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Abstract

This thesis investigates into the syntaxwikquestions in Viethamese, a language that
has rarely been studied in the field of formal aynt

Vietnamese has a relatively rich inventoryndf-elements, each of which carries
distinctive syntax and semantics properties. Ttag#actic tests, island conditions,
intervention effects and indefiniteh construals are offered, and we observe that
wh-nominals do not exhibit island violation effects mtervention effects, and
wh-phrases have indefinite uses under certain licgnenvironments. On the other
hand,wh-adverbs are sensitive to locality constraints, @athot bevh-indefinites.

The results suggest thah-nominals in Viethamese should be regarded asun-sit
wh-variables that are unselectively bound by the Q-atpe in CP, butvh-adverbs are
compelled to undergo movement (i.e., QR) becausg #ne inherently quantifiers.
Meanwhile, Viethameseh-questions use a sentence-final particle to sigvefiyous
semantic/pragmatic effects like realis mood, sttieaging/mitigation of illocutionary
force, and presupposition. This particle, nonetgl@as no correlation with syntactic
locality effects because of its optional occurremcenvh-questions which contain
island or intervention conditions. This finding pssa challenge to Bruening & Tran’s
(2006) claims that (a) locality is violated in tAbsence of the sentence-final particle,
and that (b) the particle serves as a key in detémo whether unselective binding
can work in Viethamese&h-questions.

From a typological perspective, it is argued thetnamese and Chinese are
grouped together as languages of the unselectndrlg type, whereas Japanese may
be of the Agree type as proposed in Watanabe (200#awh-typology is reshaped
with respect to what kinds of syntactic features iavolved in thewh-dependency,
though the spirit does not go beyond previous sgidi

This thesis also addresses the issuehofvwhy alternations” in Vietnamese. It
is shown that thewvh-adjunct lam-sao (more often used in the southern dialect)
displays such effect: Whdam-saohas scope over a full clause, it is interpreted as
causal; when it scopes over VP, only the instrualer¢ading is obtained. Such
behavior substantiates Tsai’s (2008) theory asstimgguistic evidence.

Several differences between Viethamese and Chimésguestions have also
been presented in this thesis. Viethamese hasypeas of “for what”, oneeasonand
the othempurposive each of which corresponds to a specific syntaugition. Finally,
considering polaritywh construals, Viethamese lacks bare-conditionalspbgsesses
a special phrasal construction [onb-that] as a polarityvh licensing condition.
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Chapter 1

Prelude

1.1 Introduction

This thesis concerns a number of issues of theagywit Viethames&h-questions. In
essence, Viethamese isva4n-situ language.

Wh-in-situ, a subtype oivh-dependency relations, has invoked enormous debates
and arguments in the research agenda of genemtiiax since Huang’'s (1982hb)
classic dissertation on Chines#-n-situ and its consequences to the architecture of
grammar in general. Most discussions on this tapiatered on the following three
guestions:

(i) Do wh-words in these languages ever move?
(i) How and why are these languages different flemamovement languages?
(i) What are the mechanisms wh-question formations in these languages?

Though hypotheses and proposals vary with respedifterent theories (GB or
Minimalism), all should agree that in all typeslahguagessomething must happen
in CPin order to form avh-question; or conversely,wah-question is legitimate only
when something happens in CBemantically, this is conceivable as well since a
interrogation-related element must take the widesipe (i.e. CP) in a question, so
that the interrogative meaning can be correctly pnagherly interpreted. It remains to
be answered what ths®methings, andwhat happens in CP

For wh-movement languages like English, overt fronting wh-words is
explained by the generally acknowledged hypothisisvh-words contain some sort
of [+wh] feature and that this feature must appeathus move to) Comp to fulfill
the wh-dependency (see Pesetsky 1982, May 1985, Lasnilkaig 9992). In the
Minimalist Program (Chomsky 2000 and much subseguwenk), an EPP feature is
responsible for the overt displacementwdf-elements. But what abouth-words in
wh4n-situ languages that daot front overtly? Additional modifications have to be



made in order to maintain the explanatory powewludtever theory we wish to adopt.

Huang (1982b) initiates an insightful account tleatourses to covert movement
at Logical Form (LF) which keeps standard assumgtiaboutwh-movement intact,
even for Chinese/h4n-situ, but delimits the effect of Subjacency (Gtsky 1981) to
S-Structure only. As a result, languages differinathethemwh-movement occurs or
not, but in at which level of representation itealkplace. Later during the 80’s and
90’s, a variety of theories bloomed to accountrf@ny othemwh-n-situ languages
previously undiscovered: Quechua (Cole & Hermon4)9%alay (Cole & Hermon
1998), Sinhala (Hagstrom 1998, Kishomoto 2005),edar (Choe 1987, Kim 1991).
Meanwhile, novel approaches have also been inegjiato explaining some familiar
wh4n-situ languages like Chinese and Japanese (Nisbig 1990, Cheng 1991,
Watanabe 1992a, b, Aoun & Li 1993b, c, Tsai 199%tatc.). As new throretical
templates (the Minimalist Progam in Chomsky 1998 anbsequent versions) came
into being, the phenomenon wf-n-situ, it seems, no longer receives a unified
explanation; syntactic “parameters” are consideoeglay important parts here (Tsali
19944, Cole & Hermon 1998, Cheng & Rooryck 200@2)0though how parameters
are defined may still open for debates.

Two critical factors that have led to further eodation in this campaign are (a)
locality effects and (b) the overt “Q” morphemedertain languages (e.g. Sinhala).
Locality constraints iwh-questions are quite typical wmh-movement languages like
English, given that syntactic displacements areolired during the derivations of
wh-guestions. They do not have any independent Q-neomph and what overtly
undergo fronting argvhphrases themselves. The characteristics in (1atested in
wh-guestions of such languages (cf. Chomsky 1977):

(1) a. Thereis a gap in téhjposition.
b. Locality effects surface.
c. Movedwh-phrases appear at clause-initial positions.

On the other hand, someh-n-situ languages display very different patternghw
regard to locality effects, and it has also begpomed that some kind of overt
Q-element (associated witlivh-phrases) exists in these languages. (2a-d) list the
properties of languages of this type:

(2) a. Thereis no gap in téhjosition.
b. Whwords possess no/parital locality effects.
c. There is an overt Q-morpheme relatedkanterrogatives.
d. The distribution of the Q-morpheme may be rat¢va locality.



If the existence of such Q-morpheme is a crossigtigyohenomenon (see Cable 2007
for a claim that this is true even f@h-movement languages), it turns out that moving
wh may not be the only way to construeh-dependencies, especially fah-in-situ
languages in whiclwh-words do not move on the surface. In other words, t
Q-morpheme, separated framm-tems, is thesomethinghat is related to CP.

1.2 Logically PossibleWh-Dependencies o¥Vh-Questions in
Wh-in-Situ Languages

Once we adopt the Q-based analysis, there areaddogically possible mechanisms
to be derived. They are demonstrated below in Eiduicf. Soare 2007).

Figure 1: Possible types wh-in-situ

Movement
No Yes.What moves?
“merge" /\
an element Phrasal constituents Atomic elements
at CP (pied-piping
TN
whphrase Q-phrase Non-full category Full category
(covert) (covert) ‘
® ® Q-feature wh-feature wh-word
(covert/overt) (covert/overt)  (covert)
@ ® ®

Type ®: Wh-dependency of this type does not practice movenerachieve scopal
requirement, some element relatedvtoscope appears at CP solely via the
operation Merge.

Type @: Wh-dependency of this type is built by moving a (lasgale) phrasal chunk
containing thewh4tem to [Spec, CP], where [+wh] feature percolatisn
needed as a technical device.



Type ®: Wh-dependency of this type is built by moving a (lasgale) phrasal chunk
headed by the Q-head to [Spec, CP] (viz. CableG/2@-projection”). If
the Q is null, such movements will be (phonolodigaindistinguishable
from those of Type.

Type @: Wh-dependency of this type overtly or covertly movest the “Qfeature”
to [Spec, CP], withwvh-words unaffected.

Type ®: Wh-dependency of this type employs movements of justth{feature”,
assuming feature movement is part of syntactiovd@an.

Type ®: Wh-dependency of this type covertly moves wiephrase to [Spec, CP] at
LF.

Empirical facts prove that one language may invoiiere than one type of
dependency. Sinhala, for example, generally mageQ-particle overtly/covertly to a
scopal position, and when this option is unavaddi limited cases), a null operator
is inserted (Hagstrom 1998, Kishimoto 2005) forttparpose. Thus, Sinhala is a
wh-in-situ language that incorporates operationstifusd in typed and®.

I will aruge in what follows that Viethamese comés® and®, the former for
wh-nominals and the lattevh-adverbs-

1.3 Primary Task and Central Claims

The research reported in this thesis investigatessyntax ofwh-interrogatives in
Vietnamese, a language of the Austro-Asiatic fansippken by the population of
around 70 million, and the official language of tviam?

Wh-questions in Vietnamese reveal several properties:

First, wh-arguments who what, which etc.) uniformly behave as syntactic
variables subject to (unselective) binding by d Qubperator at the matrix CP. This
observation is confirmed by three diagnostics ofvemeent: island effects,
intervention effects, and the construal of indewhs.

! Thoughwh-feature movement (& la Chomsky 1995) is technicallyossible device, it will not be
addressed in this thesis, since for the languageneecurrently investigating this approach may be
theoretically indiscriminate from the one wh-phrasal movement (when it is needed idr-adverbs;
see upcoming chapters). See Cheng (2000) for sppleations ofwh-feature movement.

2 Roughly, Vietnamese has three dialects: the notthéae southern and the central, and they are
considered to be different only to a minor degigee primary informant of this study, a 28-year-old
female, speaks the southern dialect.



Second severawh-adjuncts appear to be sensitive to the above @ntsty and
in this way they should be analyzed as inherentraipes, as opposite to
wh-arguments. | will show, however, that the “adjuaggument asymmetry” (Lasnik
& Saito 1984, 1992) does not cover all phenomendi@tnamesavh-questions, but
instead an “adverb-nominal” distinction (Huang 1888oun & Li 1993b, Tsai 1994a)
serves better in this respect.

Third , wh-questions in Vietnamese occasionally require theuwence of a
clause-peripheral particle, which only appears amatrix scope position. Such
particle has correlation with Realis mood and certend of pragmatic presupposition
(Bruening & Tran 2006) as well as the force oficgllfor attention from the hearer(s).
These are typical features associated with thecpgriet from time to time it is still
optional under these conditions. In other discowm®exts such as self-murmuring,
however, it need not (and can not) take place. st important is that when it
occurs, the clause in question must bewlaquestion. Consequently, the best
hypothesis is that the clause-final particle isitem that marks a sentence as a
wh-clause; and in addition to that, it also contrisut¢her semantic and pragmatic
functions. When it does not appear, | assume thagaivalent €head is present. No
matter this particle is overt or not, a Q-featutdhas position must be at work for
binding in-situwh-words, and no Q-movement (in e.g. Watanabe 1992nA% Li
1993b, ¢, Hagstrom 1998, Kishimoto 2005 and mahgrs) needs to be introduced
into thewh-dependency in Viethamese.



1.4 Thesis Organization

This thesis is organized as follows.

Chapter 2 provides an overview of the basic syntactic progerand ofvh-questions
in Viethamese.

Chapter 3 demonstrates that argumentah-phrases in Viethamese do not display
sensitivity to island constraints and interventeffects, and furthermore they obtain
indefinite readings in some licensing environments.

Chapter 4 discusses various proposals regardivigin-situ in the literature, and
argues for unselective binding as the most fittorge in explaining Vietnamese

wh4n-situ.

Chapter 5 aims to develop a typology @fh4in-situ along with the analysis launched
in Chapter 4 and some literature works.

Chapter 6 presents a relevant study on the crosslinguistenpmenon ohowwhy
alternations (Tsai 2008).

Chapter 7 looks into non-syntactic conditions on the existewnf thewh-particle in
Vietnamese.

Finally, | close the thesis @hapter 8.



Chapter 2

Viethamese Clausal Structure:
A Preliminary Sketch

2.1. Aspects of Clausal Structure

This section presents several important aspectieotlausal syntax of Viethamese,
including the distribution of adverbials, relatigluses, and some tense/aspect-related
functional categories. These materials should halperstand more easily the syntax
of Viethamesavh-questions in the chapters to come.

2.1.1. Adverbial positions

Vietnamese is an SVO language, with most phrasattsires sticking to a head-initial
configuration (see Duffield 2001 for some head{fiphenomena). In a transitive
clause, the main verb precedes its complementthendubject precedes the verb. The
indirect object settles between the subject andlitteet object in the ditransitive case.

(3) Nam di Ha-Ndi 1i. Transitive
Nam go Ha Noi PFv.
‘Nam has gone to Ha Noi.’

(4) Nam cho Lam hai-qép-sach. Ditransitive
Nam give Lam  twaeL-book
‘Nam gave Lam two books.’

Adverbial elements occupy various clausal positiatepending upon their types.
Speaker-oriented adverbs suchké®ng-ng ‘unexpectedly’ andhua-thgt ‘frankly’
precede the subject, as shown in (5):



(5) a. Khéng-ng Nam hi quén  d&n.
unexpectedly Nam MoOD forget come
‘Unexpectedly Nam would forget to come.’

b.* Nam khéng-ng lai quén  d&n.
Nam unexpectedlymoD forget come

(6) Thu-thit t6i khong  bét tra-1oi.
frankly 1  NEG know  answer
‘Frankly, 1 don’t know the answer.’

Some subject-oriented adverbial phrases in Vietsgigan be realized in two forms:
a lexical adverb, and a consituent containing awedd and a nominal element
mot-cach‘one-way’. The former appears to the right of thain predicate, while the
latter to the left side of it. They are exemplified7) and (8).

(7) Nam dang noéi-chugn (Wi chung-t6i) ndt-cach-vui-\ (vai ching-toi)
Nam PRG speak with us one-way-happily with us
‘Nam is speaking with us happily.’

(8) Nam wui-¢ nhan-loi doc truyén cho chung-toi nghe.
Nam happily agree read story for us listen
‘Nam happily agrees to read the story for us.’

VP-level adverbials share a similar pattern withjsat-oriented adverbials, as shown
in (9)-(10):

(9) a. Nam trau dr-lieu  mot-cach-én-than.
Nam search data one-way-carefully
‘Nam searched the data carefully.’

b. Nam @én-than tra-atu  terng dr-liéu mot.
Nam carefully search each data one
‘Nam search the data one by one carefully’

(10) a. Nam_clim-chim bo dén céi-ban-kia.
Nam slowly crawl toward cL-table-that
‘Nam crawled to that desk slowly.’



b.* Nam bd  dén cai-ban-kia _cim-cham.
Nam crawl toward cL-table-that slowly

c. Nam bo  d&n cai-ban-kia _mt-cach-clm-rai.
Nam crawl toward cL-table-that one-way-slow
‘Nam crawled to that desk slowly.’

d. * Nam nét-cAch-clim-rdi  bo dén céi-ban-kia
Nam one-way-slow crawl towardcL-table-that

(10a-d) once again confirm that there exists a dementarily distributional relation
between the “bare-adverb” and the combinatory dmmestt jone-way-ady. The
former tends to precede the verb, while the ldtiows the whole predicate.

Unfortunately, it is far from obvious whether tedsvo adverbial expressions are
semantically distinguishable or not. One informaates to me that they are almost
equivalent, but the formation of therje-way-ady.adverbial obeys one restriction:
only “disyllabic” adverbs are allowed to combinethvone-way monosyllabic ones
must be ruled out.

Finally, the post-predicate position can also hastesultative phrase, which
denotes the resultative state following from thieosc

(11) Nam chy mét-dat-ci-hoi.?
Nam run tired-break-all-breathe
‘Nam ran (herself) tired.’

Summarizing, the three possible merging sites thweebial phrases in Viethamese
can be represented in (12).

12) 1 Subj 2 VP 3
clausal-adv clausal-/VP-adv VP-/resultathckr
(bare-adverb) (phrasahe-way-adverp

2.1.2. Relative clauses

Relative clauses in Viethamese consist of a nonfiead followed by its modifying
clause, quite resembling those in English. See-(18) for illustration.

¥ Mét-dnit-cd-hoi is an idiom chunk meaning “extremely tired”.



(13) T6i thich [ cai-con-sach §c ma anh cho-mon]].
I like cL-cL-book that you give-borrow
‘| like the book that you lent me.’ (Nguy2004:49)

(14) Téi thich [ céai-@m-méi [rcma cb iy chon]].
I like CL-dress-new that aunt that choose
‘| like the new dress that she chose.’ (Ngug004:59)

In (13), the relative clausma anh cho mn ‘that you lent me’ occurs to the right of

the head noun phrasdi-cwn-sach‘the book’, and a similar structure is also seen i

(14). To my knowledge, Vietnamese does not posseadless relative clauses (see
Nguyen 2004 for more).

2.1.3. Some functional categories

Below in Table 1 are three tense/aspect-relatectiiumal elements in Viethamese that
are not easily categorized as modals/auxiliarieaspect markers (also see Duffield
2007:775).

Table 1: Three tense/aspect-related elements indfigese

Auxiliary representation Aspect/Tense representatign
da have/has perfect/pastr/PsT)
s will future (FUT)
dang | being progressiveeROQ

In this thesis | follow Trinh (2005) and adopt thepect-tense representation to gloss
these three items, but not to the exclusion of plssibility that they bear a
modal/auxiliary status in this languaRelevant examples are provided in (15)-(17).

(15) N6 s doc sach.
he FuT read book
‘He will read books.’ (Trinh 2005)

4 See Trinh (2005, fn 3 & 6) for some notes on thister. He also suggests tl#tis a phonological
realization of both past tense and perfect aspedidtnamese. In other wordgd may denote either
past tense or perfect aspect. | shall not makéndigin between the two in glossing, and this wibit

affect my argumentation here. They both pertairetdis mood, one of the primary issues in thisithes

10



(16) No da doc sach.
he PFv read book
‘He has read books.’ (Trinh 2005)

(17) Nam  dang  doc tiéu-thuyét.

Nam PROG  read novel
‘Nam is reading a novel.’

2.2. Wh-Questions: An Overview

Now let’s turn to some facts abowh-questions (one of the core topics in this study),
starting with a descriptive surveywh-words.

2.2.1. Wh-words

A full list of wh-awords in Viethamese that | have collected from mypdieldwork is
shown in the next page.

11



Table 2:Whwords in Viethamese

Whwords Viethamese Notes
who ai
what (cai-)gi cdiis a classifier/focus marker (Nguyen 2004)
which nao
dau directional ¢ ‘to where’)
where .
o-dau locational ¢ ‘at where’)
khi-nao Lit. ‘time-which’
lGc-nado Lit, ‘moment-which’
when vao-luc-nao Lit, ‘into-moment-which’

vao-thvi-gian-nao

bao-gir
lam-sao Lit. ‘do-why’
how ra—sao, Lit. ‘out-why’
nhe-thé-nao Lit. ‘like-so-which’, used with static predicates
bang-cach-nao Lit. ‘by-way-which’ used with dynamic predicate$
tai-vi-sao Lit. ‘because-for-why’, colloquial usage
tai-lam-sao Lit. ‘because-do-why’, rarely used
tai-sao Lit. ‘because-why’, written usage
why . : -
vIi-sao Lit. ‘for-why’, written usage
lam-sao Lit. ‘do-why’, colloquial usage
sao Lit. ‘why, colloquial usage
vi-le-gi Lit. ‘for-reason-what’
for what — - :
de-lam-gi Lit. ‘to-do-what’
how long | bao-lau
ng mﬁgzl bao-nhiéu

One may have noticed that the last four subtypeghgfare morphologically subparts
of the first two. Specificallytai-saq vi-saq lam-saq andsaoare sub-constituents of
tai-vi-saoor tai-lam-sao All the why-forms are likely historically related (i.e., shant

forms are derived from longer forms), though tlggmmatical functions and modes

of use (e.g., colloquial or written) may differ the present time. Moreovdam-sao
(more often used in the southern dialect) is grdugee both “how” and “why”. | will
show later that this is becaukan-saoexhibits howwhy alternations (Tsai 1999b,

2008), whereas othdrowwhyterms do not, possibly owing to their morphologica

nature.
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2.2.2. Wh-clauses

Vietnamese is virtually awh-4n-situ language. Allwhphrases remain in their
base-generated positions. (18)-(20) list simplexisés containinggh-arguments.

(18) Lam an gi?
Lam eat what
‘What did Lam eat?’

(19) Nam thy gi?
Nam see what
‘Who did Nam see?’

(20) Anh gri  gi cho Tan?
you give what to Tan
‘What did you send to Tan?’

Wh4{ronting may occur as a process of contrastive Sanovement, with thesh-word
phonologically stressed, as in (21).

(21) CAI-Gl; Lam thich {tnhung An khong thich ;t?
what Lam like but ANNEG like
‘WHAT is the thing that Lam likes but An does hige?

Wh-adjuncts land in adverbial positions discussedegaillypically,how-forms appear
at the VP-level adverbial position. Moving it teethreverbal area is illegal.

(22) a.  Anh ém-thiy nhu-thé-nao? [V >how]
you feel-see how
‘How do you feel?’ (Bruening & Tran 2006:322
b. * Anhnhu-thé-ndo cam-thay [*how> V]
you how feel-see

(23) a. Anhgilp c6-ta bang-cach-na® [V >how|
you help she how
‘How do you help her?’ (Bruening & Tran 20882)

b. * Anhbing-cach-nao gilp co-ta [how> V]
you how help she
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Occasionally, avh-adjunct may appear preverbally. Such cases areskceby the
modality expressing ability.

(24) Canh mn qua téi lam-sao an (duogc)?
Soup salty extremely | how eat can
‘The soup is so salty; how can | eat it?’

The temporalvh-adverbbao gv ‘when’ also has two legal positions, one preceding
and the other following the (main) predicate. lagtingly, these two sites have to do
with tense interpretations (Cao 2007, Duffield 200/henbao gb precedes the
predicate, the sentence obtains a future readmd)jotherwise it gets a past reading.
The dialogues in (25)-(26) presents the contrast (d Cao 2007):

(25) A: Bao-gio anhdi? [when > Vfuture
when you go
‘When will you go?’

B: Mai toi  di.
Tomorrow I go
‘I will go tomorrow’.

(26) A: Anh\ nha bao-gio? [V > whenpasi
you back home when
‘When did you return home?’

B: Téi v nha hém-qua.
I back home vyesterday.
‘I returned home yesterday?’

In this case, Viethamese seems to make use of wrokt or structural hierarchy to
maintain tense relation in suah-questions (also see Duffield 2007).

On the other hand, the reason adveiHsao ‘why’ consistently resides in the
clause-initial position because it scopes overwele clause. For cases where it
follows the subject, the subject is assumed to hangergone topicalization to some
Topic projection (& la Rizzi 1997) from its origlr@osition [Spec, TP]. See (27) and

® This is a natural assumption given that Vietnaméke Japanese, also has syntactic topicalization
with the Topic markethi which marks its preceding constituent as a Topiaffield 1999):
(i) (Con) tdi  (thi), (t6i) hoan-toan tan-thanh.

(as for) I TOP | completely approve

‘As for me, | fully approve of it.’ (Duttld 1999)
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(28) below.

(27)Vi-sao Nam co-th di Pai-Bic?
why Nam can go Taipei
‘Why can Nam go to Taipei?’

(28) Nam vi-sao t co-tht di Dai-Bic? Topicalization
Nam why can go Taipei
‘Why can Nam go to Taipei?’

In (27), the subjectNam is to the right ofvi-saq and in (28) it undergoes
topicalization, moving to the left ofi-saoand stops at a Topic projection (within a
multiple CP structure). Lastly, the reason adwarbaois forbidden to be preceded by
the predicate:

(29) *Nam  co-th di Dai-Bic vi-sao
Nam can go Taipei why

2.2.3. Two types of “for what”

Two wh-terms of more complex morphological contertle-gi ‘for-reason-what’ and
dé-lam-gi ‘to-do-what’, both meaningor what have interesting complementary
distribution: The former is allowed only at the B position, while the latter only
the post-VP

(30) a. Ke-cudp-nay vi-lé-gi/*dé-lam-gidi  cudp ngan-hang?
robber-this  for.what/forwhat go rob bank
‘For what did this robber rob the bank?’

b. Keé-cudp-nay dicuép ngan-hang  *vid-gi/dé-lam-gi?
robber-this gorob bank for.what/for.what
‘For what did this robber rob the bank?’

c. ?2? Vi-b-gi/dé-lam-gi ké-cusp-nay dicuép ngan-hang?
for.what/for.what robber-this gorob bank

Nonetheless, the occurrence of such Topic markeptienal (unlike Japanese), and it is not freglyent
used, either, according to my informant.
® (30c) is felicitous only as a construal of focus.
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(31) [Subj[... (i-lé-gi) VP (@é-lam-gi]]

As is lucid from the glossaryi-le-gi ‘for-reason-what’ denotes the inquiry for the
“reason” of why an individual did something, whesedé-lam-gi ‘to-do-what’
requests the “purpose” of someone’s doing somethiggecifically, the twdor-what
forms represent two causal relations: (30a) is estion about what the “causes” the
robber’s robbing the bank, whereas (30b) is abdwtwenables” the same event.

Let the object in request be X and the robbing agf@sbe Y. The relations
between X and Y in these two cases (represented-lsygi anddé-lam-gj) are given
as (32a-b):

(32) a. vi-le-gi: X is asufficientcondition forY < X =thereasonof Y
b. d@é-lam-gi X is anecessargondition for Y < X = thepurposeof Y

A likely candidate answer for (30a) is “...becauseoles an underground bank one
million dollars”; the state of owing is a sufficienondition for the robbing, but the
reverse does not hold: the robbing does not cdusestate of owing. On the other
hand, a possible answer for (30b) is “...in orders&ve his daughter in expensive
surgery”. This answer, a necessary condition ferrttbbing, cannot be a “reason” for
the latter since the robbing must precede the ssaafesaving.

The "becauseclause” and ih order toclause” distinction (Higginbotham 1993)
in relation tofor-whatquestions is reminiscent of the responseswhyquestions
depicted by the “cause” and “enable” relations @rRart (2003) and others:

Enable: The relationenable holds when one event is perceived asegessary
condition for the occurrence of the second.
Ex: [Max entered the popénables[he drownet

Cause The relationcauseholds when the first event is conceived asufficient
condition for the second.
Ex: [a glass fallf causeqit breakg

Note that questions dbr what which must be agent-oriented, do not fall intesth
two relations in Reinhart's system. Rather, suckechelongs to the third relation
“Motivate”, which has to do with mental states (s¢s0 Tsai 2008):

" Chinesewei-le-shenmefor what' does not seem to possess the reasodingait can only be
construed as a purposiwd-question (Tsai 1999b, 2008).
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Motivate: The relationmotivate holds when eitheenable or causeholds, and in
addition, a mental state mediates the events.
Ex: [Max wanted to eamotivates[he started to cogk

According this categorization, “motivate” only difs from “enable” or “cause” in the
inclusion of a mental state. That is, “motivate’either “enable + a mental state” or
“cause + a mental state”, and this is overtly mesi#d byi-lé-gi anddé-lam-gi. In
this view, Viethamese discriminates the two kinflsnootivate” relations not only on
the morphological level, but also on the syntadauel (viz., by preceding or
following VP). This claim, in turn, substantiateiRhart's semantic treatment of
causal relation8.

2.2.4. Selectional restriction on CP-complements

One more thing to note. Embeddedh-questions in Viethamese meet selectional
restrictions from the verb that governs them (K&tPostal 1964, Baker 1970). For
example, the verlsay only selects non-interrogative clauses as its QBRptement,
and therefore embedding an interrogative clauseitb verb will destroy the sentence.
On the other hand, a verb likenderselects only an interrogative clause, and we will
ruin the sentence if attaching to it a non-inteatdge one. Lastly, a verb likenowhas

no restrictions on its governed complement clagsegither one will survive. All
these are borne out in Viethamese, as suggestéBhy35), due to Bruening & Tran
(2006:323-3249.

(33) Tan bst ai  di New-York
Tan know  who go New York

‘Tan knows for which person x, x went to New York.’ [know >wh]
‘For which person x, Tan knows that x went to Neavk?’ [wh > know]
(34) a.* Tan néi Thcé dip Lan hay khong [*interrgative]

Tan say Tho CO meet Lan OPRT
‘Tan said whether Tho met Lan.’

8 |1t would be even more interesting to see if #igs in Viethamese demonstrate a similar pattern,
since there are also more than argforms. | leave this question open.

° The existence of selectional restrictions posedamnplement types in Chinese is one of the reasons
that made Huang (1982) propose an LF movement hgpist for thewh-in-situ in Chinese.
Nevertheless, since in the current syntactic thenoying wh to [Spec, CP] is not the only way to
satisfy the scope requirement in formingvh-question, that embeddedh-questions in Viethamese
obey such restrictions does not amount to amvhFnovement approach per. &ee later discussions.

17



b. Tan ndéi Thhda gp ai?
Tan say Thosp meet who
‘For which person x, Tan says Tho met x?’ whp> say]
*Tan says for which person x Tho met x'. [*sawh]|

(35) a. Tan mén  biét Tho da gip ai*®
Tan want know Thoasp meet who
‘Tan wants to know for which person x Tho met x.’ [wonder >wh]
*For which person x, Tan wants to know Tho met x?’ [*wh > wonder]

b.* Tan mén  biét Tho da gip Tién [*non-interrgative]
Tan want know  ThoAsp meet Tien
‘Tan wants to know for which person x Tho met x.’

2.3. Conclusion

I have shown in this section that there is no owermovement observed with respect
to eitherwh-arguments owh-adjuncts.Wh-arguments stay cool in their theta places,
andwh-adjuncts appear in ordinary adverbial positionadoordance with their scope
requirements. If so, how deh-words in this language reach their scope positjpas
matrix CP) inwh-questions?

The first hypothesiswould be arguing for an LF movement strategi=words
(or theirwhfeatures) do not undergeh-movement in Narrow Syntax, but they do in
LF. Alternatively, there could be a covert Q-operah association withvh-elements,
in the sense of Watanabe (1992b) for Japanese &tdntoto (2005) for Sinhala,
which binds the in-sitavhawords and raises to [Spec, CP] either before Spetlor
in LF. If such LF process exists, it is expecteat tihe LF movement of theh-words
(or Q) should give rise to locality/minimality effis (Rizzi 1990) under certain
environments. This sort of proposal is appealingassimilating wh-in-situ of
Vietnamese to that of several othen4n-situ languages like Japanese, Korean and
Sinhala.

The second hypothesistates thawh-words in Viethamese should be analyzed
as variables, with their binding Q-operator dirgatierged in CP, along the lines of
Cheng (1991), Aoun & Li (1993a, b, ¢) and Tsai @&pQfor Chinese. This approach
(i.e., unselective binding) predicts thah-words are blind to locality/minimality
effects, and thavh-words themselves can be bound by an existentialtdies (since

% However, the second, wide-scope, reading in (3§g)ossible for my informant, although the
judgment is somewhat subtle.
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they are intrinsic variables) and thus can be coadtas indefinites, without resort to
morphological makeup (unlike English). Further, Isdbeory still leaves space for
very limited LF movement, provided the unavoidapymtactic/semantic distinctions
between adverbs and nominals (Tsai 1994a, b, ReihBas8).

In the next section, | examine three locality/miality structures as diagnostics
for movement: island effects, intervention effe(@&ck 1996) and the construal of
indefinitewhs. The results argue in support tife second hypothesisi.e., the
unselective binding approach, contra Bruening &nT(2006).
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Chapter 3

Wh-Dependency in Viethamese I:
Island, Intervention, and Wh-Indefinites

3.1. Nonexistence of Island Effects

Island-sensitivity has long been deemed as typilinptomatic of the existence of
movement. Movement out of an island yields ungratizality, as shown in (36):

(36) [... Xi...[islang-- Gi-..]...]
1 X | hovement blocked)

In this section, we will examine six island conalits in Viethamese: Complex NP
Island, Sentential Subject Islant¢hdsland, Adjunct Island, Coordination Island, and
Negative Island (Ross 1967, 1983, Chomsky 19771,1&8d many others).

Bruening & Tran (2006) claim that whether Vietnameg-questions display
island effects depends solely on the existencén@fctause-final particle. When the
particle is present, it licenses the Q-operatonatrix CP so that island effects can be
voided by unselective binding. On the other hankemvthe particle does not appear,
LF wh4ronting is compelled to take place, hence thenland intervention effects.

If Bruening & Tran’s finding is correct that unseliee binding is possible only
when the particle appears (in the matrix clause),expect to observe trespasses on
these island constraints without the particle simgwip. To the contrary, the following
instances do not concur with this claim: Sentemoedgaining these islands are perfect
in the lack of this particle.

3.1.1. Adjunct Island

(37) Anh-ta  fgjunctVi mua cai-gi] ma b sa-tihi  (vay)?
he because buy what cong PASs  fired PRT
‘What is the thing x such that he got fired becaimsg bought x?’
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(38) Tan vui  fgjunct khi Lam nac ao gi] (vay)?
Tan happy when Lam dress clothes whatPRT
‘What is the clothes type x such that Tan is happgn Lam is dressed in the
clothes of x?’

(39) Nam @i-khoi  truong [agjunce SaU  gb  tan kc bao-nhiéu phdt] (\y)?
Nam leave school after time close study howymaminutePRT
‘What is x such that Nam left school x minutes laftee school was over?’

As is previously mentioned, an adjunct phrase gtnAmese may occur to either the
left or the right of the main predicate in a sentgrwith a preference to the latter in
general. In (37), the adjunct clause includingtaword vi mua cai-gi‘because (he)
bought what' is in a pre-predicate position, whiles located at the end of the clause
in (38) and (39). The matrix mood in (37)-(39) eslis, but the particlegy is optional.
The legitimacy of these examples indicates thathavord does not move out of the
adjunct island, either in Narrow Syntax or LF, d@hé particlevgy plays no role in this
respect.

3.1.2. Complex NP Island

(40) Tan thich fompex nPNQUdii [cp & lam nghé gi]] ?
Tan like person do work what
‘What is x such that Tan likes the person who dbeswvork of x?’

(41) [Complex NPNQUGii [CP ti da lam qua nﬁng'dléu gi ]]
person PFVv do EXP pL-matter what
thi  dugc  mMoi-ngroi goi la anh-hung?
then pass  all-person call is hero
‘What is x such that the person who did x is calidtero by everyone?”’

(42) [complexnpNQuOi;i  [cp t  mac trang-plac mau gi]] sé
person dress gown color what FuT
tro-thanh  Qéc-Vuong?
become  king
‘What is the color x such that the person dressetie gown of x will be the
King?’
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(43) Gido-vién thichdomplex nplUAN-VAN; [cp dugc  sinh-vien Wt t lam-sad]?
teacher like thesis PASS student  write how
‘What is x such that the teacher likes the thesdsan by students with x?’

In (40), the complex NPnpwoi 1am nglé gi] contains awh-argument “what”. The
similar is in (41)-(42). (43) shows that an adjuwtiphrase such dam-sao‘how’ is
also fine inside a Complex NP Island. Yet, thisas$ always the case ferh-adjuncts:
Placing the reasonwh-adverb vi-sao ‘why’ inside the island results in
ungrammaticality, indicating that LF movement isn&how involved here. See the
contrast below.

(44) a.* Nam thich  dompiexne  d0-dMi  [cp Me vi-sao niu t]] ?
Nam like food mother why cook
Intended: ‘What is the method x such that Nam litkesbooks written by
Tan because of x?’

b. Nam thich  domplexnp d0-ani [cp Me nu lam-sao t]] ?
Nam like food mother cook how
‘What is x such that Nam likes the food (his) motb@oks with x?’

This is reminiscent of the contrast of a “nomindjuaict” zenme(-yanghow’ and an
“adverbial adjunct'weishenmeéwhy’ in Mandarin Chinese (Aoun & Li 1993b, Tsai
1994a, b). The former has an adjunct-style distidinubut can escape from island
constraints, whereas the latter still observes them

(45) Mandarin Chineseenmeyantow’
ni  zui xihuan [[ta zenmeyang duen it] de niuroyl?
you most like she how stew PNM beef
‘What is the means x such that you like best [p@kich she stewed by x]]?’
(Tsai 1994a)
(46) Mandarin Chineseeishenméwhy’

*ni zui  xihuan [[weishenmegongzuo] de ren]?

you most like why work PNM  people

Intended: ‘What is the reason x such that you bkst [people [who work for
X]]?’ (Tsai 1994a)

In this connection, Viethamese displays an “advesininal asymmetry”, where
genuine adverbs are not allowed in islands, butinals are. As Tsai (1994a) has
pointed out, such asymmetry is intrinsically distifrom the “adjunct-argument
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asymmetry” (Lasnik & Saito 1992) which fails to tae the contrast between (43)
and (44) in Viethamese, as well as (45) and (46jJamdarin Chinese.

In addition, there is novgy in (40)-(44), which implies thatvh-n-situ in
Vietnamese does not reply on the manifestationhefgarticle. We shall see more
similar examples in the sections to come.

3.1.3. Coordination Island

(47) Nam da di [Ha-Noi va nling-dau] vay?
Nam PFv go HaNO6i andpL-where PRT
‘What is the place x such that Nam went to Ha Nl &7’

(48) Sau-khi bn dén Ha-N6i, an d& d¢p [Nam va nbngai] vay?
after you go HaNO6i yowrv meet Nam andL-who PRT
‘Who are x such that after you went to Ha Noi, yoet Nam and x?’

Coordination Island (a.k.a. Coordination Struct@anstraint) in (47)-(48) shows the
same situation, in which an in-sih-word is allowed in the island.

3.1.4. Negative Island

(49) Tan choing Lam khéng thich cai-gi  (vay)?
Tan think Lam NEG like what PRT
‘What is the thing x such that Tam does not thiaknLlikes x?’

(50) *Tan cho-ding Lam khong vi-sao bi  sa-thi (vay)
Tan think Lam NEG why PASS fired PRT
Intended: ‘What is the reason x such that Tan doéshink Lam got fired
because of x?’

Negative Island (Ross 1983) also tolerapdsin-situ. (49) can be construed as a
wh-question withvgy. If the particle is taken away, this sentencentended as a
non-interrogatve. (50) is completely out simtesaodoes not survive in islands.

In the next chapter, we will discuss Negative Idlan terms of intervention
effect (Beck 1996, Beck & Kim 1997). Here | simgbllow Cole & Hermon (1998)
in adopting this phenomenon as one instance afdstanstraints.

23



3.1.5. Sentential Subject Island

(51) [subjectTAN d&  lam chugn gi] khién anhay bi nht  vao
Tan pPFv do matter what cause he  PAsSs confine into
nha-lao \y?
prison  PRT
‘What is the matter x such that that Tan did x eausim to be sent to prison?’

(52) a.  BubjectTan arGi ai] ma lam Landau-long \ay?
Tan marry ~ who PRT make Lan grieve PRT
‘Who is x such that that Tan married x made Lap\gd?’

b.* [subjectT@N  vi-sao/ti-vi-sao argi] lam Lan dau-long (\dy)?
Tan why/why marry  make Lan grieve PRT

C. [subjectT@n néi ra-sao/lam-sa¢ lam Lan dau-long (ay)?
Tan say how/how make Lan grieve PRT

‘What is the way x such that that Tan said wittmade Lan grieved?’

d. [subjectT@n Kt-hon vi-lé-gi] 1am Lan dau-long (\dy)?
Tan marry  for.what make Lan grieve PRT
‘What is x such that that Tan got married for ada Lan grieved?’

(53) [subjectHoC  nhu-thé-nao/lam-sad méi  co-thé  giGp minh  thi

study  how/how so.that can help oneself take.
ot (Ay)?
good PRT

‘What is x such that studying by x can help onegetfgood test results?’

The Sentential Subject Island in (51) once aganficus previous observations that a
wh-word is insensitive to islands in this language2a@®) evidence the contrast
betweenwh-adverbs andvh-nominals:vi-sadtai-vi-sao ‘why’ cannot appear in the
island, butai ‘who’ is devoid of this problem. (52c-d) show thah-adjunctsra-sao
‘how’, lam-sao‘how’ and vi-le-gi ‘for what’ ought to be classified agh-nominals
due to their ineffectiveness in island conditiai®) depicts the same picture.

3.1.6. Wh-Island

(54) Nam mén biéét  [liéu ai da dén i ] vay?
Nam want know whether whaeoFrv come PRV PRT
‘Who is x such that Nam wonders whether x has com®r?’
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(55) Nam mén biét [ai d8 xr ly viéc-nay nhu-thé-nao]?
Nam want know wheFv judge reason matter-this  how
‘Who is x and what is y such that Nam wonders wheihhandles this matter by

way of y?’
(56) Nam i  moi-nguoi la [a mun bodi dau] vay?
Nam ask everyone comp  who want leave where PRT

‘Who is x and where is y such that Nam asked everyowanted to leave y?’

Finally, wh-elements can stay intact withiwh4islands, and no Subjacency violation is
attested. Note that this is true even for the azljohi-thé-nao‘how’ in (55), in which
both awh-argument and avh-adjunct coexist. However, considering cases with th
occurrence ofvgy, a somewhat more complicated picture arises. H), (&y is
obligatory; but in (55) it is forbidden. | do noave a satisfactory explanation to why
this is the case by now, but what is indeed cruogaé is thavay is not allowed even
when the main predicate is realis. Seeming couxaenples await further research.

3.1.7. Interim summary

The presence of the particlg@y is not, and can not be, a prerequisitevtein-situ in
Viethnamese. We will see in later chapters tat contributes subtle semantic and
pragmatic functions to a clause, some of which hla@en correctly suggested in
Bruening & Tran (2006), but a clause containwilgriwords inside an island doest
need overt realization of this particle. For thetypes of islands we have examined,
there is clearly no correlation between lighi-in-situ and the overt appearance/gy.
Another important thing that follows from above sebvations is that the

wh-adjunct lam-sao ‘how’ is a homophone of adverbial manrew, adverbial
causalhow, and nominal instrumenthlew. As the first two, it is subject to island
constraints; as the third, it is not. | have alkoven thatra-saq nhu-thé-nao and
bang-cach-naoare nominahows, tgi-vi-saq vi-saoand tzi-sao are adverbiaivhys,
whereasvi-lé-gi anddé-lam-gi are nominawhysffor-whas. | summarize them below
in Table 3.

Table 3: Syntactic properties of Viethaméses andwhys

hows whys
adverbial | lam-sao tai-vi-saq vi-saq tai-sao

lam-sagq ra-saq nhu-thé-nao,

. . vi-le-gi, dé-lam-gi
bang-cach-nao

nominal
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Finally, I end up this section with the followinghemas which demonstrate the
absence of island constraintsvdfi-phrases in Vietnamese.

(57) a.  Adjunct Island: ep .. [adiunct .- -wh...]...]
b. Complex NP Island: Mep ... Lcomplex neNP [cp ...wh...]]...]

c. Coordination Island: M ep ... [coordination--- Wh...]...]
d. Negative Island: Mep...[Neg...[..wh...]...]]
e. Sentential Subject Island: *[cp [subject..-wh...]...]

f.  Whisland: Mep...[cp...wh..wh...]...]

We should bear in mind that onlyh-nominals are included in (57). As signaled in (44)
above, an adverbiath-phrase likevi-sao'why’ still obeys island constraints. We will
be convinced by more empirical evidence that thévéab-nominal” discrepancy
indeed subsists in Viethamestl-dependency as the discussion proceeds.

3.2. Nonexistence of Intervention Effects

3.2.1. Intervention Effects

Intervention effects (Beck 1996, 2006, Beck & Ki®9Y) can be represented as (58)
where the LF movement of X over the quantifier @lmscked.

(58)*[... Xi ... [Q ... [ ...t ... 10l

For illustration, look at the German sentence (E®9}this example, thevh-word wen
‘whom’ precedes and c-commands the negative quermiemandnobody’.

(59) Wen glaubt niemand dal3 Karl gesehen hat?
whom  believes nobody that Karl seen has
‘Who does nobody believe that Karl saw?’ (B&&wG6:5)

However, when the order afen and niemandis reversed, i.e., when the negative
quantifier precedes thehphrase, the sentence becomes incomprehensible(&3)i

(60) ??Was glaubt niemanden Karl gesehen hat?
what believes nobody whom  Karl seen has
‘Who does nobody believe that Karl saw?’ (B&&W6:3)
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For concreteness, note that it is not the strucpee se that fails, but rather the
negative quantifieniemandis at work here, since replacing it with a propame
improves the grammaticality, shown in (61).

(61) Was glaubt  Luise wen Karl gesehen hat?
what believes Luise  whom Karl seen has
‘Who does Luise believe that Karl saw?’ (BeGoa:4)

According Beck, what rules out (60) is the moven@wenwhich moves across the
negative quantifieniemandin LF. The same can be seen when the “Q” elenme(&q)
Is a universal quantifier such gsle ‘every’ in German, exemplified in the contrast
between (62a) and (62b) below.

(62) a. Wer hatwarm jede Aufgabe gel&t?
who has when every problem solved
‘Who solved every problem when?’ (Beck 1996:26

b. ??Wer hat jede Aufgabsann  gel&t?
who has every problem when solved
‘Who solved every problem when?’ (Beck 1996:26

Since the quantifieede c-commands thevh-word wannin (62b), the raising of the
latter at LF necessarily induces ungrammaticatitie to the principle of intervention
discussed above. Beck (1996:39) designates “Quamritifduced Barrier (QUIB)” and
“Minimal Quantified Structure Constraint (MQSC)” &go theorems of intervention:

(63) Quantifier-Induced Barrier (QUIBjBeck 1996:39)
The first node that dominates a quantifier, it¢rretson, and its nuclear scope is
a Quantifier-Induced Batrrier.

(64) Minimal Quantified Structure Constraint (MQSBeck 1996:39)
If an LF tracep is dominated by a QUIB, then the binder f must also be
dominated by.

The negative quantifier in (59) and the universahrifier in (62) serve as the
elements that create the QUIB described in (63),tha breakdown of interpretability
in (60) and (62b) follows from the infringement MIQSC in (64), because the binder
of its trace on the surface structure is not dotemhdy the QUIB in LF in these two
cases. Beck’s Intervention hence offers a usefidatier for LF movement.
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3.2.2. Intervention Effects in Viethamese

Recall that the sensitivity afh-items to intervention signifies the presence oferd
movement. In this section, | will show that in-sitvhphrases (more precisely,
wh-nominals) in Viethamese, however, do not displashsffects, unlike German.
That Viethames&h-nominals lack intervention effects is evidenced(®ya-d),
where thevhaword ai ‘who’ is interpreted as with matrix scope (vizs,veh-questions),
and such interpretation is not blocked by the gtiard (negation markers,
universally quantified DP®inly-focus and adverbs of quantification) that predede

(65) a. ft-ca  cac-sinh-viendd gp  ai? [who > all]
all PL-student PFv meet who
‘Who have all the students met?’

b. Nam da khéng @p ai? [who > Neg]
Nam PFV  NEG meet who
‘Who did Nam not met?’

c. Nam tlwong gip ai? [who > often]
Nam often meet who
‘Who does Nam often like?’

d. Nam ch Qap ai? [who > only]
Nam only  meet who
‘Who did Nam only see?’

A parallel paradigm can be found mwh-questions containing thevh-adjunct
vao-luc-nadwhen’:

(66) a. fit-ca  cac-sinh-vien ¢c vao-luc-nad? [when > all]
all PL-student study when
‘When do all the students study?’

b. Anhdy khdng mén lam-vic vao-lic-nad? [when > Neg]
he NEG want work when
‘When did he not want to work?’

1 Tancredi (1990) formalizes the restrictive foré®nly as the Principle of Lexical Association:
(i)  Principle of Lexical Association

An operator likeonly must be associated with a lexical constituentsicicommand domain.
If an in-situwh-word moves at LF out of the c-command domaiomf, the principle will be violated.
Since in Viethamese sentences like (65d) are grdizahait plainly follows that no LF movement
occurs in this case. See Aoun & Li (1993) for rethtliscussions on Chinese.
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c. Anhdy thuong lam-véc vao-lic-nad? [when > often]
he often work when
‘When does he often work?’

d. Nam ch lam-viéc vao-luc-nad? [when > only]
Nam only  work when
‘When does Nam only work?”’

Furthermore, another type of scope-bearing unigats) does not induce intervention
as well in Vietnamese:

(67)a. Anhdy co-tte  gip ai? [who > can]
he can meet who
‘Who can he meet?’

b. Anhdy co-tl lam-viéc vao-lic-nad [when > can]
he can work when
‘When can he work?’

Assuming an LFwh-movement mechanism for Viethamead-questions will be
unable to explain why there is no intervention effeletected in sentences like
(65)-(67). That is, if thewhphrase is obliged to raise to [Spec, CP] in LFs thi
movement must cross the quantifier that c-commana@sd intervention is invoked.
But as (65)-(67) indicate, we do not observe sufdte and therefore resorting to LF
movement to accommodatd-n-situ in Viethamese would be problematic.

However, limited intervention effects do show wp Wh-adverbs likevi-sao
‘why’ and nhu-thé-nao ‘manner-how’ in Vietnames¥. When they are c-commanded
by a quantifier, the sentence falls out of plasewa can see in (68a-d).

(68) a. * fit-ca cac-sinh-viénvi-sao (dang) hc [*every > why]
all  pL-student why PROG  study

b.* Nam khoéng vi-sao hoc [*Neg > why]
Nam NEG  why study
c.* Nam noi vi-sao hoc [*only > why]

Nam only  why study

12 Nhu-thé-nao ‘how’ can be either manner- or method-associated, it has ambiguous interpretations
which cannot be identified by overt morphology. the former, it is inherently an adverb, in opposite
to the latter, a “nominal” adjunct.
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d.* Nam e nhu-thé-naoc? [*every > hoW?"|
Nam study how-manner
Intended: ‘With what manner does Nam study?’

The same applies when they are preceded (thus oraoned) by such adverbs of
quantification aghwong-throng ‘usually’ and quantificational DPs ds nguoi ‘few
people’.

(69) a. * Nam thong-throng vi-sao  hoc [*usually > why]
Nam usually why study
b.* it ngroi vi-sao lam-viéc [*few people > why]
few person why work

This is not surprising if we recall from the dissizm on island effects that such
wh-adverb somehow has to do with LF movement, andhesefore required to be
differentiated from other adverbialhphrases such ddi-nao‘when’ in (66). If this
is the case, the crashing of (68)-(69) follows indiately. | postpone the discussion
on LF-related movement ei-saoto Chapter 4.

Note that intervention aroused by teeenfocus construction seems to exist in
Vietnamese, as revealed by (70) where the sulgdotused bygay ¢...cing:

(70) *Ngay-& Tan d@ng an cai-gi? [*what > even]
even Tan also eat what
Intended: ‘What did even Tan ate?’

(70) may not constitute a real counterexample ephttern in (65) if we adopt the
“Competition Effect” entertained in Yang (2008). @me basis of the Competition
Effect, illustrated in (71) below, the deviance(#0D) is induced by the principle of
“one-slot-per-Comp”, i.e., the Focus operator aral@-operator compete for a single
position (here, Comp), resulting in the failurepodper interpretation.

(71) Competition EffecfYang 2008:11)
The derivation crashes if X and Y compete for e slot in Comp.

Since such kind of intervention only has connectath the merging site of the

operator, rather than the moving path, (70) peta@s not argue against the regularity
in (65).
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3.2.3. Interim summary

We by now arrive at the conclusion that (nominathwvords in Vietnamese can
not be analyzed as quantifiers that undengomovement, due essentially to the
poverty of intervention effects. Only sonweh-adverbs of thevi-sao ‘why’ type
exhibit sensitivity to intervention.

In the coming section, | launch the third criteri@f LF movement—the
indefinitewh-construal—to examine howh-words in Vietnamese behave in this case.
We shall see that Viethamegé-words are like polarity items which do not possess
inherent quantificational force, because they can ifiterpreted as with either
existential or universal quantification, dependmg the licensing conditions (in the
sense of Kamp 1981 and Heim 1982). Meanwhile, thegr existential force in
conditionals much the same as their counterpamdandarin Chinese do (see Cheng
& Huang 1996).

3.3. Wh-Words in Vietnamese as Polarity Iltems

A polarity item can occur only under proper licarggsiconditions (Ladusaw 1980,
Progovac 1994, Giannakidou 1998, among many oth&ng)in English, for instance,
Is a classic case of negative polarity item fas ot sanctioned in declarative clauses,
but it is in interrogative, negative or conditiogaintexts:

(72) a. * | saw anything. [*declarative]
b. 1did not see anything. [negation]
c. Did you see anything? [interrogative]

d. If there is anything you like, take it. [conditidha

Semantically, such polarity item behaves like arfitbuariable that takes an existential
quantifier as its operator. This operator-variablein obtains when appropriate
semantic conditions are met. Syntactically, theaide-like polarity item must appear
in the c-command domain of the existential operafoit is merged too high, the
licensing collapses:

(73) *Anything did not belong to me. [*any > not]
Therefore, polarity items are correctly construdtewthey are c-commanded by their

licensers. The licensers, like their syntactic bnsg must be hierarchically higher than
the polarity items:
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(74) [licenser ... [binder... [polarity item] ... ] ... ]

| | 1 (binding)
| 1 (licensing)

Wh-phrases in som&h-in-situ languages have been noted to assimilatippltems
(Kuroda 1965, Huang 1982b, Nishigauchi 1990, Chee@l, A. Li 1992, Lin 1998,
Jayaseelan 2001, inter alia) in that their ind&dir(or indeterminate) readings are
secured by certain morphemes. In Japanese, atgpemio and ka to whphrases
yields polarity and existential interpretation,pestively (from Watanabe 1992b):

(75) Japanese
Polarity reading Existential reading
dare-mo doko-mo dare-ka doko-ka
who-MO where-MO who-KA where-KA
‘anyone’ ‘anywhere’ ‘someone’ ‘somewhere’

In Malayalam, the two readings are achieved witlo taoordination markers:
conjunctive umand disjunctiveco (Madhavan 1988, Jayaseelan 20851):

(76) Malayalam

Polarity reading Existential reading
aar-um ent-um aar-oo ent-00
WhO-CONJ what<oNJ who-DISJ whatbisJ
‘anybody’ ‘anything’ ‘somebody’  ‘something’

In a radically inflectionless language like Chinekewever, such morphemes are
represented by sentential elements like modal/fegabnditional operators. A
parametric difference across languages thus liesvivere the operator-variable
dependency of polaritwh-construction is established: the lexical, the phlragr the
sentential domain.

What follows will show that Vietnamese indefinitdx construals mainly belong
to the Chinese-type: for most casesvbfas-Pl, the licenser is a sentential element. A
possibly exceptional construction will also be dssed.

3 The conjunctive marker um can also adjoin to a clausal periphery, suggestingdistinction
between #mand Japanesane
(i) aam paRann-aal-{{m), naan pook-illa

who say-ifcong I JONEG

‘No matter who tells me to go, | will not go.’ (Jayaseelan 2001:77)
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3.3.1. Conditional constructions

A typical conditional structure in Vietnamese isrimiuced by the iteméu ‘if’ in the
initial position of the antecedent clause. Under lthensing oféu, wh-words have a
non-interrogative polarity reading.

(77) Nbuai  an-hiép ban thi  ar bao toi bit.
if  who bully you then keep tell me know.
‘If anyone bullies you, just tell me.’

(78) Nbu ban mbn  an gi thi ar tr  muama an.
if you want eat what then keep self buy come t ea
‘If you want to eat anything, just go and buyytyourself.’

(79) Nbu ban msn - di  dau thi tr di di
if  you want go where then self gwRrT
‘If you want to go anywhere, just go by yourself.’

3.3.2. Modality constructions

Modal operators are also found to license an existiereading tovh-words. (80)-(85)
demonstrate examples of this type wh-ndefinites with various c-commanding
modality-related items.

(80)Chic  Nam  an phii cai-gi  nén noi bi  dau-hung.
surely  Nam eat obtain  what SO recentyss ache-stomach
‘He must have eaten something, so his stomaathisg.’

(81) Hinh-nlr Nam di dau i nén dra Mo aé  mo.
seem Nam go wherepFv so door recently let open
‘Nam seems to have gone somewhere, so the dopeis’

(82) Hinh-nh c6 ai d6 khdng dén (thi-phai).
seem EXI who thatNEG come perhaps
‘There seems to be someone who has not come.’

(83) Nam chic b sao  rdi, nén nit-mii bi Xi.

Nam must  PASS how PFv so face-noserAss  sad
‘There must be something happened to Nam, sodis lsad.’
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(84) E-ing c6 chugn gi  sip xay dén,
afraid Exi matter what forthcoming happen arrive
nét mit cia mpi-nguoi déu rat nghiém trang.
shape face of everyone all very serious
‘(1 am) afraid that there is something going to jpap, so everyone’s face looks
very serious.’

(85) Co-tlt ai  d6 lai danh Nam  &i.
maybe who that again hit Nam PFv

‘Maybe someone hit Dam again.’

(86) *CO-tt Nam  vi-sao ra ki nha Bi,

maybe Nam why out of house PFv
nén trong nha khéng c6 wng.
so in house NEG EXI person

Intended: ‘Maybe Nam went out for some reasorthabno one is in the house.’

In (80), the modal adverthic ‘surely’ occurs at a scope position over #eelement
cdi gi ‘what’. This adverb licenses an existential regdio thewh-element, which in
turn allows it to obtain existential closure. Wortbting is the contrast between (83)
and (86):sao‘why’ can be avh-indefinite, butvi-sao‘why’ cannot.

3.3.3. Negation constructions

Negation is virtually another representative tygepolarity wh licenser (also see
Duffield 2007). Khéng and ching are both negation items in Vietnamese, whose
differences shall not concern us here.

(87) Nam khéng mua (gi Ca.
Nam NEG buy what at.all
‘Nam did not buy anything at all.’

(88) Khéngai chiu gilpdd anhay.

NEG who willing help him
‘No one is willing to help him.’
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(89) Khéng c6 ch nao la  roi Nam mén d&n a.
NEG EXI place which is place Nam want go at.all
‘Nam wants to go nowhere’ (Lit. “There is no pldocenvhich Nam wants to go’)

(90) Nam di dau 6i? Anhdy ching di dau .
Nam go where PFV he NEG go where at.all
‘Where did Nam go?’ ‘He did not go anywhere.’

3.3.4. Future environments

Certain future environments allow existentvgh-phrases as well, as in the case of
imperative clause (91) and irrealis clause (92):

(91) Cac-em,ai giup cO rot ly tra &l
you who help  sister pour cup tea with
‘You (all), someone make me (sister) a cup of'tea!

(92) mai t6i 8 mua cai-gi do dén an (anh dung lo)
tomorrow I will buy what that come eat you gt worry
‘Tomorrow | will buy something to eat (so don’'t mg about me).’

3.3.5. Yes/No-questions

Similar to (72c) where a yes/no-question anchotarjig any, it does the same for
polarity wh-words. Thus in (93)-(95), only yes/no-questions finttwh-questions can
be interpreted:

(93) Anh mén  an cai-gi  khéng?
you want eat what NEG
‘Do you want to eat anything?’

(94) C6 pki  Nam nhin thy gi i khong?
EXI must Nam see find what PFV NEG
‘Did Nam see anything?’

(95) C6 phli Nam cho-ing ai d6 da dén day i khoéng?

EXI must Nam think who thapbrv come herePFV NEG
‘Does Nam think anyone had been here?’
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3.3.6. Cing-Construction

In the preceding sectionsh-Pls are licensed with either the polarity readiagy{wh)
or the existential readingdmewh). The universal reading is also available when the
elementciing ‘also’ is present, shown in (96)-(98) below (alediuffield 2007):

(96) Ai  cing dén foi.
who also come PFV
‘Everyone has come.’

(97) Anh di dau cing duoc.
you go where also can
‘You can go everywhere.’

(98) Anh mwn  xx-ly  viéc nay bang-cach-nao/lam-saocing duoc.
you want deal matter this how/how also can
‘However you want to deal with this matter, iaitowed.’

Typically, ciing follows thewh-word to which it licenses universal quantificatiamd
the constituentyh-aing] forms a phrase of this reading. But this is netessarily the
case asing need not be adjacent to thé-item:

(99) Ai  vao ¢ing dugc
who enter also can
‘Everyone is allowed to enter.’

(100) Nam  muagi Ve nha e cing khéng thich
Nam buy what return home mother als&G like
‘Whatever Nam buys home, (his) mother is unhappy.

In (99), ciing andai ‘who’ is separated by the vexao ‘enter’. In (100),cizng andgi
‘what’ are even farther from each other. These éxamples therefore argue for an
analysis that takesing as a clausal/sentential modifier, not a phrasal &ince the
wh-word is inside the scope aing, the universal reading emerges.

As an additional noteing is unable to license more than amlephrase. This is
evidenced by (101)-(102), where only one—the onacaat tocing—can obtain the
universal quantification; the other one maintains wh-interrogative interpretation.
To define the licensing restriction afing on wh-words, both adjacency and
c-command are to be included as requirementsl hailelaborate this point here.
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(101)AiI cai-gi  cing an

who  what also eat

a. ‘Who eats everything?’ [who: interrogativéhat: universal]

b. *Everyone eats everything.’ [*who: universalhat: universal]
(102)Ai cing hon ai

who  also kiss whg

a. ‘Who did everyone kiss?’ [whauniversal; whe interrogative]

b. *Everyone kissed everyone.’ [*whiauniversal; what universal]

3.3.7. Mot-Wh-d6 Construction

Finally, there is one construction that turng/laword into an existential quantifier:
mot-wh-d6 ‘one-wh-that’. The itemdd is normally a demonstrative “that”, but when it
is combined with avhphrase here, it looks more like a particle of satier kind.

(103) Nam  thy mét-ai-do roi.
Nam see one-who-thatprv
‘Nam has seen someone.’

(104) Nam &  mét-noi-nao-do roi.
Nam live one-place-which-that PFv
‘Nam lives somewhere.’

(105) Nam in mét-cai-gi-do roi.
Nam eat onei-what-that pPrFv
‘Nam has eaten something.’
See Tran (2009: Chap 4) for a choice funtion acttarthis construction.

3.3.8. Interim summary

The licensing conditions for indefinkghs in Viethamese discussed above are
summarized in Table 4:
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Table 4: Licensing conditions for indefinitehs in Viethamese

Licensing condition Licenser Binder Readiﬂb
Conditionals néu ‘if’ [Foperator | polarity
Modality construction modal operator | [(;Foperator | existential
Negation construction negation operatpitoperator | polarity
Future environments future operator | [Foperator | existential
Yes/no-questions co...khéng [Foperator | polarity
cing-Construction cing ‘also’ (J-operator | universal
Mot-Wh6 -Construction | d6 ‘that’ [(Foperator | existential

Note that the licensers in Table 4 are only resipm$or “licensing” either existential
or universal readings favh-words; “binding” thewh-polarity items is a matter for the
existential and the universal quantifiers.

By observing such paradigm, we are led to belidva wh-words in this
language are variables in nature. The next chapeusses why this should be so.
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Chapter 4

Wh-Dependency in Viethamese |I:
An Explanation

In previous sections, several characteristicsvbfin-situ in Viethamese have been
explored: island and intervention effects and tlastruals ofwh-ndefinites. It
remains to be unfolded howh-dependency in this language is constructed, based
upon our inspections up to now.

As is well known, phenomena concernwg4n-situ in natural languages have
received vigorous debates and invoked various eafians within the generative
syntax tradition. | will not struggle to review dhe relevant literature works in this
thesis (nor is this ever attainable), but insteall enly focus on several critical
theories that shall be relevant to the one accogriar Viethamesah-n-situ.

4.1. Wh-in-Situ in the Literature

4.1.1. LF movement

As was mentioned in the beginning of Chapter 1, nguél982a, b) resolves the
asymmetry of Chinese and Engligin-questions by taking the LF representations of
wh-questions in both languages to be mostly the sdmeedifference only lying in
where ECP and Subjacency should apply. In particl@P affects both S-Structure
and LF, but Subjacency observes only the formee @eo Lasnik & Saito 1984,
1992).

One of the arguments set forth by Huang concdrassélectional restriction of
certain verbs on their clausal complements. In Bhglverbs likethink select a
non-interrogative CP complement, but verbs lkenderselect an interrogative one.
Verbs of therememberkind, unlike the other two, poses no selectionitsnCP
complement. The mismatch between the verb andatsal complement gives rise to
violation of selection, thus ungrammaticality. Tleseexemplified by (106)-(108).
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(106) a. What does John think Mary bought t? [what > think]
b. *John thinkswvhat Mary bought t. [*think > what]

(107) a. *What does John wonder Mary boughtt?  [*what > wonder]
b. John wonderghat Mary bought t. [wonder > what]

(108) a. What does John remember Mary bought t? [what > remgmber
b. John rememberghat Mary bought t. [remember > what]

Chinese displays the same pattern of selectian ‘ask’ only takes a [+wh] CP as
complementxiangxin‘wonder’ takes a [-wh] one, whilehidao‘know’ is compatible
with both types of verbs (Huang 1982a:371).

(109) Zzhangsan  wen wsheimai-le  shu.
Zhangsan ask | who bwspP book
‘Zhangsan asked me who bought books.’ [ask > who]

(110) Zhangsan  xiangxigheimai-le  shu?
Zhangsan  believe who buwgr book
‘Who does Zhangsan believe bought books?’ [whelebe]

(111) Zhangsan zhidao shei mai-le  shu (?)
Zhangsan know  who bwspP book
a. ‘Who does Zhangsan know bought books?”’ [whoovy
b. ‘Zhangsan knows who bought books.’ [know > Wwho

The striking similarity of selection in Chinese adglish above directs to a unified
analysis forwh-constructions in both languages. In this sensen&3ewh-phrases
should undergo covemrh-movement in LF, no less than what they do ovently i
English. (109)-(111) then receive the following idferpretations:

(112)ask a.* whicp...askEkp... §...]]]?7
b. [cp...askwh[cp... & ...]]].

(113)believe a. Wwhcp... believe gp... t .. ]]]?
b.* [cp... believe Wh [cp ... & ...]]I.

(114)know a. Wwhicp... know [cp... t ...]]]?
b. [cp... know wh [cp... t ...]]].
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Huang’s another argument is based upemadjuncts. In English, extraction of
adjunctwh-words from islands are prohibited, as shown in J41%7):

(115)Ban on wh-extraction from Complex NP Island
*How; do you like [the cook who made the digR

(116) Ban on wh-extraction from Adjunct Island
*How; did you regret [after the cook made the djh

(117)Ban on wh-extraction from Sentential Subject Isiand
*How; would [for the cook to make the dishbe nice?

In Chinese, the reasomh-adverbweishenméwhy’ exhibits a parallel situation in
which extraction of such item from syntactic islang banned, shown in (118)-(120)
below:

(118) *ni zui xihuan Weishenmemai shu de ren]? [Complex NP Island]
you most like why buy bookDE person
*Why; do you like [the person who bought the bogs t

(119) *ta [zai Lisiweishenme maishu yihou] shengqgi le? [Adjunct Island]
he at Lisi why buy book after angry AspP
*Why; did he get angry [after Lisi bought the bogk®'t

(120) *[wo  weishenme maishu] zui hao? [Sentential Subject Island]
I why buy book most good
*Why; is [that | buy the bookg] tbest?’

While there are still several other empirical factdated to this observation,
(115)-(120) suffice to call for a unifying solutioMuang suggests that the Empty
Category Principle (ECP) of Chomsky (1981), whidmdnds a trace be properly
governed, captures this difference: If thb-adverb is moved out from an island, its
trace fails to be antecedent-governed because tivement crosses the boundary of
an island. This is another instance in supportfofiovement in Chinesgh-in-situ.

Nonethelesswh-arguments behave in an opposite way: There is lamnds
violation found for argumentathphrases in Chinese as well as in English multiple
wh-guestions (where only owehphrase is required to move):

41



(121) ni zui xihuan [mai shenme de ren]? [Complex NP Island]
you most like buy what DE person
‘What do you like [the person who bought t]?’

(122) Who bought the books that criticiaetio? [Complex NP Island]

Accordingly, Huang proposes that overt movememgbisstrained by both Subjacency
and ECP, whereas covert movement at LF only obseiwe latter. This approach
nicely accounts for why Chinesegh-elements are immune to Subjacency (assuming
that they undergo movement in LF): Since only E@Blias at LF, Subjacency is
irrelevant at this level of representation.

Huang et al. (2009) point out that although thseléctive application” of
Subjacency on S-Structure and LF can elegantly déal certain facts, it remains
mysterious why this should be so. In addition, giwhat S-Structure has been
eliminated from the Minimalist Program (Chomsky %99this solution becomes
inapplicable. Moreover, later literature works, édsupon quite a few different
languages, have casted doubt on the claim that&emgy does not affect LF (Barss
et al 1991, Bergvall 1983, Cole & Hermon 1994, 1686, Longobardi 1991,
Nishigauchi 1990, Pesetsky 1987, Reinhart 1991)th&n seems that further
modifications or alternatives are necessary forthieery established in Huang (1982a,
b). (Cf. Pesetsky 2000 for related discussionsaweit movements.)

4.1.2. LF pied-piping

Another widely adopted analysis farh4n-situ is LF pied-piping (Choe 1987,
Pesetsky 1987, Longobardi 1987, Nishigauchi 1996hd&ds 2000, among others).
According to suchlike theory,ah4tem escapes from island constraints not because it
does not move, but because the whole island wharftams it has undergone
movement at LF.

(223) [ ... fisiand ---Wh...]i [... ti ...]]
|

The LF pied-piping hypothesis is advantageous ingoable to account for a variety
of phenomena including the absence of Complex NistCaint and the overt/covert
phrasal movement (i.e., movement of a phrasal chimrdome languages.

And yet, it still suffers from some defects. Theamaly, it requires stipulation of
extra apparatus like feature percolation (Nishigauk990). Empirically, there are
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languages such as Japanese that are callous atoyiex NP Island but susceptible
to Wh4sland, as shown in (124)-(125):

(124) John-wa dp[cp[pr[cp dare-o  hihansita] ronbun]-ga  notta]
JohnTop whoAccC criticized articleNom appeared
zassi]-o sagasiteiru no?
journalacc looking-for Q
Lit: ‘John is looking for the journal where an alé that criticized who
appeared?’ (Watanabe 1992h:59)

(125) ??John-wa [Mary-ganani-o katta [ka dookaa]] Tom-ni tazuneta no?
JohnTorP Mary-Nom whatAcc bought whether TomAr asked Q
‘What did John ask Tom whether Mary bought t?’ (@vimbe 1992h:13)

The contrast above needs an explanation as toavhg-scale pied-piping is available
only for a subset of island conditions, but notdtr

Fiengo et al. (1988) discuss a number of probldrasapproach runs into, one of
which is why in Japanese large-scale pied-pipinly tatkes place at LF, but not in
overt Syntax. This poses as a conceptual inadequaty similar to Huang’s division
of where ECP and Subjacency apply.

Another concerns the prediction made by this apgiroAnswers as responses to
wh-questions with an island must be constituents nallemthan the island. This
excludes elliptical answers which are only subpaftshe island. However, such
elliptical answers are completely permittedwh-questions involving a Sentential
Subject Island or an Adjunct Island, at least inn€ke:

(126) [shei kan zheben shu] Zui heshi?  [Sentential Sulgéantd]
who read this book most appropriate
“*That who read this book is most appropriate?’
a. *Zhangsan kan zheben shu. ‘That Zhangsan headaok’
b. Zhangsan. (Fiengo et al. 1988:85)

(127) zhejian shi [ geshei lai-bu-lai] zui you guanxi? [Adjunct Island]
this thing with who come-or-not most have atien
‘This thing is most related to whether who wibinge or not?’
a. *gen Lisi lai-bu-lai. ‘With whether or not Lisvill come’
b. Lisi. (Fiengo et al. 1988:85)
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As shown in (126) and (127), elliptical phraseschhare single items can also be licit
answers to island-containingh-questions. Responding with the whole island even
results in an infelicitous answer, as in the (agregles. It follows that pied-piping can
not be a universal operation for all types of idsumn principle, echoing the contrast
between (124) and (125). Still more problems relatethis approach are discussed
critically in von Stechow (1996), which | shall naintinue to take up here.

4.1.3. Q-movement

Recall from (124)-(125) that Japanese demonstratpged-piping asymmetry, i.e.,
Complex NP Condition is observed wher¥dlsdsland is not. In fact, the former may
also be overlooked whewh-phrases are “aggressively non-D-linked@he hellin
English orittai in Japanese forcagh-phrases to undergo movement (Pesetsky 1987).
In such cases as (128a-b), Japanese as predisf@dysi complex NP effects because
wh-items are no longer in-situ, which in turn provigesdence for LF Subjacenty.

(128) a.* Mary-wa John-ni ittai nani-o  ageta hito-ni atta-no?
Mary-Top JohnpAar  the-hell whatacc gave  marbAT met-Q

b.* Mary-wa John-ga ittai  nani-o yomu mae-ni dekaketa-no?
Mary-top JohnNoMm  the-hell whatacc read before left-Q
(Pesetsky 1987:43)

It appears that Japanese does subsume invisibleovement. However, instead of
arguing for an LFwh-movement analysis, Watanabe (1992a, b) considandap
interrogatives as involving S-Structure movemenamfinvisible elemen®p from an
IP-internalwh-phrase to [Spec, CP]. This is schematized as (129):

(129) [ce [ ... wh-phrase...] [C° ka] Opi] (Watanabe 1992a:264)

According to Watanabe, violation of island condiSoare attributed to the overt
movement ofOp, triggered by the [+wh] €head, rather than theh-phrase which
always remains in-situ, as (129) indicates. Wheneths only onevh-phrase at hand,
the Op associated with it must move and occupy [Spec,iCRprrow Syntax.

* To complete this argument, Pesetsky notesitiaatmay not be limited as a root phenomenon due to
the acceptable sentence (i) (or othenitiseé would be irrelevant to Subjacency):

() Mary-wa [ John-ga ittai nani-o yonda to] itta-no?
Mary-Top Johnnom the-hell  whatacc read  that said-Q
‘What the hell did Mary say that John read?’ (Pesetsky 1987:112)

Though he also notices that (i) may not be pedettast for some speakers (ibid.:footnote 18).
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Watanabe’s Q-movement hypothesis gains crossktiglsupport from Sinhala,
anindo-Aryanlanguage that has an overt morphological idenfitheOp in Japanese
(Hagstrom 1998, Kishimoto 2005). In Sinhaleh-words are generally in-situ, and
their interrogative scope iwh-questions is specified by a Q-partide or a verbal
marking-e. A typical wh-question in Sinhala is given in (130a), where thpagicle
d> occurs at a clause-medial position and the vert@ker-e is required. Marking
the predicate with the neutral markex, deletingds, or placingds clause-finally
results in ungrammaticality, as in (130b-d) (Kisbbm2005:3-4):

(130) a. Chitra monawa da gatte? [Ve marking]
Chitra  what Q bought-E
‘What did Chitra buy?’

b.* Chitra monewa gatta/gatte [*delete Q]
Chitra  what bought-A/bought-E

c.* Chitra monawa do gatta [*Va marking]
Chitra  what Q bought-A

d.* Chitra monswa gatta/gatte da [*clause-final Q]
Chitra  what bought-A/bought-E)

But in (limited) contextsgo can take the clause-final position. On such cdritethe
embedded clause of a verb likeow Here, the matrix verb can be marked wh -
and more importantlylo specifiesvh-scope via surface syntactic position (ibid.:6):

(131) a. Ranjit Kkiidenek emwa kiyla] dannwa da?  jwh> know]
Ranjit  how.many come-A that know-A Q
‘How many (people) does Ranijit know will come?’

b. Ranjit Kkiidenek emmwa da Kkiysla] danmnwa. [know >wh]
Ranjit  how.many come-A Q that know-A
‘Ranjit knows how many (people) will come.’

Moreover,ds is found to be sensitive to islands, an indicatioat it pertains to LF
movement. Evidence is offered by the contrast betw@&32a-b) (ibid.:29):

(132) a. *oyaa [Chitra kaa-ta do dunmr] poto] kieuwe
you Chitra  whmAT Q gave book read-E
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b. oyaa [Chitra kaa-te dunn] poto] do kieuwe?
you Chitra  whobAT gave book Q read-E
‘You read the book that Chitra gave to who?’

(132a) says the Q-particle cannot stay inside tom@ex NP Island. On the other
hand, if it appears outside of the island, theessrg becomes good.

Based on these and many other facts, Kishimotogses thatvh-questions in
Sinhala are constructed in the following way (itigt.

“...a Q-patrticle is first merged in a position to kawh-constituent and is
then moved to clausefinal position as an operatao@ng the scope of
wh-n-situ. This movement occurs either in overt syrgain LF.”

Crucial in his analysis of Sinhala is thah-elements in this language are coherently
treated as bound variables, and virtually what e@d for scope inwh-questions is
the “Q” per se, rather thamh-words. The mechanism is formalized in (133&3b).

(133) a. _Step:IMergeds at a delimiting position
[Cp['rp ... WHd> ]]

b. Step 2Moveds to scope position
[cp[rp... WH § ...] da]] (ibid.:16)

In a nutshell, Sinhala is attested to be a languwdgeh makes use of Q-movement to
form wh-questions, anavhphrases are treated as genuine in-situ variablesugh
genetically unrelated, Sinhala looks very much hike*overt-Q” version of Japanese
(assuming Watanabe’s and Hagstrom-Kishimoto’s fraomks) with regard to their
wh-dependencie¥’

The (covert) Q-movement analysis is exploited ouA & Li (1993b) to account
for (restricted) cases of LF movementwi-adjuncts in Chinese. Recall that both
Chinese and Vietnamese possess an adverb-nomymahetry in respect of island
conditions and intervention effectsh-adverbs meet both, whereaah-nominals meet
neither. Aoun & Li (1993b:219) proffer the followgngeneralization to explain this
asymmetric phenomendh:

15 Kishimoto further notes that the Q cannot be diyamerged in its scope position.

' Hagstrom (2004) also explicitly points out thisalkel between Japanese and Sinhala.

7 More accurately, Aoun & Li (1993) take up the ma@nventional notion of “argument-adjunct”
asymmetry, instead of the “adverb-nominal” asymmdiut this does not affect my exposition here.
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(134) a. Awh4n-situ such asvhyin adjunct position must have an antecedent (i.e.,
must be antecedent-governed) in the minimal clausdich it occurs.

b. Awh4n-situ such asvhoorwhatin argument position need not have a local
antecedent in the minimal clause in which it occurs

Under (134), the violation of island conditionswaifiy in Chinese is attributed to the
movement of its antecedent—a null Qu-operator—Iotituiny itself. The Qu-operator
moves to an eligible [Spec, CP] to acquire the saafpvhy. On the other hand, since
wh-arguments can have their antecedent Qu at a faf@peac, CP] position, their
wh-scope can be reached directly by properly merging®that no island violations
are detected. (134) can be schematized as (13%V)bel

(135) a. Wharguments [Cp]_ Qu [|p1 [Cp2[|p2 Wh ]]]]

b. Wh-adjuncts [cpi__ fp1... [cP2QU [ip2 ... whi ... ]]]

1 (LF movement)

4.1.4. Unselective Binding

The fourth proposal tarh-in-situ, unselective binding, has been advocatdekesetsky

(1987), Cheng (1991), Aoun & Li (19934, b, c), T€E#94a, 2008), Cole & Hermon
(1998), Cheng & Rooryck (2000), and Reinhart (199806) with a semantic
theorization, each with minor differences from tiber. Zavitnevich-Beaulac (2005)
offers a study much along the same line.

The rationale behind unselective binding, datek b@adamp (1981) and Heim’s
(1982) treatment of donkey sentences, is that nwement is (and should be)
introduced in buildingvh-dependency. Principallyyh-elements are analyzed in this
framework as “pure” variables without inherent qufasation; to form awh-question,

a wh-variable is bound by a (null) Q-operator that merge [Spec, CP] to fulfill
checking/Agree. Such long-distance dependency letwhe Q andwh-words
naturally accommodates the extensive indefimiteconstruals and the invalidity of
island constraints and intervention effects (see I894a, 2008 and Yang 2008).

Unselective binding, nonetheless, has to tolerati#ed exceptions. As we have
seen in (118)-(120), theeh-adverbweishenméwhy’ behaves like avh-element in
English—it displays island effects. It is also disaed to have an indefinite use, even
under typical licensing environments, as in (136).
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(136) *ta hoaxiang weishenme likai le [*indefiniteawhyj
he seem why leave PFV
Intended: ‘He seemed to have left due to somsorea

4.1.5. Summary

| have shortly reviewed a few influential theorie=gardingwh-in-situ: LF
movement, (large-scale) pied-piping, Q-movement andelective binding. In the
next section, | will choose among them the mostabie one for Viethamese
wh-in-situ.

4.2. Wh-Dependency in Vietnamese: Unselective Binding

Recall that in Viethames&h-nominals inwh-questions resist island constraints and
intervention effects. Any account that empleysmovement (of eithewh-phrases or
merely the Q-operator) at LF will meet difficultxm@aining why this is so. On the
other hand, an approach like unselective bindingh@ss the problem because
whawords, as variables, do not move at all. It followst neither island nor
intervention effects will be induced. What is irctfaorrelated with the interrogative
scope inwh-questions, then, is the Q-operator at CP. Sinceirtgnis not blocked by
islands or intervening quantifiers (cf. Cheng & Raxk 2000), island and intervention
effects are wiped out accordingly (as long as thep€rator is located higher than
island boundaries or intervening operators).

Wh-adverbs likevi-saq however, must be exceptional to this approaabviged
that they are inherently non-nominal adjuncts whialst QR, thereby inapplicable to
binding. One line to tackle this anomaly is to dal Aoun (1986), Cinque (1990),
Rizzi (1990) and Tsai (1994b) by taking “refereliyd as a key factor. only
referential expressions give way to extraction froslands. Wh-nominals
unambiguously fall into this category. By contragh-adverbs are non-referential per
se, thus prohibiting extraction. Another line is parsue with Tsai (1994a) and
Reinhart (1998) thawh-nominals are considered variables or choice funstio
whereaswvh-adverbs are not. The former can be interpreted-agu (both in Syntax
and LF), but the latter is obligate to undergoingiglue to their quantifier essentiality.
| therefore propose that the unselective bindingagch (Pesetsky 1987, Cheng 1991,
Tsai 1994a, Cole & Hermon 1998) is the most probalghtactic analysis to deal with
thewh-dependency in Viethamese. In particular, | argae tetnameseh-words (or
wh-nominals, more precisely) are variables lack oénehnt quantificational force, like
their Chinese counterparts.
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In wh-questionswh-nhominals do not undergo LWwh-movement, because they
are not intrinsic existential quantifiers that pert to QR; rather, they apply to
existential closure at VP (Diesing 1992) and getirfub by the Q-operator which
presumably merges at the CP level.

In intervening environmentsyh-nominals never shift across the c-commanding
guantifier(s) because they are by definition inksgo no intervention effects arise.
The same holds true for island conditions.

Lastly, in indefinite construalsyh-nominals in Viethamese pattern polarity items
in being subject to binding by either a universalao existential quantifier under
proper licensing conditions. Once again, the bisder wh-phrases are situated at a
clausal domain, and the operator-variable constmas created via long-distance
dependency, as much as it isnh-questions.

Schematically, the discussions are representeallag/s:

(137) Simplewh-questions in Viethamese
[cPQx ... [Ip ... wh(X) ...]]
| 1 (binding & licensing)

(138) Island environments in Viethamese

[cPQx ... [P ... [istand --- Wh(x) ... ] ...]]
| 1 (binding & licensing)

(139) Intervention environments in Vietnamese

[CPQX [IP QP Wh(X) ]]
| 1 (binding & licensing)

(140) Indefinitewhs in Viethamese
[cpOp ... [G/ Ok [ ... wh(x) ...]I]

| | 1 (binding)
| 1 (licensing)

Following Cheng (1991), the Q at CP in (137)-(1BO)reated as both the binder and
the licenser for polarity-item-likevh-words. As the binder, it binds tiveh-variable,
composing an operator-variable configuration; sbdicenses an interrogative reading
by bearing a [+Q] feature. As the licenser, it rensdthe interrogative interpretation
possible. In (140), the licenser is segregated fbonaer: the former includes such
NPI licensers as conditionals, modals, negatiomsl ges/no-questions, while the
latter typically consists of universal and exist@nguantifiers.
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On the other handyh-adverbs likevi-sao ‘why’ in Vietnamese are internally
scope-taking quantifiers, thus the binding mecharals to apply. Because they
persist to covert movement, island and intervengdiects follow, and indefinite
construals become absent sinde-adverbs cannot provide variables to be bound by
the universal/existential quantifier.

4.2.1. Particle aswh-particle and root-scoperh-marker'®

The legitimacy to argue for unselective bindingtes best hypothesis for Viethamese
wh-in-situ critically hinges upon the availability ah explicit ingredient in CP which
either plays the binder role or marks the matrixscope. | claim that the particlgy

Is the subject in question. Recall thvay is only harmonious withvh-questions, but
not other types of questions or clauses. Thissisang fact supporting my standpoint:
it signifies a clause asveh-interrogative, thence wh-particle in Cheng’s (1991) term;
further, because it guarantees a clause involwhgvords to be avh-question, it
fixes the scope (to matrix CP) wh-words in such clause. | provide more examples
below to reinforce this argument.

Let me start with my own collected data. First, engyral pattern is that the
particlevay always appears at the right-end afla-question, as shown in the matrix
wh-gquestion (141), the embeddech-question (142), and theh-question (143a)
where thewh-{phrase is contained in an island. Placwy in a clause-internal
position is never possible, as shown by (143b).

(141) Nam di dau vay?
Nam go where PRT
‘Where did Nam go?’

(142) Tan noi la Nam di dau vay?
Tan say COMP Nam go where PRT
‘Where did Tan say that Nam went?’

(143) a. fubjectTan arGi ai] lam Lan dau-long \ay?
Tan marry  who make Lan grieve  PRT
‘What is the person x, such that that Tan marriedaxie Lan grieved?’

'8 | thank Barry Yang for constructive discussiond anggestions on this section.
19 |n this thesis | will not try to justify the assptions thawdy is C and that the word order is due to
remnant movement of the large constituent undeiSee.Simpson (2001) and Duffield (1999, 2001).
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b.* [subjectTa@n arGi ai] vay lam Lan dau-long?
Tan marry  who PRT make Lan grieve

B&T correctly point out that such particle can omhark wh-questions, but never
yes/no-questions or non-interrogative clauses Kanliapanes&a). (144a-b) below
show thathé does not fit norwh-questions.

(144)*Tan gp Lan  thé?
Tan met Lan PRT
a. Intended: ‘Did/Will Tan meet Lan?’  [*yes/no-qties]
b. Intended: ‘Tan met Lan.’ [*declarative]

We have already learned thaly is only licit at a clause-edge position. In this
way, it is assumed to occupy the matrix Comp, aematrix C head. Perhaps due to
some unclear principle of root constraintly is unable to mark an intermediate
wh-scope. This is shown in the contrast in (145a-b):

(145)a. Tan mén  biét Tho da gp ai.
Tan want know ThopsT meet who
‘Tan wants to know for which person x Tho met x.’

b.* Tan mén  biét vidy Tho da dgip ai
Tan want know PRT Tho PST meet who

For ai ‘who’ in (145a) to obtain a matrix scopegy is inserted as a clause-final
particle. This changes the narrow-scope readirtigeavide-scope reading.

(146) Tan mén  biét Tho da dgp ai vay?
Tan want know  ThoPST meet who PRT
a. *Tan wants to know for which person x Tho mét x  [*wonder >whd
b. ‘Who is x such that Tan wants to know Tho mét x? [who> wonder]

As a consequencegy forces a clause to beweh-interrogative. We may further take
(33), repeated here as (147), for instance: thb bigt ‘know’ can select either an
interrogative or a non-interrogative clause a€®scomplement, so that when it takes
awh-<clause, two possible readings emerge:

(147) Tan bit ai  di New-York
Tan know who go New York
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a. ‘Tan knows for which person x, x went to New Kor [know >whd|
b. ‘For which person x, Tan knows that x went toM\¥ork?’  [who> know]

Now, if we attachvgy to the end of (147), the first non-interrogativeading
disappears, and only the widé-scope reading survives:

(148) Tan bit ai  di New-York  \ay?
Tan know who go New York PRT
a. “*Tan knows for which person x, x went to Newrko [*know > whd|
b. ‘For which person x, Tan knows that x went toM\¥ork?’  [who> know]

(146) and (148) reflect the fact that whewlaword is presentyay always extents its
scope to the matrix CP. What is of interest het@as although a wide-scope reading
need not be sanctioned lyy, this readings obligatory as long agiy occurs. The
formulation (149) visualizes this illustration, weeé'Q” represents theh-scope:

(149) a. Whenwdyis absent: ¥ [cp1... [cp2Q ...wh ...]]
v [CPlQ [cpz... wh ]]

b. Whenwvdy is present: *Ep1... [cPp2Q ...wh..]]
! [CPlQ [cpz... wh ]]

The same holds for Vietnamese indefimtephrases. In NPI-licensing environments,
the prominent interpretation for thesh-word gi ‘what’ is existential, but the
interrogative meaning is still possible, as in (13Dvdy takes place, as in (151), only
the latter reading is left as expected.

(150) Anhdy khoéng in @i

he NEG eat what

a. ‘He did not eat anything.’ [notwha

b. ‘What did he not eat?’ what> not]
(151) Anhdy khéng in @i \ay?

he NEG eat what PRT

a. *'He did not eat anything.’ [*not whai

b. ‘What did he not eat?’ what> not]

The reason is that the partieigy not only triggers wide scope, but also constréies
only feasible binder oivh-elements to be the Q-operator. By doing\vag,secures the
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wide-scope interrogative readingwh-words from others, as discussed.

Because the emergencewdly guarantees wh-question, it is only desirable to
hypothesize that is thewh-particle in the sense of Cheng (1991). We may fdaueu
the correlation betweeniy andwh-questions in Vietnamese by (152).

(152) The clause-final particheily types a clause asveh-question in Viethamese. In
Cheng’s (1991) systemgy equals to the Comp, which may be phonologically
null 2

4.2.2. Q-feature, wh-feature, and lexical integrity

So far, | have been vague about the correlatiomdmt the Q-operator and the
wh-particle. Are they the same element, or differéat¥m an economical perspective
the first option is preferred, as preceding dismss have strongly implied. But this
runs into a potential problem, for Viethamese wdwdde its Q as the C-head, while in
some other languages the C-head is independent BbQnstance, we know that in
an Englishwh-question the &with an EPP-feature and an uninterpretable Q-featu
probes thewh-phrase below CP, which triggewgh-movement to [Spec, CP]. To be
coherent with this proposal, we must assume thasstinguistically € is not a
quantificational head and what is entangled wite tuantificational force is a
dinstinct operator, which presumably rests on thecSf CP. The structure in Figure
2 schematizes this view.

Figure 2: Q in [Spec, CP] (preliminary)

CP
Q-Op c'
c® IP
| P
vay ...wh...

In this way we are able to keeg @s a non-quantificational head consistently, by
loading the labor of quantification to the operatlated item at its Spec. This is a
common position shared in much previous work orelatsive binding.

%0 But awh-question in Viethamese need not be marked by thiiclea as numerous examples have
proved. Thus the existence of the particle is @dyfficientcondition for establishingth-questions in
Vietnamese.
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I will, however, propose that the first optionnre desirable that the Q can be
directly merged as the C-head. Thus in unseletiiveng, the Q-binder appears &t C
rather than [Spec, CP] (and in facf, iBay simply have no Spec in this speculation).
In other words, | will maintain the configuratiom Figure 3.

Figure 3: Q in &(proposed)

CP
c® P

| P

Q-Op ..wh...

(vay)

There are much more to say about Figure 3 angptddgical status. But before that,
we need to face a more fundamental question clos&yed to this dependency: Why
Merge in Viethamese/Chinese? Why not Move?

If it universally holds true thasomething must happen in QR order for a
wh-question to converge during the derivation, theciedudistinction between
unselective binding and other mechanismsafb#in-situ is that the former fulfills this
requirement through merging a Q-operator in thee@dh while the latter tracks covert
or overt movement of some sort in relation to thee position (e.g., Richards 1997,
Pesetsky 2000, etc.). So, what is the deterministigine” that chooses one in favor
of the other?

A crucial assumption in the unselective bindinglgsis relies on the lexical or
featural decomposition ovhphrases (Tsai 1994a, Zavitnevich-Beaulac 2005y inte
alia). First, following the minimalist considerati® since Chomsky (1995), a lexical
item is regarded as a composition of a bundle atufes. Awh-word may consist of
features like [wh], [Q], [focus], and more semarjtioman], [location], [thing] and so
on, depending on the nature of the language in tiquesin concern here for
Vietnamese (and Chineseh-words are the first two, [wh] and [3}. The former
represents a common morphological “appearanceiwlitems (see Chapter 2),
whereas the latter signifies the interrogative sdiog. The two features do not
necessarily collapse into one; | return to thisterathortly.

Second, syntactic displacement is driven by thed rteedelete uninterpretable

L | have not undertaken any systematic investigatiothe focus construction in Vietnamese, and will
therefore put [focus] aside. But to my knowledge;us has no (at least predominant) effects on the
wh-dependency in Viethamese. This awaits furtherfjoation.
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features at the interface and to satisfy the ERBiement (Chomsky 2000, 2001).
Features that are uninterpretable must be agredddeleted or else be valued to
survive (cf. Pesetsky & Torrego 2007 for technigeicussions on the operations of
featural agreement/valuation); they serve apthbethat probes into a built structure
for agoal to match interpretable features, and Agree/Deletéalue proceeds.

Now we may make the following statements: In ovdrtfronting languages, the
interpretable iWh] feature which signals wh-phrase is lexically incorporated with
the interpretableiQQ] feature which encodes interrogation. The twduess, together
with other elements, constitute a singla-item in the lexicon before they enter into
narrow syntax. When the probé 6earing an uninterpretableQ] feature seeks a
goal to delete/valuauQ], it finds [iQ] in thewh-phrase and then Agree proceeds. The
EPP-feature on the °Gnotivates overt movement ofQ]. Since [Q] is lexically
inseparable with other ingredients in tink-phrase, the wholerhphrase undergoes
wh-movement as a secondary effect of featural movement

On the other hand, for Chinese-/Viethnamese-typguages, iRQ] is a “free”
feature without being married to other featuralentories; it enters into the syntactic
derivation all aloné? If a clause is to be interpreted aslzquestion, an interpretable
[iQ] is picked out from the pool of lexicon and metgdirectly onto €. In effect,
wh-words are merely bound variables @], which is essentially an operafdrOn
the other hand, the uninterpretabd®] plays no role in languages of this type.

It is instructive to note that theinding relation has nothing to do with Agree,
EPP, and (in turn) movement: Since there is norathdf than the interpretable Q in
C? and no EPP is present, and since there are ntemietable features in either the
wh-phrases or the C-head, no Agree/Delete occurs.imjnés therefore more
“economical” than Agree plus Move/Remerge in thesse (cf. Tsai 1994a), but the
source of being economical stems from whether tHeafure is a free featural entry
or not, and whether there is a C-head beau@ fnd [EPP].

| schematize the two kinds of derivations belowda@omparison:

22 Throughout the whole thesis, “[Q], Q, Q-featurel @-operator” all denote the same element and
the same concept. They are labeled differently éalyxpository purposes.

23 One may notice that placing®] at C andi[Q] in wh in English-type languages looks like placing
two operators in the derivation, which is probleimatadopt Watanabe’s (2004a) solution tha®] is

not inherently an operator because it will be eliaéd eventually; onlyiQ] qualifies a true operator.
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Figure 4: English-type Figure 5: Chinese-fNamese-type

(Wh-movement) (unselective binding)
CP CP
(Spec) C' Cial TP

A /\ A

CO [EPP TP ................................ > whr:

[;«Q] [EPP] S hiwnlf...
Agree|
S wWhigypwn.] External Merge

Move (internal merge) (from the lexicon)

If we hypothesize an independer@®] to be one part of the syntactic derivation
in Chinese-/Vietnamese-type languages, as in FiguExternal Merge of it becomes
not only allowable but also inevitable becaus$g] [does not reside in theh-phrase,
disabling wh-movement at the first place. The intrinsic contrastsuch “lexical
integrity” between thewvhs in Figure 4 and Figure 5, shown in (153), supglyse
explains the different behaviors with regard toaldg and minimality effects and
indefinitewh construals that we have gone through (see Tsddlf#% some originals
on this typology).

(153) Lexical features in English- and Chinese-#ivéenese-typah-phrases:

English-type: whyg iiwny,[...] — one syntactic item

Chinese/Vietnamese-typeQjig;, Whiwny.]  — two syntactic items

To recap, thatvh-movement languages move the whale-chunk is attributable to
the high “agglutinativeness” of morphological (inding [iQ]) features, whereas in
wh4n-situ languages the featuréQ] is somewhat more “analytic”, being able to
participate in the computational system possiblyaasrdinary phrasal element (cf.
Kishimoto 2005). Consequently, thé-in-situ type resorts to unselective binding, in
contrast to thewh-movement type which employs Agree and Move (Interna
Merge)?* | shall come back for more in the next chapter.

Before we proceed, a word on the “featural geoyhewntained invhphrases, a
somewhat murky issue in recent minimalist framg#) idemand.

24 For the analysis | have come up with, the sentdineg particle in Viethamese or Chinese should
probably be dubbed “Q-particle” at best, ratherntfavh-particle” because it does not carry the
wh-feature under such analysis.
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4.2.3. A note on featural geometry

In quite a few languagesyh-elements may share certain morphological forms,
which are traditionally calledwhfeatures”, but they do not always coincide with
interrogation (Haspelmath 1997, Watanabe 2004bg¢nEm a language like English
which does not use a bandy as an indefinitavh, wh-words can still have
non-interrogative uses. In this thesis, | basically follow Tsai (1997) whartitions a
wh-constituent into two independent features, [+wh] &10Q] (see also Aoun & Li
1993b, Denham 2000). For English-type languagesnta@nrogativewh bears [+Q)],
and a relativavh takes [-Q]. The feature [wh] by definition charattes awhphrase,
so its value should always be positive. Howevasdume here that & 6nly carries a
[uQ], excluding [wh]. What triggers (overtyvh-movement is [+EPP] or some
edge-feature on T(Chomsky 2006), [wh] being irrelevant (cf. Pesgtgk Torrego
2007)?° For Vietmanese-type languageshs embrace [+wh] but never [+Q], as
discussed!?®

4.3. Conclusion

In this chapter, | have argued at pains thlainterrogatives in Viethamese are formed
by unselective binding. A Q-operator/Q-featurehat €-head bind&h-variables. This
conclusion is reached with two important piece$acts we have been examining all
the way: (a) the existence of a root-scope markihgparticle, and (b) a vast tendency
of whphrases to disrespect locality constraints.

% See Katz & Postal (1964), Chomsky & Lasnik (19f6F)some original concepts.

% n a similar fashion, Di Sciullo (2005:115-116)oposes [+Q, -wh] for an interrogative Comp and
[-Q, -wh] for a non-interrogative Comp. Positingvfy] for both Comps is perhaps indistinguishable
from my story here, and may not have additionakeguences for the present discussion.

2" Whether indefinitawhs in Chinese/Vietnamese can be taken as [-wh] &pan question.

%8 See den Dikken (2003) and Watanabe (2004a) foerathtegorizations of featural combination
where the focus feature participates, the lattdéretdiscussed in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5

Toward a Typology of Wh-in-Situ

| do not intend to develop a new model here; thentation of setting up a typology
of wh4n-situ including Vietnamese is only meant to coempént foregoing parts,

most of which centered on Viethamese-internal ph@ma. Some important insights
addressed in this chapter are certainly by no meawsl, yet there still seems to be
some space for explanations with different apparatu

5.1. Lexical Merger Parameter: Tsai (1999a)

Incorporating prior studies on English and Japaneske a deep exploration into
variouswh-phenomena in Chinese, Tsai (1994a, 1999a) developral typology of
wh-dependencies as in (154) and (155):

(154) Lexical Merger Parameter (LMP)
a. Chinese-type: Merging an operator into CP or IP
b. Japanese-type: Merging an operator into PP or DP
c. English-type: Merging an operator int8 D

(155) a. Chinese-typecd Opciq; [ip ... Wh(X) ...]]

| 1 (binding)
b. Japanese-types{Opcqj [ip ... [PPop & [... Wh(X) ...]]...]]
(movement) [l 1 (binding)

c. English-type: e [priopWh(X)-Opk (g1 Ik] [P --- & --.]]

(movement) |

The big picture is that for Chinese-type languagé@sphrases are bound variables
without quantificational force. The force comesnfrthe Q-operator (Qy;), which
unselectively binds th&h-variable at a clausal level (i.e., CP). For Japeadtgse
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languages, the Q is merged in between at a phiasal (PP/DP), which undergoes
“halfway” movement to CP. Finally for English-tyjlenguages, Q angh are merged
in the morphological domain. This is why they urtdkewh-movement since Q is not
extractableywh{ronting is a secondary effect of moving then@-chunk.

We have seen previously that Japamvelsés not sensitive to Complex NP Island,
but it is toWh4dsland. Englishwh is sensitive to both, and Chines# to neither, as
summarized in (156} Such pattern is directly linked to where the Qrap® is
merged in the syntactic derivation: The lower @erged, the longer its moving path
will be, and in turn the more island constraintH e trespassed.

(156) English Japanese Chinese
Wh4sland effect yes yes no
Complex NP Island effect yes no no
Merging site of Q-Op BIN© DP/PP CP/IP

Another major observation made by Tsai (1994a9a98oncernsvh-indefinites.
Chinesewhs are well known to behave like polarity items jRi$ose interpretations
are subject to various clausal licensing conditi¢isang 1982b, Cheng 1991, A. Li
1992, Lin 1998). Japanesés show a similar situation (Kuroda 1965, Nishigauch
1990, Watanabe 1992a, b), but the licensers sedra toloser” to thavh-indefinites:
the “licenser-PI” pair is constructed either as arphological or as a phrasal
constituent. Examples of the former are given Bi7{1(from Watanabe 1992b:48-49).

(157) a. _interrogative construals b. _universal construals
dare ‘who’ dare-mo ‘everyone’
nani ‘what’ ? nani-mo ‘everything’
doko ‘where’ doko-mo ‘everywhere’
itsu ‘when’ itsu-mo ‘whenever’
naze ‘why’
dono-N ‘which N’ dono-N-mo ‘every N’

c. polarity construals d. _existential construals
dare-mo ‘anyone’ dare-ka ‘someone’
nani-mo ‘anything’ nani-ka ‘something’
doko-mo ‘anywhere’ doko-ka ‘somewhere’

itsu-ka ‘sometime’

29 Once more, thevh here excludessh-adverbs which mimic Englisih in exhibiting locality effects
even in Chinese.
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naze-ka ‘for some reason’
dono-N-mo ‘any N’ dono-N-ka ‘some N’

Examples of the latter are shown in (158a-b), wiieeePI licensing particlka and
mo appear to a phrasal (PP/DP) edge (due to Tsai.39%5).

(158) a. [dare-karafa henna  tegami-ga todoi-ta.
who-from-some  strange letteom arrived
‘A strange letter came from god knows who.’

b. [[dare-ga kai-ta] tegami]-mio onazi kota-ga kai-te-at-ta
[[who-NOM  wrote letter-in-all same thingem written-was
‘For all x, y, X a person, y a letter x wrote, g@mne thing was written in y.’

Turning to English, if English creates thew®-pair in the lexicon, we predict
thatwh-indefinites in this language are built up at thexeacale. This is borne out:

(159) a. _existential construals b. free relative construals
some-where wher-ever
some-when when-ever
some-what what-ever
some-how how-ever

which-ever

All'in all, the whtypology model of LMP is substantial and empirigglistified.
Meanwhile, it introduces one important rationale @homsky (1995) into the
constructions ofA-dependencies that “Merge preempts Move”. If therafion Merge
is not blocked, a language would not choose Mowehain formation, which requires
more derivational steps and is thus less econonfdfahese and Viethamese in this
respect are languages spiritually fulfilling thisngiple because no movement takes
place in formingvh-questions.

From the view of LMP and much preceding researhk, @-operator of the
Japanese-type languages is also “free” to the exhtext it undertakes movement,
leaving wh-variables in-situ. Now, one interesting questionwhy do languages of
this “intermediate” type between Chinese and Ehghsist?

Indeed, it is not implausible to imagine if the 1Qa language can be free, it must
always resort to Merge in establishingvh-dependency due to economical purposes.
We have seen that this is truly the case in Chirzggk Viethamese, but Japanese
apparently poses a challenge because its Q isbineanovement still applies. It
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follows that either (a) the Japanese-type Q iebfit from its Chinese cousin, or (b)
the Q-movement is in fact a mechanism of some dtimet. LMP does not seem to
have provided an explanation to this question.

Along with the hypothesis put forth in last chaptexrould like to suggest that (a)
and (b) are both influencing factors. By adoptingt&iabe’s (2004a, 2006) recent
approach, | will show that Japanese (and its tygiold relatives) exclusively recruits
Agree to shaperh-questions. The final map is summarized as (160):

(160) Strategies for Wh-Dependencies
a. Chinese-type: Binding
b. Japanese-type: Agree
c. English-type: Agree + Move

5.2. Eliminating Q-Movement from Japanese: Watanabe (204a)

Recall from Chapter 4 that Japanese has Q-movetinahinducesvh4sland effects.
This analysis was firstly advanced in Watanabe 2299) which later became widely
acknowledged. Nonetheless, Watanabe himself disgemsth this idea in recent
articles (Watanabe 2004a, 2006 and some others)basic of his new assumption, in
tight connection with head-internal relative clau@eIlRC) structures, is that
wh4indeterminates have agreement with the quantifoati particles g, ka, etc.),
which in turn agree with certain features in thé@€ad. Crucially, “Move” is removed
from wh-question formation under this approach, with ogree” left.

It is originally proposed in Watanabe (1992a,hgttthe morphological structure
of wh-4indeterminates in Japanese can be laid out asd=&ur

Figure 6:Wh4indeterminate structure in Japanese

N

Op D'

N

QP D°
| |
indeterminate particle (covert irwh-phrases)

Figure 6 accommodates the paradigm in (157). Thpd®icle is usually overt, but it

happenes to be covert wh-interrogatives. The Op at [Spec, DP] is respondibie
locality effects in Japanese, as mentioned.
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Coached primarily with a crosslinguistic modelHiRC, Watanabe (2004a:70)
gets rid of the Op and maintains that thefarticle undergoes “checking” with the
indeterminate elemer. The choosiness of (161) confirms this argument.

(161) a. Dareka-ga kita. b. * Otokda-ga kita.
who-KA-NOM came man-KANOM came
‘Someone came.’ ‘Some man came.’

Assuming the D-head in Figure 6 is occupied by laingredient inwh-questions, a
wh-gquestion can be schematized as (162), where thertgva checking relations, one
internal (between QP and¥and the otheexternal(between Band C).

(162) kp[ ... [0pQP D]...]1 CY (i): internal checking between QP andl D
S ) (ii): external checking betweer? Bnd ¢
(i) (i)

If there is something in the C-head that prob&gahrase for Agree, it must access
the “intermediate” Bfirst (i.e., establishing external checking), e indeterminate
wh-part. What ensues is thathphrases will not infringe Complex NP Constraint
because both agree relations are in some sens#™{daid.:71)>*

(163) [cp ... [op [complexnplcp[ ... QP ... ]CINP] D°] ... C9

| 1 | (external checking)

(internal checking)I

Next, let us ask what exactly are involved in the thecking relations, starting
with the external one. Watanabe (2002, 2004a) m®pbat what renders Japanese
wh-phrases active in a checking/Agree mechanism isnarterpretable focus feature
interrelated with Imbabura Quechua (Cole & Herm@&®4) and Old Japanese. He
notes that Imbabura Quechua has three propertieseistence of HIRC in (164), an
in-situ focus construal in (165), andv&i-indeterminate system in (166).

%0 | disregard the difference (if any) between “clingk and “agree”, taking them simply as two
terminological alternatives, and doing so will mo&any rate harm my analysis.

31 Unavoidably, this analysis still faces a probldmattthe internal checking/Agree betweehand the

QP in (166) crosses two projections: CP and NPaWé#ie does not provide an explanation. It seems
that such long-distance Agree is allowed in thistsym so long as no featural intervention occurs,
which I discuss right below.
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(164) Wambra wagra-ta randishka ali wagra-mi. HIRC]
boy COWACC bought good  COVEVIDENTIAL

‘The cow that the boy bought is a good cow.’ @&lHermon 1994:248)
(165) Kan-paj ushi-wan Agatu-pn  tupari-rka-ni. [in-situ focus]
you-of daughter-with Agato-iroC meetPAST1
‘I met your daughter in Agato.’ (Cole 1982)
(166) a. Pipash shamurka. b. Pi-waiaj Juan parlarka?
who-even came who-with-Q Juan spoke
‘Someone came.’ ‘Who did Juan speak with?’

But Imbabura Quechua departs from Japanese indretidironting:

(167) a. Ima-ta-taj ya-ngui [Juan;eandishka-ta]? Wh-movement]
whatAcc-Q think-2°L  Juan  boughicc
‘What do you think that Juan bought?’

b.* Ya-ngui [Juan ima-ta-taj randishka-ta]
think-2pL Juan whancc-Q boughtacc  (Cole & Hermon 1994:240)

The above pattern becomes significant once wehsdeQld Japanese is somewhere
between Modern Japanese and Imbabura Quechuas larhandeterminate system,
undertakesvh4ronting and focus-fronting, but has no HIRC. | kmat illustrate the
Old Japanese examples here due to the limit ofesjt the summary of these three
languages in (168) below suffices for our purpd$RC is available as long as either
wh-in-situ or focus-in-situ exist&.

(168) indeterminate HIRC wh-Q focus

Imbabura Quechua particle yes  movementin-situ

Old Japanese
(Nara Period)

Modern Japanese particle yes in-situ (?)

particle no movement movement

Watanabe concludes that focus-in-situ avitin-situ must share something, which
seems to be a generalization over these langu@pesis the main reason for him to
endow the B of whindeterminates in Japanese with a focus feature.

2 Watanabe (2004a) blurs over whether focus cortinsin Modern Japanese take movement or not.
| put a question mark in the summary without endedw verify this issue.
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As for the matrix C-head in Japanese questiongaiNdhe argues that it must
contain an interpretable Q-feature, evidence ofctvhariginates from the following
observation of a contrast between English and &geaembedded yes/no-questions:

(169) | don’'t know whether John claimed that Beftlor not. [ambiguous]
a. | don’t know whether John claimed or did notraléhat Bill left.
b. 1 don’t know whether John claimed that Bill leftdid not leave.

(170) [John-ga [Bill-ga kita to] itta ka dooka] watashi-wa  shira-nai.
Johnnom  Bill-nom came € said  whether fop KnowNEG
a. ‘I don't know whether John said or did not dagttBill left.’
b.* ‘I don't know whether John said that Bill tedr did not leave.”  (ibid.:73)

That only the “high” interpretation obtains in (HjOsuggests that the matriX @&
Japanese interrogatives has an interpretable Qréediecause it is not to be deleted.
Combining this point with the discussion on focwg, get to the conclusion that the
external checking relation involves (a) a focusdea [Foc] and (b) a Q-featur&]].
And since one of them needs to be uninterpretablerfler to trigger checking), it is
the focus feature that carries this load.

Secondly, the violation divhisland Condition in Japanese may shed light on
what participate in theaternal relation. For the example below wher®4sland is
embedded to the vedsk its syntactic structure looks like (172).

(171) ??John-wa [Mary-ganani-o  katta [ka dookaa]] Tom-ni tazuneta no?
JohnTorP Mary-Nom whatAcc bought whether TomAr asked Q
‘What did John ask Tom whether Mary bought t?’ (@vimbe 1992h:13)

(172) ke [ [cplp ... wh ... ] ... C] ... V9] ... C]

| | |
[F] [iQ] [1Q]
I X | (checking/Agree blocked)

Critically, what goes wrong in the constructiorfeatural intervention aroused by the
interrupting €. By assumption, only features of the same typeidadintervention
effects, so it is just plausible to hypothesize fissture [F] inwh in (172) to be the
Q-feature [Q]. Finally, since theh4indetermintate is licensed various interpretations
by its dominating B, the former is taken to be the holder of an umpretable feature,
[uQ] in this case.
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One may question why in (172), timdhindetermintatedoes not undergo Agree
with the closer €to form an indirect question, since both of themntain [Q]. The
answer is that because suchi€ (171)ka-dookaa'whether’ is only legitimate with
yes/no-questions but nath-questions (Akira Watanabe, p.c.). Whatever disisiges
the two types of questions should be accountablthfe problent>

If Watanabe’s recent theory is on the right tratlke reason why Japanese runs
afoul of Whisland Constraint can be attributed to featural imatity, rather than
operator movement. The failure of the matri{ @ (172) to access into the
wh-indeterminate part has nothing to do with movemahtpbjects in concern stay
in-situ, and only the features in the relevant agtit heads are playing the game. This
is one notably advanced step toward a minimalisiggeofwh-constructions since the
more complicated derivation (Move) is boiled dowratsimpler one (Agree) without
any stipulation beyond the minimalist frame (al§cAclger & Ramchand 2005).

(173) and (174) below recapitulate what we haventibrough in this section.

(173)External relation: Probe: [Q] in C°
(for wh-in-situ) Goal: [Q] & [uFoc] in &

(174)Internal relation : Probe: {Q] in D’
Goal: [uQ] in the indeterminate

So the whole construction of Japanedein-situ is realized in the following schema
(from Watanabe 2004a:90, with minor modificationsymbolization).

(A75) kplp ... [0PQP DY ...]1 CY Japanese wh-in-situ
[uQ]  [iQ]
(internal relation) L1
[uFoc] [1Q]

We should bear in mind that Watanabe adopts a éldadefinition for Agree.
Chomsky (2001:6) assumes thaith the probe and the goal in an Agree relation
should be active. In other words, both must takeuaimterpretable or unvalued
feature that renders them active. Under this assamp(175) becomes problematic

% There might be something debatable in this prdpdsavever. Dylan Tsai (p.c.) notes to me that
positing intervention foWh{slands in Japanese as in (172) should yield sewageammaticality, but
judgements on Japane¥éhdslands reported in the literature (e.g., Watan2®®2b) do not concur.
Akira Watanabe (p.c.) points out that this probkectually applies t&Vhdslands in English (cf. Cinque
1990) as well. | do not touch this issue here.
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because there is only one uninterpretable featumach of the two Agree relations
(JuQ] and pFoc], respectively). Watanabe (2004a:73) thus pisgbat only the goal
must be active, without providing evidence of thieeowise contrary’

5.3. Two Types ofWh-in-Situ: Japanese vs. Viethamese/Chinese

| have (painstakingly) spent much space to ilatst\Watanabe’s new idea on
Japanes&h-questions which potentially explainghy Japanese looks like what it is
in the LMP-based typology, elaborated below.

Comparing Japanese with Viethamese/Chinese, we ofmain two types of
wh4in-situ: one of the Agree type, the other (uns@le¢tbinding. The similarities and
differences between them are presented below ile Tahnd Figure 7-8.

Table 5: Japenese-typd-in-situ vs. Viethamese/Chinese-tywa-in-situ

Japenese-type Viethnamese/Chinese-type
Operation Two-stage Agree Unselective binding
Existence of Bparticle | Yes No
[Foc] at ¥ Yes (inapplicable)
Categories involved | (1)wh (2) D, 3)C | (@)wh, (2) C
[Q] at matrix ¢ Interpretable Interpretable
[EPP] at matrix € No No
Feature invh Interpretable Q-feature Wh{eature
Wh4sland effects Yes No
Complex NP effects No No

% The external checking/Agree relation in (177) nayo be challenged by the view that Agree
requires “feature-sharing” in the probe-goal pag,suggested in Pesetsky & Torrego (2007). But this
does not affect the overall framework in Watangét@®éa, 2006).
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Figure 7: J-typavh4n-situ Figure 8: V-/C-typeh4in-situ

/\ CP
il Ciqy TP
DP ... Agree! >
................................. W .
/\ //) Bmdlng hIWh]’[.“]
Whugy D°uroctial

External Merge
(from the lexicon)

Critically, Agree/checking has to be distinguisHeaim unselective binding, as
Watanabe (2004a, b, 2006) suggest: If the lexiceyacontains uninterpretable
features, Agree must be invoked to delete them; o Agree applies, locality or
minimality effects follow straightforwardly. This iwhat happens in Japanese. On the
other hand, if all relevant features picked outnfrthe lexicon are interpretable,
binding is the default operation (provided that ariethe features is inherently an
operator feature). This is the case of Viethamdse&3e. And above all, neither of
the two practices [EPP], so no syntactic displaggraecurs (ignoring scrambling).

One thing | have not touched upon is why Wteelements (“QP” in Watanabe’s
usage) in the two types do not have the same fgatursensible question since
languages of both types have an indeterminditgystem. In the J-type it isiQ], but
in the other, V-/C-type, it iSUWVh].

One conceptual solution is to argue that if theCwypewh-n-situ also allows a
[uQ] in the wh, an Agree relation will be forced to take placewsen it and the
matrix C-head ofiR]; and if this is the case, we would then expeaidtect at least
some locality/minimality effects, assuming Agreeepb locality/minimality (Adger &
Ramchand 2005). But this expectation is never boutgfor Viethamese and Chinese
do not observe those effects (f@h-nominals, obviously). Thus there is no motivation
to posit uQ] for whphrases in languages of this type.

5.4. Wh-in-situ in English

It is well known that only on&vh-phrase undergoesh{fronting in English multiple
wh-questions. All othewh-phrase(s) remain in-situ, even in islands:
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(176) a. Who knows [where Mary bought what]?
b. Who will be offended [if we invite whom]?
c. Who watched [the movie made by whom]?

This can be accounted for without additional asdiongo Figure 4, repeated here:

Figure 9:Wh-movement in English singl@h-questions

CP

TN

(Spec) C

A /\
CO[uQ],[EPP] P
A
Agree |
L———> whygyiwhi ...

Move (internal merge)

In singlewh-questions, thevh-element raises due to (a) agreement betwa@h ¢n
C? and Q] inside thewh-element, and (b) the [EPP] feature chtfat prompts the
wh-element to move overtly. Once this operation isejdioth the iQ] on C and the
[EPP] are deleted, so is the motivation for anythierr Agree or movement. Since
wh-phrases in English hold the interpretable Q-featilvey do not require any Agree
relation under this analysigvh4in-situ in multiplewh-questions follows accordingly.
Summing up, thatwh-4n-situ in English requires exactly one instance of
wh-movement falls within the proposed structure inuFég9. Therefore, English
diverges from Japanese and Viethamese in the Cyvhleiath contains [EPP] andi(],
in addition to the agglutinative property af-items (namely, iQ] and [wh] are
fastened morphologically within thveh).

5.5. Conclusion

Though various issues and problems remain, | hteenpted to depict a rudimentary
comparison of thevh-dependencies in Viethamese-/Chinese-type, Japay@send
English-type langauges, based largely upon Ts&@li4d4Pand Watanabe (2004a). The
following three schemata conclude this chapter.
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(177) a. Vietnamese/Chinese-type: Binding
[cr Cicr [ip - Whywny -..]]
[ 1 (Binding)

b. Japanese-type: Two-stage Agree

[cp Chigr [ --- [DiqiuFo Whugy 1.1
l | |

| (Agree)

c. English-type: Agree + Move

[cp CO[uQ],[EPP] [P ... Whigyiwn -..]] —
: | (Agree)

[cp [Whiiayiwnlk Couarierei [P - t -]
T (rhovement)
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Chapter 6

How-Why Alternations

6.1. Background

| have suggested that unselective binding qualdi®tshe most eligible approach for
Vietnamesewh-n-situ. This chapter addresses a highly relevssiie in Viethamese
and two other languageshdwwhy alternations”, developed in Tsai (1999b, 2008).
The conclusion is supportive for unselective bigdin

The leading idea dfowwhy alternations is that the manner/methaldadverb
how may receive a “causal” interpretation akin to thbanothewh-adverbwhy, and
this change of meaning may be accompanied by agehahits syntactic positioning,
particularly in configurational languages that haglatively rigid scope nature.

By tradition thewh-adverbhow is analyzed as &P-level adverbial modifier,
denoting an interrogation of methods, instrumemtanners, comitants, or any other
concepts closely related to actionshéw-question in English like (178) may have
one of (179a-c) as a response.

(178) How did you fix that car?

(179) a. With a hammer. instrumental
b. With ease. manner
b. With John. comitant

On the other handiow can also explicitly express some sort of “reasguéstion in
at least two situations: (a) co-occuring withme i.e.,how comeand (b) co-occuring
with a modal auxiliary. In this construabw (come)hecomes a CP/IP-level adverb,
taking scope over a whole proposition (cf. Coll@91).

(180) a. How comeJohn has left?~(Why has John left}?
b. Howcanyou be so rude to me? \Why can you be so rude to nje?
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This phenomenon is usually masked wigfronting of English, since all types of
wh-phrases appear at the clause-initial position {ngle wh-questions). But in a
configurational language which hierarchically diffietiatesvP- and CP/IP-level
adverbs, the two readings become transparent tasy@hinese is one good example
(Tsai 1999b, 2008):

(181) a. ta zenme changchang Xi na-liang-che? [causal
he how often wash that—car
‘How come he often washes that car?’

b. ta changchangzenme xi na-liang-che? [methodew]
he often how wash that—car
‘By what way does he often wash that car?’

When preceding a scope-bearing element like theerbdeften zenme‘how’ is
interpreted as the “higher” type, i.e. the causal, as in (181a). On the contrary,
when following the adverb, the method reading nstaas in (181b).

Anotherwh-adverbwhy has two such variants as well. Crosslinguisti¢athe
“higher” why occupies CP, whereas the “lowavhy (usually spelled out in slightly
different forms from the former) occupies tWie-periphery (Stepanov & Tsai 2008).
These two subtypes @fhy behave non-uniformly with respect to syntacticipss,
locality constraints, and the (semantic) agentheagiirement, which are all detected
in the twohows, too.

The following section, from a Vietnamese pointvegw, bolsters the theory of
howwhy alternations and its implications. The discussiih focus onlam-saq an
adverbial phrase that can be either “high” (at GPJow” (at vP).

6.2. The Hows andWhys of Lam-sao

Recall from Chapter 2 thaP-adverbials have two legal sites, one precedingnd
the other following, with a general preference tloe second option. Th&h-adverb
lam-saohas a method/instrumental reading in these twadtipos, but as noted the
postverbal position is only allowed with ablity-aetd modality.

(182) a. Clr-nay Vit lam-sad? [postvP]

character-this write how
‘How to write this character?’
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b. Canh n qua téi lam-sao an (duogc)? [pre-VP]
Soup salty extremely | how eat can
‘The soup is so salty; how can | eat it?’

The same item in the CP layer receives a “causalling, however.

(183)Lam-sao  anh (hi)  viét duoc  chi-nay?
how you MOD  write can character-this
‘How come you can write this character?’

(182a-b) concern the means of writing a charaategoing somewhere, but (183) is
related to the “cause” of the eventuality as a whabt just the action. Three criteria
are helpful for teasing apart the two typedamhi-sao Island effects, interaction with

scope-bearing elements, and agentive restrictisai (I099b, 2008).

6.2.1. Criterion I: Island effects

Firstly, the higher, causdhm-sao cannot appear inside an island, but the lower,
methodlam-saocan, as shown in the following contrast:

(184) a. *Tan thich domplex nPNQUT;  [cp lam-sao t  lam nglé ]] ?

Tan like person how do work
b. Tan thich domplex nPNQUoTi [cp & lam ngkk  lam-sad] ?
Tan like person do work how

‘What is x such that Tan likes the person who dbeswvork by x?’

Lam-saoin (184a) parallelsi-sao‘why’ discussed earlier in that both undergo
LF movement, so island violation occutsam-saoin (184b), on the other hand,
patternsnhu-thé-nao ‘how’ since they are insensitive to islands. Thenferlam-sao
has a causal interpretation whereas the lattesltzearethod reading.
Thewhy-group exhibits a similar paradigii-sao‘why’ observes island effects,
with which we are familiar by now, but its “lowecbunterparti-le-gi ‘for what’ does
not. The Subject Island in (52b) and (52d), repkbtdow, exemplifies the case:

(185) a. *kubject TGN vi-sao/ui-vi-sao axdi]  lam Lan dau-long (\dy)?
Tan why/why marry  make Lan grieve PRT
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b. [subjectT@n Kt-hon vi-lé-gi] 1am Lan dau-long (\dy)?
Tan marry  for.what make Lan grieve PRT
‘What is x such that that Tan got married for ada Lan grieved?’

Particularly interesting is the morphological contef vi-le-gi: it contains a nominal
elementgi ‘what’ which provides a variable source for binglifrom outside of the
island. On the other handi-sao/ti-vi-sao ‘why’ must be taken as a pure quantifier,
which must obtain its scope by covert raising. ¥ adopt the unselective binding
analysis, why (185b) diverges from (185a) can keraldly accounted for. | return to
this point shortly.

6.2.2. Criterion Il Interaction with SBEs

Tsai (1999b, 2008) discovered a number of scopéarfpalements that may serve to
distinguish CP/IP- andP-domainwh-adverbs, including modals, negation, adverbs of
quantification, control verbs and A-not-A questiofis Chinese). Fomwh-adverbs
scoping over these elements, they are interpretenh £P/IP-level; for those of a
narrow scope, only theP-level reading is relevant.

(186) Modal:co-theé ‘can’

a. Namlam-sao co-t di Dai-Bic? Wh > can: causal-how]
Nam how can go Taipei
‘How come Nam can go to Taipei?’

b. Nam co6-th di Dai-Bic lam-sad? [can >wh: method-how]
Nam can go Taipei how
‘By what means can Nam go to Taipei?’

(187) Negationkhong'not’, chra ‘not yet’

a. Lam-saoanh khéng di Dai-Bic? Wh > not: causal-how]
how you not go Taipei
‘How come you will/do not go to Taipei?’

b. Lam-saoanh clra di Pai-Bic nia? Wwh > not: causal-how]
how you not.yet go Taipei PRT
‘How come you have not gone to Taipei?’

c. *Anh khéng lam-sao di Dai-Bic [*not >wh]
you not how go Taipei
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The ungrammaticality in (187c) is somewhat puzzliye have learned that
wh-nominals in Viethamese escape from interventioace$f butwh-adverbs do not.
If lam-saois construed as the higher, quantifier-like catneat; it is bound to fail
under the scope of negation, as revealed by (181d).theoretically this sentence
need not be interpreted this waygduld have a method reading, as in (186b-c), and
avoid intervention. Here | do not have a satisfacsmlution to why it is illicit.

Last but perhaps not least, the following threse @lonstitute diagnostics:

(188) Adverb of quantificatiorthizong ‘often’

a. Lam-saoanh trong di Dai-Bic vay?*°

how you often go Taipei PRT
‘How come you often go to Taipei?’

[wh > often: causal-how]

b. Anhthrong di Dai-Bic lam-sad? [often >wh: method-how]
you often go Taipei how
‘By what means do you often go to Taipei?’

(189) Control verbdinh ‘plan’

a. Lam-saoanh dinh di Dai-Bic? Wh > plan: causal-how]
how you plan go Taipei
‘How come you plan to go to Taipei?’

b. Anh dinh di Dai-Bic lam-sad? [plan >wh: method-how]
you plan go Taipei how
‘By what means do you plan to go to Taipei?’

(190) Temporal elemen#a ‘past/perfect marker’

a. Anh-ta da& an om lam-sad? wh > da: causal-how]
he PFV eat rice how
‘How has he eaten rice?’

b. Anh-ta lam-sao da in  om Ri? [@a > wh: method-how]
he how PFV eat rice PRT
‘How come he has eaten rice?

The explcit two-way split of the higher and the Bam-saois strikingly lucid both

% The informant notes that (188a) is more natur#hwimodal auxiliary after the subject.
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in syntax and in semantics. In other words, what hage is a syntax-semantics
mapping ofwh-adverbs: The structurally higher one is mapped dhw causal
reading, while the structurally lower one onto thethod (or “comitative”) reading,
and lying in between are the scope-bearing elenvemth play the “watershed” role.

6.2.3. Criterion IlI: Agentivity restriction

The third criterion has to do with semantic ageattivSince a method/instrumental
interpretation is connected with an agent role ifRait 2003), it is expected that in an
agentless clause, the method/instrumental readit@nesaoshould be blocked, and

the causal reading can remain because causatioffiesag/entuality, not just actions,

therefore devoid of agentive restriction. This astgally borne out, as shown below in
(191a-c):

(191) Agentless construction: Passive

a. Lam-saocai-chén b Vo?

how CL-bowl PASS break

‘How come the bowl was broken?’ [causal]

*By what means was the bowl! broken?’ [*method]
b. Cai-chén lam-sao bi Vo'?

cL-bowl how PASS break

‘How come the bowl was broken?’ [causal]

*By what means was the bowl broken?’ [*method]
c. Cai-chén b Vo lam-sad?

CL-bowl PASS break how

‘By what means was the break broken? [method]

‘“To what result was the break broken?’ [resultdti

The causal reading in (191a) is predicted sindead the highest scope. (191b) is a
case in effect of (non-)agentivity discussed hérecause the method reading of
lam-saois prohibited even though it occupiesRperipheral position. Finally, (191c)
shows that placingam-saoat the clause-final position may still render athmod
reading, in addition to a resultative one. Speailic syntactic hierarchy overrides
semantic restriction in the case of clause-fimal;, awh-adverb is “forced” to modify
VP at such position. A potential explanation is {hedsive sentences in Vietnamese (at
least the type in discussion) involve an invisibtgent role, ensuing the proposal for
English passives in Baker et al. (1989), thus boggthe method reading.
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It is possible, however, to eliminate the methedding oflam-saoin a stronger
non-agentive context: a clause with an (unergasegfient verb such a&sy. To ask
about the “method” of crying is semantically odddaherefore only the “manner”
interpretation is available, as in (192b).

(192) Agentless construction: Unergative senti@mnbv

a. Lam-saocody  khoc?

how she cry
‘How come she cried?’ [causal]
*By what means did she cry?’ [*method]

b. Cédy khoc lam-sad?

she cry how
‘With what manner did she cry?’ [manner]
*By what means did she cry?’ [*method]

6.3. The Why-Family

Thewhys in Viethamese also have a two-level divide, dnava IP/CP, the otheiP.
In Chapter 3 we encountered numerous exampleghafuestions with islands, and
found thatvi-sadtai-vi-saoacts as (raising) quantifiers, whillé-gi/dé-lam-gi does
not. By mapping this pattern onto the modeho#why alternationsyi-sadtai-vi-sao
is categorized as an IP/CP-domain adverbial, wiseret-gi/dé-lam-gi belongs to
vP-domain adverbials. Two syntactic tests are ghadaw in (193)-(194).

(193)Complex NP Island

a. *Nam thich  fomplexnp d0-an [cp me vi-sao rmu  t]] ?
Nam like food mother why cook

b. Nam thich  fompexne d0-an [cp Me nu dé-lam-gi  ]]?
Nam like food mother cook for.what

‘What is x such that Nam likes the food (his) motbeoks for x?’

(194) Interaction with SBE

a. Nam vi-sao thuong W nha? \vh > often: causal]
Nam why often return  home
‘Why does Nam often go home?”’
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b. Nam  tlong dé-lam-gi  vé nha?  [often wh: purposive]
Nam often for.what return home
‘What does Nam often go home for?’

As for the agentivitiy restriction test, we predibat the lowewhys should be ruled
out in non-agentive contexts in accordance withhine-why alternations hypothesis.
Interestingly, this is not always correct: In certaon-agentive conditions, one lower
why/for what can still occur. The informant points out thatr‘fewhat’ can appear
(preverbally) in such passive ad/hat was he blamed by Nam for&hich is trivially
impossible in other languages like Chinese and da@se. The availability may be
due to the semantics wf-lé-gi which associates with “causation”, not “purposss,
agentivity is not required.

6.4. Saisiyat and Taiwanese: A Comparative Perspective

In this section | lay out a short comparative stoflywo wh-n-situ languages on the
same topic discussed above. One is Saisiyat, atrohesian language spoken in
northern Taiwan, and the other Taiwanese (or Taas@rSouthern Min), a southern
dialect of Chinese spoken by the second largestlptipn in Taiwan.

6.4.1. Saisiyat

Due to the lack of sufficient materials, | will gnhddress two related phenomena in
Saisiyat whose word order is SVO (but some haveendéfterent claims§°

The first is that thevh-adjunctnak’ino’ ‘how’ has (at least) three interpretations
in correspondence with syntactic positions. Wheprécedes a negation marker or
coexists with perfect aspect, the proper readirigagsal’:

(195) a. ‘oebay nak’ino’ ‘okay  rima’ kilapa:? [causal]
Oebay how  NEG go Kilapa:
‘How come Oebay did not go to Kilapa:?’

b. hini’ pongaeh nakino’ ila  minpongaeh ila? [causal]
this  flower how PFV  bloom PFV
‘How come this flower has come to bloom?’

% Saisiyat consists of two main dialects, one nortlend the other southern. Data presented in this
study are of the former dialect, all based on my d@ldwork in Hsinchu City and Wufong Township
during 2007-08. | am grateful for the Saisiyat ¥@es, especially ‘O Yong A Tahes.
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Whennak’ino’ follows a modal, it signifies a method/manner regdEven when no
modals are present, such reading is prominentawitappropriate predicate likeint

(196) a. rim’an So'o ‘am nak’ino’ rima’ kilapa: [method]
tomorrow NOM.2s will how go Kilapa:
‘How will you go to Kilapa: tomorrow?’

b. @ ‘oebay nak’ino’ <oem>alep? [method]
NOM Oebay how Av>hunt
‘How did Oebay hunt?’

Lastly, we find that postverbabk’ino’ has to do the resultative states associated with
the main predicate. (197a-b) ask neither the caose¢he method of the underlying
actions; rather, they inquire about the resultasiates.

(197)a. O ‘oebay <oem>alep nak’ino’ ? [resultative]
NOM Oebay sav>hunt how
‘What happened to Oebay’s hunting?”’

b. @ ‘oebay t<om>bok ka tata:a’ nak’ino’? [resultative]
NOM Oebay sav>hit Acc chicken how
‘What happened to Oebay’s killing the chicken?’

The syntax-semantics mapping ék'ino’ looks exactly the same dam-saoin
Vietnamese. Note further thaak’ino’ does not meet island constraints.

(198) jhak’ino’ pinakayzaeh tatimae’] kayzaeh si'ael<en>?
how produce dish good eats

‘What is the method x such that the dish madé wits delicious?’

The second phenomenon concernswhgfamily in Saisiyat. Interesting it is to
see that three complexhy-items are constructed upon one simplx fopowa”.
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Table 6: Thevhy-family in Saisiyat

Whyforms | Prefix Interpretation
powa’ ] causal (not related to tense)
‘ampowa’ ‘am‘will’ causal (inquiring the cause of an event i

has not happened yet; irrealis)

mampowa’ | manfprogressive causal (inquiring the cause of an event which
marker) has already happened before; realis)

nompowa’ nonifor’ purposive (not related to tense)

The barewhypowa’ can itself be construed with either manner- oisaekteading. As
the latter, it seems to be only legitimate at tla@se-final position.

(199)a. So'o rima’ kilapa: powa’'? [causal]
NOM.2SG go Kilapa: why
‘Why did you go to Kilapa:?’

b. * rim’an So’o powa’ rima’  kilapa:
tomorrow  NOM.2S why go Kilapa:

c. So'o powa’ ila? [manner]
NOM.2SG how ASP

‘What happened to you?’ (Lit. “You are how?’)

This ambiguity disappears once it is combined wt#itain functional element&am
‘will’, mam(progressive marker), antbm ‘for’. These complexwhys uphold tense
relations as well as agentive properties. It iseexgd to observe some syntactic and
semantic differences among tivby-family in Table 6, which must be left for future
explorations.

6.4.2. Taiwanese

Like Saisiyat and Chinese, Taiwanese has verydungxpressions for the methadh

how; typically, onlyan-tsuann(-iunnjs used®’ Whenan-tsuannprecedes a modal, a
negative marker, or an adverb of quantificatiore tbausal” interpretation arises,
shown in the (a)-examples beldfvOn the other hand, at the posterior position i ge
the “method” reading, except in the negation cakhes is shown in the (b)-sentences.

3" The consonant cluster [ts] in the second syllahiebe dropped optionally.
% To my knowledge, however, the causal construainse® be disappearing in today’s Taiwanese.
Quite a lot of younger speakers do not accepttitlensome older natives do.
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(200) Modal:e-hiau‘can’

a. A-bing an-tsuann e-hiau sai tshia?wh > can: causal-how]
Abing  how can drive car
‘How come Abing can drive a car?’

b. A-bing e-hiau an-tsuann sai tshia

Abing can how drive car
‘By what way can Abing drive a car?’ [carwi: method-how]
‘Abing knows how to drive a car.’ [canwh: indirect questionif

(201) Negationm ‘not willing to’

a. A-bing an-tsuann m sai tshia? wh > not: causal-how]
Abing  how NEG drive car
‘How come Abing is not willing to drive the car?’

b.??A-bing m an-tsuann  sai tshia? [??notwh: method-how]
Abing  NEG how drive car
‘By what way is Abing not willing to drive the cdr?

(202) Adverb of quantificatiortianntiann‘often’

a. A-bing an-tsuanntiann-tiann sai tshia? wh > often: causal-how]
Abing  how often drive car
‘How come Abing can drive a car?’

b. A-bing tiann-tianran-tsuann sai tshia? [often wh: method-how]
Abing often how drive car
‘By what way can Abing drive a car?’

Agentitivity restriction applies here as well. Ridhat since the high/causalow
ranges over a whole proposition, it can be comfgtilith non-agentive environments,
typically stative predicates, locative unaccusatjend passives. But the low/method
how is sensitive to such restrictions because it falde licensed without an agent
role. This prediction is exactly borne out.

% | thank Chinfa Lien (p.c.) who pointed out to rhe second, non-interrogative reading.
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(203) Agentless construction: Stative predicates

A-bi an-tsuann tsiah-ni  bi-le?

Abi how SO beautiful
a. ‘How come Abi is so beautiful?’ [causal]
b.* ‘By what way is Abi so beautiful?’ [*methdd

(204) Agentless construction: Locative unaccusative

guak-hau an-tsuann tsau-lai tsit-kun-lang?

outside how run-come ome-people

a. ‘How come there came a group of people ou®side [causal]
b.* ‘By what way did there come a group of peopleside?’ [*method]

(205) Agentless construction: Passives

hue-khann an-tsuann  hoo lang kong phua ki?
flowerpot  how pass person hit break go
a. ‘How come the flowerpot was broken?’ [calsal
b.* ‘By what way was the flowerpot broken?’ [*thed]

For another thingwh-nominals in Taiwanese, patterning the Chinese/diese
counterparts, do not seem to undergo movementajaf#monstrates a Complex NP
Island, and (206b) a Sentential Subject Island.

(206) a. A-bing ai tsia flang tsu] e tshai]?
Abing like eat who  cook REL dish
‘Abing likes to eat dishes made by who?’

b. [A-bing kong sia-mi] hoo tak-ke Kiann-tsit-tioo?
Abing say what make everyone frightened
‘That Abing said what made everyone frightened?’

Now observe thaan-tsuanncan also appear in suchlike constructions, inohgats
“nominal” (instead of “adverbial”) property.

(207) a. A-bing ai tsia fn-tsuann tsu] e tshai]?

Abing like eat how cook REL  dish
‘Abing likes to eat dishes made in what way?’
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b. [A-bing an-tsuann  kong] hoo tak-ke kiann-tsit-tioo?
Abing  how say make everyone frightened
‘That Abing said in what way made everyone fregied?’

6.5. Conclusion

Recapitulating what we have gone through, it isassinguistically well-established
fact that thevP-levelwh-adverbhow may be licensed an IP/CP-level reading without
morphological changes. In this case, island efferterge, and it must antecede
clausal operators. The space does not permit ndeai@ more on thevhy-parts, but
from some simple data thvehys should also have an analogous pattern thaias.

Why does a single morphological form have the tagh distinction (in thehow
case)? Island effects suggest that the lower instahould be inherently nominal, so
that it is capable of evading island effects; tighar one should not be, for it is not
allowed within islands. The result rightly echoble tadverb-nominal asymmetry” of
wh-adjuncts in Chinese-type languages (Chinese, \fis¢sa, Taiwanese, and perhaps
Saisiyat as well). The “nominal” characteristictbé lowerwh is concealed by the
morphology, but syntactic tests convince us thattihere.

The following structure summarizes the three laggsadiscussed in this
chapter:

Figure 10: Syntax-semantics mappindgowwhy alternations

CP/IP
V: lam-sao FP (ModP, NegP, AdvP, etc.)
T: an-tsuann
S:nak’ino’
F vP

[causal/reason] /\

V: lam-sao VP
V: Vietnamese T:. an-tsuann =
T: Taiwanese S:nak'ino
S: Saisiyat [method/instrumental/manner]
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Chapter 7

Other Conditions on theWh-Particle

We have seen from prior chapters the syntacticgt@s of the clause-final particle,
vady, in (southern) Vietnamese. Its occurrence is daaepb with wh-questions and a
CP-level position, and | have analyzed it as thke@d that fixes the scope of the
wh-phrases in its c-command domain.

In this chapter, we shall look into the semantid @ragmatic functions carried
by such particle. The discussions will be largegsdaiptive without any technical
formalization, but this does not deprive us of fhepose of obtaining an overall
understanding of theth-constructions in Viethname$8.

7.1. Encoding Realis Mood

Bruening & Tran (2006) (henceforth B&T) claim ththe sentence-final partickiaé
(the northernvdy) in Vietnamese realizes “realis mood”: thé-wh-questions, the
events characterized by the predicates have alrbagpened (B&T:334). As the
English translations of the previous examples ia@icthe matrix predicates of all the
sentences witlthé are marked by past tenSe(See B&T for more discussions that
thé indeed goes hand in hand with (realis) mood, atstef tense).

Let me start with (141)-(143), repeated here a8)2210).

40 There are, of course, many other clause-finaligdast in Viethamese (such @8y, day, ¢, khéng
etc.) which might receive a similar syntactic (ot semantic/pragmatic) analysis\aiy/thé. It goes
beyond the scope of this study to include all efthinto it, however, so | focus solely afy/thé.

“ However, it is a puzzle to me why, in B&T's exaegl the tense in sentences withthd is
translated into either present or future. In gelnexfiirmative sentences of present tense should be
analyzed as involving “realis” mood. For examplehn wonders why Mary didnt conmeans John
has implemented the (mental) activity of “wondetiagthe speech time, which is an event that alyead
occurred, hence realis. But B&T group such senteirte “irrealis” ones.
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(208) Nam di dau vay?
Nam go where PRT
‘Where did Nam go?’

(209) Tan noi la Nam di dau vay?
Tan say COMP Nam go where PRT
‘Where did Tan say that Nam went?’

(210) a. fubjectTan arGi ai] lam Lan dau-long \iy?
Tan marry  who make Lan grieve  PRT
‘What is the person x, such that that Tan marriedaxie Lan grieved?’

b. * [subjectT@N ardi ai] vay lam Lan dau-long?
Tan marry  who PRT make Lan grieve

As B&T have mentioned, wheriy comes about, the action described by the question
is much more often than not realis, viz., it mustdroccurred or is still undergoing at
the speech time. In (208), the going event of Na® &lready taken place. In (209),
both the action of saying indicated by the matriedicate and the embedded event of
going have a strong tendency to be interpreted pagi tense. It is the same for both
events (Tan’s marrying someone and Lan’s beingvgdein (210), which are most
naturally comprehended as of past tense. Notidethieae is no tense/aspect marking
in Viethamese verb forms, neither do these thresamges involve any tense- or
aspect-related functional items. It is also not shectures themselves that induce a
past reading, since (211) below, which contrasts (208) only in the lack ofay,
can be understood as either realis or irrealisedéing on the discourse context.

(211) Nam di dau?
Nam go where
a. ‘Where did Nam go?’
b. ‘Where does/will Nam go?’

Thatvay encodes realis mood is further evidenced by tlgrammaticality in (212),

where a future marker and the adverbial phrag&y mai‘tomorrow’ are inserted.

Since the future is not compatible with realis mg@d 2a-c) are ruled out as desired.
(212) a. *Ngay mai Nam ¢&s di dau vay

tomorrow Nam  FuT go where PRT
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b. *Ngay mai Nam & di gap ai vay
tomorrow Nam  FuUT go meet who PRT

c. *Ngay mai Nam & an gi vay
tomorrow Nam  FuT eat what PRT

On the other hand, the particlgy stays fine with the markefa which denotes
perfect aspect, confirming our observation. Thegmes marketrrang is allowed to
co-occur withvay as well, since realis mood includes present tense.

(213)a. Nam da di dau vay?
Nam PFV go where PRT
‘Where did Nam go?’

b. Nam dang an gi vay?
Nam PROG eat what PRT
‘What is Nam eating?’

Another relevant example further sharpens thistpdio be interpreted as generic, a
wh-question is prohibited from taking the particle; ttie particle appears, the
wh-gquestion will be intended as describing a stagetlevent.

(214) a. voi an cai-gi? [generic]
elephant eat what
‘What do elephants eat?’

b. voi an cdai-gi  vay? [stage-level]
elephant eat what PRT
‘What did the elephant eat?’

As a generic clause, (214a) is perfect. When thigcpis added as in (214b), it is
only licit in a scenario where the speaker has gesih an elephant eating something.
Assuming the generic are irrealis (Pesetsky & Tgor2004), (214) demonstrates a
good representative of the realis-encoding feattivay.

Still another case comes from dynamic/ability mMadeiliary:

(215) a. Nam mang dugc bao-nhiéu tang-da? [individual-level]

Nam carry can  how.manyL-stones
‘How many stones can Nam carry?’
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b. Nam mang dugc bao-nhiéu tang-da vay?  [stage-level]
Nam carry can  how.manyL-stones  PRT
‘How many stones can Nam carry?’

The question (215a) targets the ability of Nam afrging stones in general, while
(215b) asks the number of stones of Nam’s carriirayspecific, realis event.

It seems thatgy enforces the presence of realis mood to all vegstedicates in a
sentence. That is, embedded clauses and islandeslateceive a realis reading
together with the main clause wheiy is overt.

Problematic cases arise, however. Sometimes sreaitences may also take
vay, contra the claim that events which have not hapgeyet cannot be questioned
with a vay-wh-question. This can be seen in the deontic modalkel§216) and the
irrealis negation context (217).

(216) Lam phi khuyén Nam tim ¢Cc o6-dau vay?*
Lam should recommend Nam search job whereT
‘Where should Lam recommend Nam to find a job?’

(217)Ai chra  dén VAy?
who not.yet come PRT
‘Who has not come yet?’

The two irrealis clauses do not excludg. In fact, even (212) may hawgy if ngay
mai ‘tomorrow’ is deleted. Moreover, it is incorredither, to say that all clausal
constituents are assigned realis mood. To wit(2&8) below.

(218)a. Tan& ké-lai tin [ Nam woi ai ] vay?
Tan FUT report news Nam marry ~ who PRT
‘Who is x such that Tan will report the news thim married x?’

b. Quang & mua [lkc-v& [ai lam] Vay
Quang FUT buy painting who make PRT
‘Who is x such that Quang will buy the paintingahe by x?’

2 In (216),6 dau ‘(to) where’ can be understood with an existentalding ifvdy is absent.
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c. Tan § mua ngéi-nha  [maai da xay-arng]  thé*®
Tan AsP buy cL-house REL who  PFV build PRT
‘Who does/will Tan buy the house that built?’ (B&T 2006:337)

In (218a-c), the particle is licit. What is cruciaére is that a future markeé is
present in the matrix clause in each of (218), aiydis nevertheless allowed. Recall
from (212a-c) thatgy cannot coexist with future tense due to contradidemporal
interpretation, i.e., realis mood is inconsonanthwuture tense. How to solve this
paradox?

It is not unreasonable to argue thay in (218) is linked to the relative clause,
instead of the main one, since the mood in theivelalause in each of these three
cases is realis. As long a8y finds a “host” to stay, it is allowed to appeautBhis
hypothesis can hardly work for (216) and (217), neheo such “host” is available. It
ensues that only one option is left to explain {AP4.8): there aréwo variants ofvay,
one of which is associated with realis, the otlegr n

Although counterexamples exist, my informant agteasvay in general denotes
realis mood. | believe this is true because a gieat of data collected during the
fieldwork show that they are correlated. For theoimsistent examples, the informant
suggests that the particle in these cases hashgaihido with realis mood; rather, it
only serves to “confirm” something. Also worth magiis that irrealisvh-questions
with vay have slightly different semantics from those withazy: In the formeryvay
constitutes an additional interpretation like “mgter “that’s all”. In this connection,
the particle perhaps does not relate itself witlisemood, leading to the speculation
that it may not receive a unifying (semantic) actou

We may take the sentence-final partictsin Chinese as a similar case. Wimn
is pronounced with a low tone, the clause it haads declarative with some sort of
“emphasis” (or “evaluative”, in B. Li's 2006 terms)eaning; but when with a high
tone, the clause can only be an interrogativeBcLi 2006 and references therein).

(219)a. ta hui jia le he! [declarative + ng
he return home AsP NE-
‘He has returned home!’

43 This example, adapted form B&T’s article, obviguflrms a counterexample to their statement that
“...the speaker presupposes the existence of thy elescribed by thesh-phrase and the realization of
the event described by the predicate and beliehatstiie hearer shares this knowledge.” (B&T:333).
Curiously, they do not say a word about this cadsefact, their paper does not discuss at all the
potential incompatibility betweersé and the particle, an&? is vaguely glossed asa$P’ by them,
shown in (218c).
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b.*ta qu le nali re [*interrogative + né]
he go Asp where NE

(220)a. ta qu le nali e ? [interrogative + ng]
he go Asp where NE
‘Where did he go?’

b. *ta  hui jia le ré [*declarative + né]
he return home asp NE"

In this regard, Chinesee differs from Vietnamesegy in possessing two tones, which
help sorting out one of its two variants from thiees.

A detailed survey on the semantic/pragmatic comgtafvay is certainly out of
the scope of this thesis, since what we are cordehere is its syntax. A first step
toward the generalization can still be achievedydaeer, though exceptions do arise. |
conclude thatvgy is associated with realis, leaving the principlkeat govern the
(limited) anomalous cases (216)-(218) to furtheeesch.

A few words to say before we close this sectiore Phrticle could arguably be
base-generated inside the relative clause in (B#)this cannot hold, provided that
the particle must take matrix scope whenever ium;ceven when the relative clause
is realis:

(221)a. Anh ngh sach [ai viét] s tonén witiéng  \ay?
you think  book who write FUT become famous  PRT
‘Who is x such that you think the books that oterwill become famous?’

~

b.*Anh ngh  sach [ai viét vay] s& moitiéng  pto bién
you think  book who write PRT  FUT famous popular

(222) a. Ai  khong lam baidp khién cho c6-gido ¢n VAy?
who NEG do assignment make give teacher angryRrT
‘Who is x such that that x did not do homework m#udeteacher angry?’

b. *Ai  khéng lam baidp vay khién cho c6-gido @n
who NEG do assignment PRT make give teacher angry

We also need to be cautious with the logical ir@habetween the particle (the
genuine “realis” one) and the realis reading. Inpmevious section, | have
demonstrated some examples which bear realis g=gbut do not require the particle.
It can appear, but need not. Conversely, if théigaris overtly present, the sentence
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must be interpreted as realis, which is a pervgshenomenon in my data and is also
suggested by B&T. Thus, the existence of the garteconly a sufficient (but not a
necessary) condition for realis mood. On the ottard, the future marke# is (at
least) semantically inconsistent with realis moddhe appearance o#¢ thereby
guarantees the absence of realis mood. But thesewd#oes not hold: An irrealis
sentence does not have to cas®y So, the presence s can only be a sufficient
condition for the lack of realis mood (as showrtdth2a-c)).

7.2. Existence of Presupposition

Another property of the particledy is that the speaker, when using it in the
wh-question, tends to presuppose that “the hearerlghmow the answer”. Here |
cite one example from B&T to illustrate what thieams. Consider the following
scenario: A pedestrian walks by a noisy crowd oa street. He wonders what
happened, so he asks a policeman standing neaigstion like (223a}*

(223)a. Chugn gi xay-ra  the?
story what happen PRT
‘What happened?’

b. #Chugn gi xay-ra?
story what happen
‘What happened?’ (B&T:333)

(223b), on the other hand, does not form a feligtquestion in this context since the
pedestrian presupposes that the policeman shoola that is going off®

Note that requiring presupposition is differeranfr encoding realis mood. We
can of course ask someone (who potentially hasvarteknowledge) about the
existence of something, without the question beaadjs:

“ In B&T’s original examplexdy ra ‘happen’ is inaccurately transcribed e&y ra | follow the
informant’s suggestion to correct this typo.

4> Another scenario offered in B&T, however, is pexbhtic, which goes like the following: A teacher
in a chemistry class is demonstrating to some sitiscen experiment by mixing two chemicals. In this
kind of situation, the teacher would not expectshalents to know what is going to happen with this
act, i.e., s’lhe does not presuppose the studeats e outcome before the mixing. As a result, 823
would not be an appropriate answer (B&T:333).

The problem in this example is that there are tacidrs that render (223b) infelicitous: Irrealis
mood (because the act of mixing has not occurred)pesupposition. It turns out that what rules out
(223b) could only be the temporal property of thetiple, i.e., thenood instead of the presupposition,
because the particle itself already conflicts viitbalis mood at the first place.
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(224) Kt-qua cua thi-nghém nay § la gi? [irrealis; non-presuppositional]
result of experiment this will be what
‘What will the result be of this experiment?’ (4l by a student to a teacher)

7.3. Conversationality

Third, the particlevdy is only required in conversational contexts (wother proper
conditions met), but not in written forms (e.g. sti@nnaires) or non-conversational
discourse (e.g. self-talking). The informant hashsuntuition that inwh-questions of
written contextsydy is normally omitted, no matter they bear realisoth@r not.
Thus, for instance, the question (225) given imatien) questionnaire is completely
fine, even though the action described in thiseser# is certainly realis.

(225) hom-qua ankin gi?
yesterday  you eat what
‘What did you eat yesterday?’

The similar situation can be observed in TV adsertients or broadcasts. Normally
questions uttered in these media do not inquirevarss from audiences, i.e., they
belong to non-conversational discourse types. Toere(225) is also felicitous in
these two cases.

Self-talking is another case of non-conversatialistourse because the speaker
and the hearer are the same person. Accordind@gatp) are both agreeable in this
kind of circumstance, albeit the realis mood. Atiag the particle to them is even
worse.

(226) a. Di-qua t6i  lamgi (??2\y)
last-night | do what PRT
‘What did | do last night?’

b. hém-nay téi &p ai (?\ay)
today | meet who PRT
‘Who did | meet today?’

7.4. Strengthening and Mitigation of Illocutionary Force

Two informants agree that the presence of the ghartirom time to time, serves
solely for strengthening the illocutionary force wh-questions, not necessarily
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involving the functions discussed above at the stime. Example (37), repeated here
as (227), illustrates this case.

(227) Anh-ta vi muacai-gi ma b sa-tiai  (vay)?
he because buy what CONJ PASS  fired PRT
‘What is the thing x such that he got fired becaimsg bought x?’

Even though both clauses (main and adjunct) arsepted as realis mood, (227) can
still optionally takevay. The informants note that ovexty may be used only in order
to “emphasize” the force of inquiry, like arousiagention from a group of people.
Other things remain unaffected. This property maypsrt the claim that this particle
has at least one variant that needs to be diffiatedtfrom the mood-encoding one.

Finally, vay may also have to do with the mitigation of illocutary force. In an
aggressive speech act with the phrisehel| the existence ofay helps mitigate the
aggressive force of th@h-question. On the other hand, if the question igdedtely
made rudeyay is absent.

(228) a. Rt-cuoc anh mdn  gi vay? [mitigating]
the.hell you want what PRT
‘What the hell do you want?’

b. Rt-cusc anh mén  gi? [non-mitigating]
the.hell you want what
‘What the hell do you want?’

| leave for further investigation whether or noterd are general patterns
regarding the presence/absence/®f when it has no correlation with realis mood,
presupposition and conversationality (i.e., whely @ahe strengthening/mitigation is
at work), as well as the possibility for such sg@ning/mitigating force to override
other functions.

7.5. A Final Remark

This section has descriptively presented a compieture of what are in association
with the particlevay in Viethamesavh-questions. We have seen that both semantic
and pragmatic factors can play a part in this rels@ad whetheviy appears or not
obviously has nothing do to with the legalitywatfi-in-situ in these cases. This must be
correct because we have encountered numerous eesoiWwh-questions in which
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vay is absent, and they are nonetheless perfectlyrgedital. If the data are reliable,
they automatically obviate B&T’s statement that-in-situ in Viethamese can hold
only whenvgy is present.

A critical remark | would like to make here is ththe “multi-functionality” of
the particle we just witnessed does not necessarigter itself as a distinct syntactic
head (e.g. Reafis from C. In Vietnamesevdy can and only can show up in
wh-guestions, an observation also confirmed in B&Epgr. As we have seen eatrlier,
vdy is unable to attach to clauses that are wbtquestions, nor can it be a
yes/no-question particle. Indeed, if it is only@sated with realis mood, as proposed
by B&T, any realis sentence should be compatible with it, teunio the fact:
Whenevenagy exists, we have wh-question.

There are actually more conceptual problems in B&analysis: If the final
particle is associated with realis moaay realis sentence should be compatible with
it. But this is obviously not true in Viethamesec8ndly, their account cannot explain
why the Q-operator in Viethamese needs a realisdnioenser, but the same element
in Chinese does not. As far as | know, the Q-operaas not been proposed to
possess any polarity characteristic in the lieteeatand it remains unclear why it
should do so in Viethamese.

Trying to separategy from being the Comp would complicate the theorg an
increase unnecessary burden to the theoreticakfrank. Surely, there is no a priori
reason to assume that the “multi-functionality'tieé particle must disable itself from
being the Comp. It is equally likely that the peldj covert or overt, is always at work
in Vietnamese, and when it comes to be explicélglized aghévdy, it contributes
further semantic/pragmatic functions which are agtically closely related to CP.
Note further that in Cheng’s (1991) framework, thé& no such prerequisite that a
wh-particle cannot carry other functions than typivigquestions, either. Ensuing this
line of pursuit, | believe thahévay is the Q-operator directly merged &t @ny kind
of wh-criterion will in turn be satisfied by Merge, notoMe.
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Chapter 8

Finale

This thesis explores the syntax of various typestefuestions in Vietnamese. A first
attempt on this issue is initiated by Bruening &f1(2006), who reach the conclusion
that Vietnamese recourses to bothwkmovement and unselective binding to form
wh-gquestions, depending on whether a sentence-fimatleais present to license the
covert Q-operator or not. Yet this thesis reachesffarent conclusion: Viethamese
greatly resembles Chinese in practicing unselediimding forwh-nominals, and LF
wh-movement fowh-adverbs. The patrticle itself plays the Q-operadte m binding,

in addition to other semantic/pragmatic functians|uding settling realis mood.

Despite the similarities, Vietnamese disaccordemfiChinese in several aspects:
It contains a relatively large inventory whforms, particularlywh-adjuncts, which
leads to some interesting consequenceswhandefinites, Viethamese does not seem
to have bare-conditional structures, and it attach@emonstrative item to the right
end ofwh-words to form phrasal existential indefinites, bottike Chinese.

Many issues and questions about Viethamekguestions remain unresolved:
What are the syntactic and semantic differences ngmite rich inventory of
wh-words? What is the exact C-position onto which sleatence-final particle is
projected? How to pin down the positions of thie-adjuncts within the cartographic
approach (Rizzi 1997)? Is there any deviance itndimese unselective binding from
Chinese, since they are genetically unrelated? Arswo these (and many other)
questions await further investigations.
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Appendix

Vietnamese Sound System & Orthography

l. Consonants

Bilabial | Labiodental| Alveolar | Palatal| Velar | Glottal

Plosives p b t t" d|c k ?
Nasals m n n n
Fricatives f v S z X y| h

Approximants w ]
Lateral approx I

[I. Vowels
Back
Front | Central
[-rnd] [+rnd]
High i w u
Upper-mid e ¥ o]
Lower-mid € o)
Low el 4
Source of | & Il :

Duffield, Nigel (editor)Vietnamese Online Grammar

(http://www.viethamese-grammar.group.shef.ac.ulehphp. Accessed 06/10/2009.
Citation permitted by the editor.

lll. Alphabet-Sound Correspondence

(@) Alphabet

Aa |Aa |Aa |Bb | Cc | Dd |Pd |Ee |Eé | Gg
i Kk LI Mm [Nn |Oo |06 |Oo |Pp |Rr
Ss Tt Uu [Uu |Vv |Xx |Yy
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(b) Consonants*®

p [p] bfp] ph[fl v m[m] uolw] t[]  bt]
d [d] x[s] gifz] nn] 1] s~ skl rilz
chic~t] df] nh[p] i[l cklk kh[x]  g/gh[y]
ng/ngh p] hh]

(c) Vowels*

i [i] ulw] uu ekl é&le] aF o[

0 [0] 0 [o] a [e] a [e]
IV. Tones
Diacritic Name Description Example
(no mark)|ngang ‘level mid level ma ‘ghost’
huyén ‘hanging’ low falling ma ‘but’
. L ma ‘cheek, mother
sac ‘sharp’ high rising
(southern)’
’ hoi ‘asking’ mid dipping-rising ma ‘tomb, grave’
- nga ‘tumbling’ high breaking-rising |ma ‘horse’
nang ‘heavy’ low falling constricted|mg ‘rice seedling’

Source of Il & 1V:
Viethamese languag®ikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Viethamese _languagkccessed 06/11/2009.

¢ The consonantal inventory here is slightly différfom that of thé/ietnamese Online Grammar
" | adopt the classification iiethamese Online Grammérato denotesy:], not [o:].
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ACC
ASP
AV
CL
COMP
CONJ
DAT
DISJ
EXI
EXP
FOC
FUT
MOD
NEG
NOM
PASS
PFV
PL
PNM
PRG
PRT
PST
PV
REL
TOP

List of Abbreviations

first person
second person
accusative
aspect

agent voice
classifier
complementizer
conjunction
dative
disjunction
existential
experiential
focus

future

modal
negation
nominative
passive
perfect

plural
pronominalizer
progressive
particle

past

patient voice
relativizer
topic
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