
On the Syntax and Semanti
s of Alternative Questions in Chadi
The answerhood 
onditions of alternative questions have been 
ompositionally derived indi�erent yet related ways (von Ste
how 1991, Romero & Han 2003, Be
k & Kim 2006).One point of devian
e between the di�erent analyses 
onsists in the size of the disjun
tsassumed to enter semanti
 interpretation. To illustrate 
onsider the alternative questionin (1-Q) and its 
ongruent answers in (1-A). (The fo
us stru
ture of alternative questions� expressed by rising `/' and falling `\' a

ents � will be dis
ussed below.) As shown inBe
k & Kim (2006), the answerhood 
onditions of (1-Q) 
an be derived on the basis ofthe LFs in (2) (where Q is the interrogative 
omplementizer and strike-through indi
atesdeletion at PF). I will not go into the arguments put forward to motivate the di�erentstru
tures (for dis
ussion see e.g. Han & Romero 2002). Rather, I will dis
uss another apriori possible LF that has not yet been 
onsidered in detail, see (3), where the disjun
tsare full interrogative 
lauses. (4) shows that it is possible in prin
iple to 
oordinatetwo yes/no-questions disjun
tively, and that su
h a disjun
tion gives rise to the sameanswerhood 
onditions as an alternative question of the form of (1-Q).Empiri
al eviden
e for the stru
ture in (3) 
omes from Tangale (Chadi
, Afro-Asiati
).(5) is an alternative question of the Shongom diale
t of Tangale. The form of the verbindi
ates that the obje
t DP is fo
used (see Kenstowi
z 1987, Hartmann & Zimmermann2007a ; note, however, that obje
t fo
us 
an remain unexpressed in the Chadi
 languages,see Hartmann & Zimmermann 2007b). The optional senten
e-�nal parti
le ya is a ques-tion marker that 
an o

ur in matrix yes/no-questions but not in wh-questions, see (6).Importantly, the question expressed by (5) 
an also have a di�erent form, see (7) (theform in (5) is preferred if the non-�nal marker is omitted.) The non-�nal o

uren
e of yain (7) strongly suggests that this senten
e has the stru
ture in (8). This 
on
lusion is alsosupported by the form of embedded alternative questions, see (9), where the interrogative
omplementizer kan o

urs twi
e in the embedded 
lause.The answerhood 
onditions of (7) 
an be derived from the LF in (8) as follows. Thetwo CP disjun
ts in (8) denote yes/no-questions. Thus, in the framework of Groenendijk& Stokhof (1982) they denote propositional 
on
epts whi
h de�ne a bi-partition of thelogi
al spa
e: into the propositions that Mairo ate beans/that Mairo did not eat beans andinto that Mairo ate ri
e/that Mairo did not eat ri
e, respe
tively. Now assume that yaa hasthe denotation in (10) (
f. Zimmermann 2001 for a non-Boolean de�nition of disjun
tionsas a 
onjun
tive list of epistemi
 possibilities). By (10), yaa forms the interse
tion of thepartitions de�ned by the propositional 
on
epts q and q′. A

ordingly, the denotation of(8) partitions the logi
al spa
e into the four propositions that Mairo ate beans, but nori
e/that Mairo ate ri
e, but no beans/that Mairo ate beans and ri
e/that Mairo neitherate beans nor ri
e. This is not yet the 
orre
t result. The �rst two propositions mustbe strengthened and the latter two must be eliminated. This 
an be a
hieved by takingthe fo
us stru
ture of alternative questions into 
onsideration. The empiri
al eviden
esuggests that the alternative obje
t DPs beans and ri
e bear an F-feature. Assume thatthe F-feature denotes the exhausti�
ation operator in (11). (For simpli
ity, I assumethat beans and ri
e denote generalized quanti�ers over entities.) Then, (8) partitions thelogi
al spa
e into the propositions that the food Mairo ate was beans/that the food Mairoate was ri
e/that the food Mairo ate was beans and the food Mairo ate was ri
e/that thefood Mairo ate was not beans and the food Mairo ate was not ri
e. The third propositionis 
ontradi
tory and the fourth is in
ompatible with the exisiten
e presupposition of the
σ-operator that is part of the operator in (8) (in 
onjun
tion with the 
losure 
lause ofZimmermann (2001)). Hen
e, we derive the 
orre
t answerhood 
onditions for (7).



Data(1) Q: Did John drink /tea or \
o�ee?A1: He drank tea. A2: He drank 
o�ee.(2) a. [CP Q-did [DisjP [TP John drink tea℄ or [TP John drink 
o�ee℄℄℄b. [CP Q-did [TP John [DisjP [VP drink tea℄ or [VP drink 
o�ee℄℄℄
. [CP Q-did [TP John [VP drink [DisjP tea or 
o�ee℄℄℄℄(3) [DisjP [CP Q-did [[TP John drink tea℄℄℄ or [CP Q-did [[TP John drink 
o�ee℄℄℄℄(4) Q: Did John drink /tea or did he drink \
o�ee?A1: He drank tea. A2: He drank 
o�ee.(5) MairoM. ed-go-neat-perfE-fo
 d'ombeans yaaor lakikorori
e (ya)?q`Did Mairo eat beans or ri
e?'(6) a. MairoM. ed-ugeat-perf d'ombeans ya?q`Did Mairo eat beans?' b. Ed-ugeat-perf d'ombeans nongwho (*ya)?q`Who ate beans?'(7) MairoM. ed-ugeat-perf d'ombeans (ya)q yaaor lakikorori
e (ya)?q`Did Mairo eat beans or ri
e?'(8) [DisjP [CP [TP Mairo edug d'om℄ ya℄ yaa [CP [TP Mairo edug lakikoro℄ ya℄℄(9) LakuL. pongo-mknow-neg kanwhether MairoM. shorosowed modomillet kanwhether shoro-nsowed-Fo
 shau.guinea 
orn`Laku does not know whether Mairo sowed millet or guinea 
orn.'(10) JyaaK = λqλq′λiλj[q(i)(j) ∧ q′(i)(j)](11) JFK = λiλQλP [Q(i)(λiλx′(x′ = σν.P (i)(x)))]Referen
esBe
k, S. & S.-S. Kim (2006): `Intervention E�e
ts in Alternative Questions', Journalof Comparative Germani
 Linguisti
s 9, 165�208. Groenendijk, J. & M. Stokhof(1982): `Semanti
 Analysis of Wh-Complements', Linguisti
s and Philosophy 5, 175�233. Han, C.-h. & M. Romero (2002): Ellipsis and Movement in the Syntax ofWhether/Q. . . or Questions. In: M. Hirotani, ed., Pro
eedings of NELS 32. GLSA,Amherst, Mass., pp. 197�216. Hartmann, K. & M. Zimmermann (2007a): `Fo
usStrategies in Chadi
: The Case of Tangale Revisited', Studia Linguisti
a 61, 95�129.Hartmann, K. & M. Zimmermann (2007b): In Pla
e � Out of Pla
e? Fo
us inHausa. In: K. S
hwabe & S. Winkler, eds, On Information Stru
ture: Meaning and Form.Benjamins. Kenstowi
z, M. (1987): `The Phonology and Syntax of Wh-Expressionsin Tangale', Phonology Yearbook 4, 229�241. Romero, M. & C.-h. Han (2003):Fo
us, Ellipsis and the Semanti
s of Alternative Questions. In: C. Beyssade, O. Bonami,P. C. Hofherr & F. Corblin, eds, Empiri
al Issues in Formal Syntax and Semanti
s. Vol. 4,Presses Universitaires de Paris-Sorbonne, Paris, pp. 291�307. von Ste
how, A. (1991):Fo
using and Ba
kgrounding Operators. In: W. Abraham, ed., Dis
ourse Parti
les.Benjamins, pp. 37�84. Zimmermann, T. E. (2001): `Free Choi
e Disjun
tion andEpistemi
 Possibility', NLS 8, 255�290.


