, nem ma-item

ugv van, nem mentern

'Didn't you go? No, I didn't.'
Tin.s is again the same thing as what we have seen in the case of negative
t questions. The differerce is, however, that whereas for negative tag

,..:stions \,vcire al)le to stiy that vhat the answerer agrees or disagrees
is the c.piest °licit's guess or suggestion, this is not the right conclu-
for negative questions, since negative questions imply that the ques

tioner expects an affirmative answer. Since in negative tag questions,

1)oth the cpcstioner's suggested answer and the form of the question are
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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 reacts to -- i.e. agrees or
disagrees with the form of the question (rather than the questioner's
suggestion).

The two systems 11 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 Meta answer system (such as ENGLISH). No lan-
guage has yet been found with the resumptive type only. The meta
answer system is thus perhaps a universal.

The conflict between the two systems, in languages that have both,
is 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
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 v.,ronz_
I do. is "easier", or less frequent, since expressions of this structure
turn out to be less irregular: no evidence has been found for the lack
of affirmator or for special shapes of the affirmatbr in this context.

1I 17).sicies the criterion of what kind of questior do they answer.
attic traitors may differ in terms of other criteria as well, such as whe-
ther they respond to a vocative or to a real question (cp. JAMAICAN
CREOLE:, Bailey 1966, 59 or HAUSA, Robinson 1930, 79) or by formality
of style (cp. IRAQI ARABIC, Erwin 327ff) or by degree of emphasis
or agreement/disagreement as C.A. Ferguson has pointed out is the case
for SYRIAN ARABIC (for forms, cp. Cowell 19 64, 53!,).
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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 question structures is not testable. Rather, we will now
take the opposite course of argument. Let 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. But then how do we account for the semantics of
negative 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 questioner's suggestion is negative? All of these questions

are left unanswered here.
The second point is that the structure of negative questions should

inclucie elements from which the metatype answers are derivable. Be-

sides meta answers to negative questions and negative tag questions,
there are two more bits of evidence to show the existence of an IT IS
TRUE typn. c cae ponent in the structure of all questions. One is the

cI;istence of rnetatags. The other is paraphrase relationships for all
nds of yiestions, such as the following in ENGLISH:



-179 -

alternative questions: Are you going or are you not going?
Is it true or is it not true that you are (not) wing?
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 important conclusions that we can draw from the
above study are the following:

E. 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 mechanism, however, 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.

Z. There is evidence to show that this underlying X OR NOT-X

structure is subordinated to a sentence paraphrasable 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 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-class 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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