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In this paper, | argue that the complex array adsgjion formation processes seen in Indonesian
most readily receives a unified analysis when domlstare viewed as a type of focus construction
(following e.g. Kader 1981 for Malay; Horvath 198% Hungarian; Rizzi 1997 for Italian; and
BosSkovic 2002 for Slavic multiplevh-fronting languages). | identify a set of five Fos) heads in
Indonesian, each with a unique constellation ofpprties, that together yield all types of
constituent guestionsyes-no questions, and non-interrogative focus constrastiattested in
Indonesian. | also claim that a number of asymmegtdbserved in Indonesian questions can be
accounted for with this type of analysis, and déscmany of the directions for future research
needed to fully develop this analysis. Lastly, duw that in the overall typology, Indonesian is a
‘Unique Focus’ (Stoyanova 2008) language, albedt with certain unexpected properties.

1. Overview

My goal in this brief paper is to outline an emgally adequate, theoretically sound, unified
analysis of botlwh-questions anges-noquestions in Indonesian. Indonesian has a rolytesy a

of question formation processes, and an equallysioarray of asymmetries in these processes,
both described in Section 2, that must be accouioteth a satisfactory analysis. The main idea
defended here, proposed in Section 3, is that kesianwh-questions anges-noquestions are
formed with the same mechanisms, and togethergepta special type of focus construction. In
support of this idea, | describe the many empiralperties that questions share with non-
interrogative focus constructions in Indonesiaemiphasize that this paper represents the outline
of the analysis, and do not purport to advance herxemplete analysis, nor one that necessarily
extends to Malay, which displays some significadilferent properties. Consequently, | devote
a substantial portion of the paper, Sections 45nd identifying directions for future research.

2. How to Ask Questionsin Indonesian
2.1. whquestions

In Indonesian, generally speaking, b&tft-peripheralwh-phrases (1a) andh-in-situ (1b) are
possible.

" | thank my native speaker consultants, Kathy Triyalingga Morry, Jingga Inlora, and Nancy Surachnfar
useful comments and discussion on the materiakpted here, | thank participants of AFLA 16, inéhgd Mark
Donohue, Darlene Hilton Bird, Ed Keenan, Paul Keregeri Kurniawati, Paul Law, Tim McKinnon, Hiroki
Nomoto, Yuko Otsuke, lleana Paul, Norvin RichaMssuke Sato, and Lisa Travis.
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(1) a. Apa yang akan Alibeli? b. Aliakan membelapa?
what comp FUT  Ali buy AliFUT  mengbuy what
‘What will Ali buy?’ ‘Ali will buy what?’

There is no matrix/embedded asymmetry with resfmetite possibility ofwh-in-situ. There are,
however, several other significant asymmetries.

First, left-peripheraWwh-phrases can be (but need not be; this point velldiscussed
further below) marked witkkah(2a) Researchers (e.g. Cheng 1997) frequently refekatnas
a question marker, and | follow this conventiortha glosses-kahcannot appear on in-situh-
phrases (2b). The limited distribution-gfah can be interpreted as evidence that the morpheme
is uniquely affiliated with a left-peripheral pasit, and not with thevhphrase itself, although it
does encliticize to theth-phrase More empirical support will be advanced for thisim below.

(2) a. Apa(tkah) vyang Ali beli? b. Ali membeli apa(*+kah)?
what(*+QUES) comp Ali buy Ali mengbuy what(*+QUES)
‘What did Ali buy?’ ‘Ali bought what?’

Second, left-peripheralh-DPs — even subjects — must be set off from the iredea of
the clause byang(3a), which left-peripheralh-adjuncts resist (3b). For the moment, | suggest
thatyangis simply a complementizer that is in complementisyribution with a phonologically
null complementizer; this point will also be retadito below.

(3) a. Siapa *(yang) membeli mobil baru?
who *(compP) mengbuy car new
‘Who bought a new car?’

b. Kapan/Dari siapa (*yang) Alimembeli mobil baru?
when/from who (®ompP)  Ali mengbuy car new
‘When/From who did Ali buy a new car?’

Third, only left-peripheralwh-phrases are sensitive to island effects (4a);itun sh-
phrases easily appear within islands of all typash as adjunct clauses (4b).

(4) a. *Apa yang Ali jadi terlalu gemuk cfkarena dia makan]?
what comp Ali be too chubby dpbecause S eat]
‘What did Ali get fat because he ate?’

! _kahcannot float free at the left edge of the clause:
(i) *Kah Ali membeli apa?

QUES Ali mengbuy what
‘What did Ali buy?’
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b. Alimenjadi terlalu gemuk:} karena dia makaapa]?
Ali mengbe too chubbyr because & eat what]
‘Ali got fat because he ate what?’

The fourth, and perhaps the most widely-discussaale( & Hermon 1998, inter alia),
asymmetry involves the verbal prefmmeng-,which marks transitive verbs in active voice
clauses. This prefix cannot appear on a verb whos®lement or subcomplement appears left-
peripherally (5b), although it does not preventviacomplement omwh-subcomplement from
appearing in situ (5a). Furthermonmeeng-does not block a left-periphenah-adjunct (6).

(5) a. Alimembeli apa? b. Apa yang Ali (*mem)beli?
Ali mengbuy what what comp Ali (*meng)buy
‘Ali bought what?’ ‘What did Ali buy?’

(6) Kapan/Dari siapa Ali membeli mobil baru?
when/ from who Alimengbuy car new
‘When/From who did Ali buy a new car?’

To account for the asymmetries illustrated in @)-Cole & Hermon (1998), in their analysis of
Singaporean Malay, propose that in-sith-phrases are unselectively bound by an operator
Merged directly into [Spec, CP], and do not undezgeert movement (cf. Huang 1982). In my
view, the simplest explanation for these asymmeingokes an asymmetry in movement, as the
meng-related asymmetry illustrated in (56B) can be construed as a type of island: namely,
meng-renders some projection of the verb bearing itiskand? Thus, | adopt the Cole &
Hermon-style non-movement analysis for Indonesidmin-situ questions, and for questions
containing left-peripherah-phrases, | assume a standatédmovement analysis (following e.g.
Kader 1976 for Malay).

The big picture, as far awh-questions go, is this. Left-peripherahhphrases have
fronted, and thus are constrained by islands;tunvgh-phrases, which are unselectively bound
and undergo no movement, are not. The questionenérkal), which cannot appear on in-situ
wh-phrases, is associated with a left-peripheral tiposi Frontedwh-DPs require a special
complementizer,yang while all other frontedwhphrases require a phonologically null
complementizer.

2.2. yes-noguestions
Indonesian also displays several strategies fonifty yes-noguestions. Two such strategies are

pragmatically neutral; a third strategy involvesusing of a constituent. The two types of
pragmatically neutrafes-noquestions, under which no changes in word ord&impare shown

2 Analyses ofmeng‘s blocking effect on movement are numerous; seg, the works cited above, and references
therein. However, the precise causerangs blocking effect remains controversial, and andtavon't be taken
here.
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in (7). The first strategy involves question intbhoa only (7a); under the second strategy, a
guestion particleapa(kal), appears left-peripherally (7b).

(7) a. Siti  sudah pulang? PApa(kah) Siti  sudah pulang?
Siti  already go.home QUES Siti  already  go.home
‘Did Siti go home?’ ‘Did Siti go home?”’

Under the third strategy, a constituent is frorded marked with-kah yielding a non-
pragmatically neutral interpretation (8). In (8fy, example, a vP is focused; in (8b), the subject
is focused.

(8) a. [Sudah pulang]+kah Siti? b. Siti+tkah yang sudah pulang?
already home ®UESSIti Siti+QUEscomP already  go.home
‘Did Siti ALREADY GO HOME?”’ ‘Did SITI already g home?’

Overall, then, a common characteristic of Indonesjaestions is the optional fronting of
a constituent. We've seen that beth-phrases (in constituent questions) and whrphrases (in
yes-no questions) are able to, but are not required teertly front. Although it is not
demonstrated here for lack of space, fronted whiphrases are subject to the same island
constraints (including the blocking effect imeng) that whphrases are. Both types of fronted
phrases can be (and, in the case ofwbreonstituents, must be) marked witkah

The availability of such a wide number of possil@ for forming questions in
Indonesian means that developing a empirically adex) unified analysis will be difficult,
although such an analysis arguably is desirablhdmext section, | briefly review one previous
unified analysis of Indonesian questions, that leéi@y 1997, which | argue to be unsuccessful. |
then propose a different analysis which capitalisesthe common characteristic identified
above: the optional fronting andtah-marking of a constituent.

3. A Unified Analysis of Indonesian Questions
3.1. Cheng 1997

Cheng (1997) seeks to propose an analysiwhefuestions which accounts for their differing
properties crosslinguistically. Primarily concernedth understanding why an individual
language will choose to exploitveh4n-situ orwh-movement strategy, she proposes the Clausal
Typing Hypothesis (CTH) (9), which states thatcullestions need to be ‘typed’ as such at S-
Structure. Typing is accomplished witli-movement to, or ah-particle in, the left periphery.

(9) Clausal Typing Hypothes{€heng 1997: 22, ex. 9)
Clauses need to be [overtly] ‘typed'... eithewlparticle in C is used or ... fronting of a
wh-word is used.

The CTH predicts that ovewh-movement and question particles are in complemgntar
distribution, a prediction which appears to beif@d by the Indonesian facts. To maintain this
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prediction, Cheng argues that left-periphendiphrases in Indonesian do not undergb-
movement. Left-peripheralh-adjuncts (6) are base-generated topics, whilepksfipheralwh-
DPs (5b)are base-generated pivots of clefts, an analysiehwhas the further benefit of
capturing the apparent structural similarities ket these questions and relative clauses (10).

(10) Buku yang Alibeli itu mabhal sekali.
book comp Alibuy DEM expensive very
‘The book that Ali bought is very expensive.’

Cheng’s analysis, particularly of those questiamst@iningwh-adjuncts, faces non-trivial
difficulties. On the empirical side, we’'ve seenttlcartainwh-adjuncts — namely, PPs — are
permitted to appear in situ; these are undergesektay Cheng’'s analysis. On the ‘conceptual’
side, the assumption thavh-adjuncts are ‘topics’ appears to ignore a serisamantic
incompatibility (see e.g. Molnar 2006: 206 for dission): ‘topics’ are standardly taken to
encode only old or given information, whiglhphrases are not. Fortunately, it further appears
that the larger theoretical motivation for the GaluTyping Hypothesis does not hold up:
Bruening (2007) cites typological data on about 38fguages, showing there to be no
correlation cross-linguistically betwearirin-situ and question particles, meaning that mujta
priori preventsvh-movement anevh-in-situ strategies from co-existing within a laage®

3.2.  Proposal: questions are focus constructions

The unified analysis of Indonesian questions thsg¢dk to advance in this paper relies not on
‘topics’, as Cheng’s does, but on a different infation-structural construct: focus. | adopt
Lambrecht’s (1994: 207) definition of focus as nefvormation, ‘the portion of the proposition
which cannot be taken for granted... the unpredietablpragmatically non-recoverable element
of an utterance’, and | propose that questions ndomesian are best analyzed as focus
constructions. This proposal follows a long tramitiof viewing questions as a special type of
focus construction, including Horvath 1986 for Harnign, Rizzi 1997 for Italian, BoSkavR2002

for Slavic multiplewh-fronting languages, and Stoyanova 2008 for BerSemali, and Irish. |
begin with the hypothesis that th&ah observed irnyes-noquestions and the kahobserved in
wh-questions are the sam&ah which is a focus marker. | also hypothesize that fronting
seen in both types of questions is focus fronting.

Certain aspects efh-movement in Indonesian/Malay have previously baealyzed as
involving focus. Saddy (1991) assumes that fromteldnesianwh-arguments, although nath-
adjuncts, are focused, although the reason fordikision is unclear. Kader (1981) characterizes
Malay —kah and —lah as ‘focus morphemes’, which, by marking a constitu enable that
constituent to participate in a process of ‘Foctanfing’.* Similarly, Cole, et al. (to appear: 17)
describe Malay-kah as ‘the interrogative focus particle’, arthh as ‘the affirmative focus

% | am grateful to an anonymous AFLA reviewer faredting me to this work.

* Kader notes two further ‘focus morphemes’ in Malagah, which appears in rhetorical questions, and, which
has a range of meanings including ‘also, too, evEa'the best of my knowledge, Indonesian doeslisplay—tah
at all. I do not discugsunhere, which in Indonesian (as in Malay) behaveteglifferently from-kahand-lah.
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particle’, but do not delve more deeply into thenifecations of this classification for question
formation in Malay.

3.2.1. The framework

My proposal is couched within the Minimalist PragrgChomsky 1995), including the Probe-
Goal theory of agreement (Chomsky 2001). Under tineory of agreement, feature-checking
obtains long-distance; a head with an unchecketuregthe probe) can agree with a goal
bearing a matching feature in its c-command domMdipvement to a specifier position, such as
wh-movement, is thus not taken to be driven by thedneecheck (for example) wh-feature,
since thewh-feature is checked at a distance. Movement tceaifsgr is thus exclusively by the
need to check driven by an EPP feature on a head.

| further assume the particulars of Rizzi's (19%plit CP Hypothesis, under which the
left periphery of the clause (the CP) is split irdonumber of projections concerned with
information structure and illocutionary force, Hggtrated in (11).

(11) ForceP > TopP* ¥ocP > TopP* > FinP > IP

In Rizzi’s framework, which was influenced most Wigaby Italian, English, and other Indo-
European languages, TopP — the functional projecttated to topics, or old/given information
— is able to iterate, but FocP — the functionaljgmiion related to focused constituents, or new
information — is not. Multiple topics are permidsiin an Italian clause (12a), but only one focus
phrase is allowed (12b).

(22)a. Il libro, a Gianni, domani, glielo daro senz’altro (Italian)
the book, to Gianni, tomorrow, te@ giveFuT.1sG for.sure
‘The book, to Gianni, tomorrow, I'll give it toifm for sure’ (Rizzi 1997: 290, ex. 21)

b. *A GIANNI IL LIBRO daro (non a Piero, l'artmo)
TO GIANNI THE BOOK (giveruT.1sG
‘To Gianni the book I'll give (not to Pierre, tlagticle)’ (Rizzi 1997: 290, ex. 22)

Rizzi (1997) further argues that [Spec, FocP] i ldnding site forwh-movement in
Italian. He notes that while wh-phrase can co-occur with a topic (13a)wlphrase and a
focused phrase cannot co-occur (13b). Moreover, onewh-phrase is permitted; there is no
possibility for a second, in sitwh-phrase (14).

(13)a. A Gianni,checosa gli hai detto?
to Gianni, what toss have.3G tell.PAST
‘“To Gianni, what did you tell him?’ (RizZB97: 291, ex. 24a)
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b. *A GIANNI checosa hai detto (non a Piero)?
to GIANNI, what have s tell.PAST
‘TO GIANNI what did you tell (not to Piero)?’ (Rizzi 1997: 291, ex. 25a)
(14) *Checosa hai dato a chi?
what have.2G givePAST to whoAcc

‘What was given to whom?’ (Stoyanova 2008: 3)
3.2.2. Extending the framework cross-linguistically

Since Rizzi's original proposal, it has been recoga that ifwh-movement is focus movement,
whether or not FocP can iterate must be paramdtriae shown above, Italian has ‘unique
focus’ (Stoyanova 2008): it permits a maximum oé docused phrase, whether or not iis-,

per clause. On the other hand, Serbo-Croatian,aBalyg, and Russian permit any number (in
principle) of frontedvh-phrases (15). ivh-movement is movement to [Spec, FocP], this implies
that FocP is able in these languages to iterateowitlimit, in order to host the multiple fronted
wh-phrases (Boskogi2002)?

(15) Ko kogo kak e tselunal? (Bulgarian)
whoNoMm whoacc how s KiSRAST
‘Who kissed whom how?’  (BoSka¥R002: 366)

English appears to be somewhere in between Italahthe Slavic multiplevh-fronting
languages. Like Italian, only owehrphrase overtly fronts, but unlike Italian, the raenofwh-
phrases per clause is not limited to one (16).

(16) a. Who gave what to whom when?
b. * Who what to whom when gave?

In Indonesian, like Italian, no more than anephrase - even in situ - is permitted (17).

(17) a.*Sapa yang membeli apa?
who comMP mengbuy what
‘Who bought what?’

b.* Kamu membeli apa dari toko yang mana?
2sG  mengbuy what from store comp which
‘What did you buy from which store?’

® Alternatively, FocP in the Slavic languages hadtiple specifiers, or otherwise permits attractiohmultiple
phrases to a single head.
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Indonesian thus far appears to be another exanfielanguage with unique Focus, in which
iteration of FocP (or multiple adjunction to [Sp&@cP], or multiple specifiers of FocP) is not
possible.

3.3. Indonesian (nomh) Focus

In order to bolster my contentions that (i) Indaaeshas unique Focus and (ii) Indonesian
guestion formation involves focus movement, | nagatibe less controversial instantiations of
focus in Indonesian, and demonstrate that questiomation behaves similarly. Indonesian has a
non-interrogative focus markeflah, which has a distribution and behavior similathat of—
kah, which I've suggested is also a focus marfkEirst, like—kah, —lahis associated with a left-
peripheral position, and encliticizes to a constituwhich is treated as new information (18a).
Also like —kah, —lahcannot appear on constituents in situ (18b).

(18) a. Kemarirlah Alimembeli mobil baru.
yesterday#OCAli mengbuy car new
‘It was YESTERDAY that Ali bought a new car (nostalruesday).’

b. Alimembeli mobil baru kemarih+lah).
Ali mengbuy car new yesterday(F6C)
‘Ali bought a new car YESTERDAY.’

The constraints on the movement to this left-pephposition are identical. Once again,
mengblocks fronting of DPs that are c-commanded byvd bearingneng-(19), but has no
impact on the fronting of c-commanded AdvPs/PP3. (2aditionally, as was the case with the
fronted whphrases, fronted DPs require (19), and fronted AMRPs (20) reject, the
complementizeyang

(19) a. [Pintu itu]+lah *(yang) Ali (*mem-)buka.
[door DEM]+FOC CcOMP Ali (* mengjopen
‘It is this door that Ali opened.’

b. [Pintu yang mana]+kah *(yang) Ali (*mem-)buka?
[door comP which]+QUES comp Ali (* meng)open
‘Which door did Ali open?’

(20) a. [Kemarin]+lah (*yang) Ali mem-beli mobil baru.
yesterday#OC  COMP Ali mengbuy car new
‘It was yesterday Ali bought a new car.’

® Kader (1981: 303) characterizes Maldgh as ‘the focus morpheme in declarative and impezasintences’, in
contrast to-kah which appears in interrogatives.
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b. Kapan+kah (*yang) Ali mem-beli mobil baru.
when+QUES COMP Ali mengbuy car new
‘When did Ali buy a new car?’

Next, as is the case with multipMphrases, multiple focused phrases cannot occyr (21
Similarly, a focused phrase cannot co-occur withihgphrase, whether or not thahphrase is
marked with-kah (22a) or even fronted (22b).

(21) *Kemarintah  [pintu itu]Hah yang Ali buka.
yesterday#oCc  door DEM+FOC comP Ali open
‘It was YESTERDAY that Ali opened THIS DOOR (nihiat window last Tuesday).’

(22) a.* Kemarintah siapakah yang menelpon?
yesterdayrOCwho+QUESCOMP mengphone
‘It was YESTERDAY (not last Tuesday) that whoopled?’

b.* Kemarin4+ah kamu menelpon siapa?
yesterdayroc2sG  mengphone who
‘It was YESTERDAY (not last Tuesday) that yowpled who?’

This pattern of data indicates thakah and —lah are in complementary distribution,
although the clash does not appear to be semamsiead, it appears that the two markers are
competing for the same structural position, whictake to be, in Rizzi's framework, Foc. It
further indicates thawvh-phrases and nowh{focused phrases in complementary distribution;
since at most one (of either type) can appeardlaase, it again appears that the two types of
phrases are competing for the same structural ipositvhich | take to be [Spec, FocP]. |
conclude that Indonesian is, indeed, like Ital@fgnguage with unique Focus.

3.3.1. Indonesian focus: the fuller picture

| claimed above thatlah and —kah are both instances of Foc. Clearly, they differsome
respects: as has already been made evidkatt,lacks—kahs interrogative interpretation. Still,
both—kahand—lah can mark both frontedh-phrases and newh-phrases, and the four possible
combinations yield four distinct focus construcgsomhe first three are familiar; the fourth,
which combines the non-interrogative focus markigh wwh-phrase, is a rhetorical question.

Table 1: Recipes for Indonesian Focus

combination construction example
-kah+ wh-phrase constituent question (2a)
-kah + nonwh-phrase yes-noquestion (8a)
-lah + nonwhphrase non-interrogative focus construction (18a)
-lah + wh-phrase rhetorical question (Cheng 1997) (23)
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(23) Apatliah yang mampu aku beri?
what+#0cC COMP can BG give
‘Whatever can | afford to give?’ (Cheng 19p7

3.4. Indonesian Questions as Focus Constructions

| argue, then, that the Indonesian lexicon containkeast two types of Foekah which is an
interrogative Foc, aneHlah, which is a non-interrogative F8&s we've seen, both of these
markers appear only in conjunction with frontedgs®s. Focused phrases must be marked with
one of the two focus markers if the phrase itsetiot awh-phrase, although fronteghphrases
can appear withoutkah Within the Minimalist Program, the ‘optional’ dpgation of an
operation is hypothesized to be impossible; as ,stiod ‘optional’ wh-movement seen in
Indonesian, poses a problem. Given the probe-dwdry of agreement, however, and the
concomitant hypotheses that all movement to a 8peds driven by an EPP feature on that
specifier's head and all variation is rooted in tlegicon (Chomsky 2001), this apparent
‘optionality’ can straightforwardly be accounted.fédo begin, both-kahand—lah have a strong
Foc feature which is checked, long-distance, ag@oisie constituent in its c-command domain
bearing a matching feature. Bottkah and —lah also contain an EPP feature which drives
movement of the focused constituent to [Spec, FocP]

The Indonesian lexicon further contains two phogigally null interrogative Foc,
analogous tekah Both null Foc contain, like-kkah/-lah a focus feature that is checked long
distance against a constituent bearing a matcleiafe in its c-command domain. One of these
null Foc differs from-kah/—lahin lacking an EPP feature, with the consequenatthe focused
constituent remains in situ; the second null Foesdbear an EPP feature, which drives
movement of the focused constituent to its specifieis unclear at this point (at least to me)
whether the non-interrogative Fotah, also has a phonologically null analog lackingEdtP
feature, which would generate non-interrogativeufoconstructions in which the focused
constituent remains in situ (elgsaw SAM (not Pat) at the pajtyGiven that non-interrogative
focus constructions in which the focused constituemains in situ should display a distinctive
intonation contour, more research in this areamatessarily involve close attention to prosody.

" Although Cheng (1997) describes these types oétipres in Indonesian, it is not yet clear to me heidely
accepted they are, as my own consultants repdrédiey found them rather odd. More data neebie tgathered.

8 Or, more precisely, the Indonesian lexicon comstainleast two types of Foc. Whether or mai ‘even, also, too’

in Indonesian is also an instance of Foc, as imeld by Kader (1981) for Malay, requires additioredearch.

® Under a perhaps more explanatory hypothesis, plier@l appearance ekahin questions containing a fronted
wh-phrase is accounted for by the interrogative Fdageptionally lexicalized only if avh-phrase is fronted.
Given thatwhphrases are inherently focused, this hypothegiaissible, although the details remain to be worked
out. This alternative hypothesis is desirable feeeond reason: the lexically-based analysis pexposthe text is
in danger of overgenerating questions in which a-wb-phrase, in combination with the phonologically Inul
interrogative Foc with the EPP feature, fronts.Saacombination does not appear to be attesteddonkesian (i)
(cf. 9a), although, according to Kader (1981), ttimbination is possible in Malay.

(i) *[Sudah pulang] Siti?

already go.home Siti
‘Did Siti already go home?’
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It does appear to be the case, however, that Istloméacks a non-interrogative Foc with an EPP
feature; nonwh-constituents that are focus-fronted are obligatonarked with-lah.

I've thus far accounted for non-interrogative focosistructionsywh-questions (both wh-
in-situ andwh-movement varieties), and the two of the thyes-noquestion formation strategies
described above. The third strategy, which involf@sus fronting and-kah marking of a
constituent (8), resulting in a pragmatically markpiestion, of course makes use of the same
kah seen invh-questions. Similarly, the first strategy, whiclvatves a question intonation only
(7a), makes use of the phonologically null inteatdge Foc which lacks an EPP; this is the same
Foc seen inwh-in-situ questions. As noted earlier, thegs-noquestions are pragmatically
neutral, which means that no sub-constituent isided; instead, the IP itself presumably bears
the focus feature, with the result that the entleise, in a sense, is focused. Only the second
yes-no question strategy (7b) remains to be accatated, and this is easily done: ty&s-no
particles, apa/apakah are also interrogative Foc which bear no EPPufeatIin these
pragmatically neutral questions, too, Foc check#oitus feature against the entire IP.

To conclude this section, I've proposed that heman’s wide variety of question
formation processes follows from the wide arrayo€ in its lexicon; these are listed in Table 2.
I've also noted that there appear to be gaps ip#radigm, and that certain logically possible
Foc — for example, a phonologically null non-intgrative Foc with an EPP feature — do not
appear to be attested in Indonesian.

Table 2: The Five Flavors of Indonesian Foc

head semantics EPP? construction(s)
-kah interrogative +EPP wh-questions with a frontedth-phrase
yes-noquestions with a focused nevi+phrase
-lah non-interrogative +EPR  focus constructions withoated nonwh-phrase
rhetorical questions with a frontechphrase

apa/apakah interrogative -EPP pragmatically neutyals-noguestions
%)) interrogative +EPP wh-questions with a frontedh-phrase
D> interrogative -EPP wh-questions with an in-sitwh-phrase
pragmatically neutrajes-noguestions

3.4.1. Ornyang

It is also necessary to consider where the ‘comelgirer’, yang, fits into the Rizzian clause
structure adopted here. (One possibility is yaatgis an instance of Fin, similar to Engligiat

In Rizzi’'s framework, Fin (short for Finite) is thead within the CP field that is ‘closest’ to the
IP field, and which, in a sense, ‘agrees’ in fin#ges with the IP.) In order to account for the
limited distribution ofyang— in particular,yangonly appears when a DP has been focused and
fronted —it is logical thatyang has some type of strong feature which needs toheeked
against the focused constituent, and an EPP featudh is sensitive to the syntactic category of
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this constituentThere is also a second, phonologically null, instanf Fin also with an EPP
feature sensitive to syntactic category, whichrity @ompatible with non-DP focused phras®s.

(24) The Indonesian (Partial) CP

FocP

N
XP  FocC’

N

-kah/-lah [+EPP, +Foc]

FinP

yang+epp; IP
G-epp]

Treatingyangas Fin is not, however, a crucial component ofpitegosal advanced here.
For example, a Cole et al. (to appear) style amslys Malay yang constructions as a type of
cleft construction appears to be compatible withky portions of my proposal sketched out in
the previous section. Adopting such an analysisridonesianyang constructions would have
the additional benefit of capturing the apparemtilgirities between these constructions and
relative clauses that were alluded to in Sectidn &d consequently merits further exploration.

3.4.2. Support from ellipsis

Returning to the central threads of my proposabw present further support, from sluicing, for
treating—kahas a unique functional head, merged into the d@éoivaeparately from the fronted
phrase it cliticizes to. As is well known, sluicingross-linguistically requires C to be
phonologically null (e.g. Chung, Ladusaw, and MRy 1995; Merchant 2001). Sluicing in
Indonesian sluicing requires a ‘bawephrasei-kah surprisingly, is prohibited. (Also, and less
surprisingly,yangis blocked as well.)

(25) Ada seseorang yang membuat kue-kue ini,
exist someone compP mengmake cakerEDUP DEM
tapi saya tidak tahu siapa(*+kah) (*yang).
but G NEG know who(*#QUES (*CcomP)

‘Someone made these cakes, but | don’t know who.’

19 Under this analysis, other phonologically null Fif course exist as well; for example, the Fin égyular
declarative sentences, in which no constituent$oanesed or fronted, would not have an EPP feature.
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If —kah were affiliated with thewh{phrase prior to its movement to the left peripherjor
example, if siapakah were a lexical item — the prohibition illustratedboae would be
unexplained. On the other handKahis, as I've argued, a type of C (in particularckdhis
prohibition is entirely expected.

4. Malay v. Indonesian

Although Indonesian and Malay have much in comnexichlly as well as structurally, to the
extent that the two are to a large extent mutualbgiligible, there are non-trivial differences in
the structure of interrogatives in the ‘near-stadtearieties of the two languages. | do not at the
moment claim that the proposal described here saobs extends to Malay, given that the
Malay facts (as described by Kader (1981), forn8td Malay’, and Cole, et al. (to appear), for
‘Educated Informal Malay’) are, in some criticalrdains, quite different from the Indonesian
facts. Several of the most dramatic differences lanefly described below, although the
necessary fine-grained comparative consideratiorfoolis structures in the two languages
remains to be undertaken.

First, as shown above, Indoneskah and—lah are restricted to marking clause-initial
constituents. In Malay, on the other hand, thesicpment is much freetkah and—lah are able
to mark most predicate-internal constituents in.SifThis suggests that Malajkah/—lahare not
themselves located in Foc, although they are nefegh licensed by Fdé.

(26) Fatimah kata Siti  membeli [buku kiah] semalam? (Malay)
Fatimah say  Siti mengbuy book DEM+QUESyesterday
‘Did Fatimah say that Siti bought THAT BOOK yestay?’
(=Cole et al. to appear: 17, ex. 37)

The ‘unique focus’ restriction I've identified féndonesian seems to hold of Malay, as
well, but in a slightly different fashion. Kader981) reports that certain multipkeh-questions
are somewhat acceptable in ‘colloquial’ Malay, altbh not in the ‘Standard’ Malay he is
concerned with. Nonetheless, these questions, heywaNow one instance ekahat most:

(27) Siap&ah) yang pukul siapgkah)?
WhOQUES) REL  hit whaq(* QUES)
‘Who hit who?’

11 Kader (1981) notes a handful of idiosyncratic negbns preventing—kah from marking certain in-situ
constituents within the predicate. Additionalkah and—lah cannot mark an in situ subject in Malay. Kaderg{)9
suggests that this restriction is not at all sytitadut instead has its roots in information pagkg preferences:
subjects in Malay are normally ‘old’ informatiomdhold information cannot be focused.

12 Kader (1981), working within a transformationaritework, proposes a set of phrase structure rudgspermit
kahto optionally follow any head. For Kader, focustiting a constituent is not syntactically driveather, it is an
optional process that is ‘pragmatically motivatedby.the desire of the speaker to put the focus ®iulterance as
near as possible to sentence-initial position abtthe hearer will pay more attention to it’ (p-28).
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The ramifications of these (and other) differenbetween Malay and Indonesian for the
theoretical treatment of questions and focus coostms in these languages deserve to be
closely examined, and | plan to undertake thisitare research.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, I've argued that a unified analysisndonesian questions — both constituent and
yes-noquestions — that does not appeal to the problen@dtusal Typing Hypothesis (Cheng
1997) is possible. I've sketched out the broadiomesl of this analysis, which centers on the
hypothesis that Indonesiavh-movement is focus movement, and that the wide rafhgeestion
types attested in Indonesian follows directly frtime generous array of Foc heads, each with
unique properties, in its lexicon.

The analysis outlined here raises a large numbegquaistions which merit further
research. Some of these I've already noted, anerotfil briefly address here. For one, I've
suggested that Indonesian, like Italian, has ‘Uai§ocus’ (Stoyanova 2008), since it permits at
most one focusewh- or nonwh-phrase per clause. Interestingly, Indonesian i&keithe other
Unique Focus languages that Stoyanova describésatnit displays avh-in-situ strategy; the
ramifications of this for the typology afh-questions-as-focus-constructions also await future
exploration.

Second, an additional asymmetry with respectwvtemovement that requires further
research involves a split in behavior between Adwarsthe one hand, and PPs and DPs, on the
other. AdvPs, such d@pan‘when’, cannot appear in situ (28a), and are reguio front (28b).
On the other hand, both DPs (1) and PPs (28) deetabappear in situ as well as in a left-
peripheral position.

(28) a. Alimembeli mobil baru dari siapa/*kapan?
Ali mengbuy car new from who/*when
‘Ali bought a new car from who/*when?’

b. Kapan/Dari siapa Alimembeli mobil baru?
when/ from who Alimengbuy car new
‘When/From who did Ali buy a new car?’

While adverbials and PPs, both adjuncts, would aralsly be expected to pattern
together, they do not. Instead, ‘nominal adjun@tsthe terminology of Cole and Hermon 1998)
— that is, PPs which containveh-DP — pattern withwh-DPs. The underlying cause of this
asymmetry is presently poorly understood, and mpizated by the fact that the restriction in
(28a) is not observed by all speakers.

Finally, how does topicalization fit into the oviraicture? Rizzi’'s framework, adopted
here, predicts that topics and focus co-occur. M@t needs to be collected, but preliminary
exploration indicates this prediction is realiz28)(
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(29) a. Kemarin, buku ini, siapa yang baca?
yesterday, book bEM, who comp read
‘Yesterday, this book, who read?’

b. ? Siapa, buku ini, yang baca?
who, book DEM, comP read
‘Who, this book, read?’
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