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West Sulawesi

our spot
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Sulawesi
Austronesia

Eleven subgroups

Blue: SSul Subfamily

▪ Three branches:
▫ Makassar
▫ Bugis
▫ Northern Group
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Northern 
South Sulawesi
▪ “Inland” Branch

▫ Massenrempulu
▫ Toraja-Mamasa
▫ Pitu Ulunna Salu
▫ Ulumanda’

▪ “Coastal” Branch
▫ Mamuju
▫ Mandar4



Today’s Topic: 
What’s a Wh-Question?

▪ Two types of wh-question in Mandar
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Today’s Topic: 
What’s a Wh-Question?

▪ What’s the underlying structure here?
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Analyses in Austronesian

▪ Both patterns attested in Western MP
▫ Argument Questions are pseudoclefts in:

■ Malagasy (Pearson 2006), Tagalog (Richards 1998), Ilocano 
(Rafal 2009), Malay (Aman et al. 2010), Tsou (Chang 2000), 
Seediq (Aldridge 2002), Palauan (Georgopoulos 1991), 
Marshallese (Willson-Sturman 2014)

▫ Argument Questions involve movement in: 
■ Chamorro (Chung 2006), Rapa Nui (Potsdam & Polinsky 2011)

▫ Adjunct questions involve movement in most languages above.
▫ Malagasy: adjunct questions are pseudoclefts (Potsdam 2009).
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The Mandar Situation

▪ A pseudocleft analysis looks plausible. 
▫ Mandar has null relativizers and permits HRCs as arguments.
▫ These factors conspire to make analysis 4 look plausible.

▪ Pied-Piping patterns raise a problem.
▫ Pseudoclefts resist pied-piping of prepositions (den Dikken 2006)
▫ Mandar permits pied-piping of prepositions in wh-questions.

▪ Some wh-questions aren’t pseudoclefts.
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Today’s Roadmap

Relativization and 
Pseudoclefts

Pied-Piping 
with Inversion

Copular 
Clauses 

and Clitics

9



Quick Facts
What you need to know about Mandar

2
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Quick Sociolinguistic Facts

● West Sulawesi: “Mandar Country”
○ 475,000 speakers; EGIDS Level 5
○ This presentation: ‘new’ orthography.
○ The PPWI pattern here is regional

■ Ulumanda’, Pitu Ulunna Salu, Mamasa
■ NOT in: closest relative, Mamuju.
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Map of Tanah Mandar
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● Old Confederacy:
   “Seven riverheads,
   Seven river deltas.”

● Centered at Balanipa

(Map from Horst Liebner; p.c.)



Voice and Person-Marking

● Mandar shows four voices:
○ AV and PV (Agent / Patient Voice) plus an 

agent-demoting passive and a reciprocal. 

● Marking AV and PV:
○ AV: -um- infix and derivatives
○ PV: Ø voice marking; ergative proclitics

(as in malay ‘yang ku-makan’)
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Voice and Person-Marking

● Ergative-Absolutive Morphology
○ PV Agent:    Ergative proclitics 
○ AV Agent, PV patient:   Absolutive enclitics
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Voice and Person-Marking

● Absolutive clitics: one per matrix clause.
○ Clitic Doubling, not Agreement
○ 3.abs clitic sensitive to definiteness of pivot. 
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Predicate Fronting

● Unmarked order VOS; also VSO, SVO
○ All types of predicate occur 

clause-initially.
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Quick Syntactic Facts

● Verb-initiality (VOS) via Pred-raising
○ Predicates can be coordinated
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Relativization 
and 
Pseudoclefts
Developing a Pseudocleft Analysis
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A Pseudocleft Analysis

● Mandar has null relativizers.
○ Regular relative clauses led by null C

● (Headless) RCs can be arguments.
○ RCs can be preceded by overt heads like 

to= ‘person’ and di’o ‘that’ or by nothing

● Bare wh-questions could be pseudoclefts!
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Relativization Strategies

● Relativizers can be overt or null.
○ Overt relativizer anu homophonous with 

an independent noun meaning ‘thing’
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RCs in argument position

● Argument RCs: usually overt heads or C
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Bare argument HRCs

● Headless, Null-C RCs can be arguments.
○ Question: are these subjects?
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Are RCs subjects?

● Testing for Subjecthood
○ The Universal Quantifier =nasang  ‘all’: 

■ Must modify subjects.
■ Impossible w/ expletive, singular S.
■ Can occur with RC arguments. 

● Conclusion: (H)RCs can really be subjects!

23



RCs are subjects

● Nasang always associates with subjects
○ Forced to be read with AV Agent, PV Patient
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RCs are subjects

● Expletive, Singular subjects: no nasang
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RCs are subjects

● Argument RCs can occur w/ nasang.
○ This means the subject’s not an expletive.
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Interim Summary

● Mandar looks like a language where 
wh-questions could be pseudoclefts. 

● Can we replicate this with wh-words?
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● Some questions look like pseudoclefts. 
○ Overt heads precede the remainder
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Pseudocleft Wh-Questions



● This extends to HRCs with overt C’s.
○ anu can follow any initial wh-word
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Pseudocleft Wh-Questions



● Typical analysis: wh-word = predicate.
○ Malagasy (Paul 2001, 2003), Tagalog (Mercado 2004)

● Can we apply this directly to Mandar?
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Pseudocleft Wh-Questions



▪ Can this extend to HRCs with null Cs?
▫ Could all wh-questions be pseudoclefts?

31

Pseudocleft Wh-Questions



Prepositions 
and Pied Piping
A Problem for Pseudoclefts

4
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Pseudoclefts and Pied Piping

● Mandar has prepositional pied-piping.
○ Necessarily occurs with inversion.

● PPWI only available for prepositional 
complements of PV motion verbs.

● PPWI structures are argument 
questions that cannot be pseudoclefts. 
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Pseudoclefts and Pied Piping

● Displacement vs pseudoclefts: 
Pied-Piping impossible with the latter. 

(Heggie 1988, Collins 1991, Den Dikken 2006)
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Mandar Prepositions

● Three classes of prepositions: 
○ Non-locatives: bassa ‘like’
○ Locatives: lalang  ‘in’
○ Directionals: tama  ‘into’ 

● These things are really prepositions!
○ Cannot reduplicate, unlike N, V, Adj, Adv
○ License thematic roles, adjust telicity
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Locative Prepositions
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Mandar PP Structure

● PP-Internal Structure: DIR > di= > LOC
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Mandar PP Structure

● Svenonius (2007): Path, Place, AxPart

○ Directionals are Path
○ di= is Place
○ Locatives are AxPart
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Identifying Prepositions

● Strict ordering with complements
○ Must precede postverbal complements
○ Prepositions cannot move independently
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Identifying Prepositions

● Path prepostions tied to thematic roles
● Can take bare complements
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Identifying Prepositions

● Prepositions can affect telicity
(shoot the bear vs. shoot at the bear)
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Identifying Prepositions

● Morphologically distinct from N, Adv
○ Reduplication: N, V, Adj, Adv, but not P
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Pied Piping with Inversion

● The pattern: fronted PathP’s invert.

● Unique to ‘objects’ of motion verbs.
● Multiple prepositions linearly reverse.
● Similar patterns in Mayan, Zapotec 

   (Broadwell 2006)43



The PPWI Pattern

● Identical patterns available with focus.
○ All wh-data can be replicated with foci.
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The PPWI Pattern

● Axial Parts show inversion as well. 
● Complex PPs linearly reverse! 
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What undergoes PPWI?

● The PPWI arguments are not adjuncts.
○ ‘Intransitive’ motion verbs are the only 

predicates which permit PP raising /PPWI.

○ PPWI blocked with regular adjuncts
○ Extraction facts make this clear. 

46



What undergoes PPWI?

● AV verbs: adjuncts, not objects, extract.
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The PPWI Pattern

● AV Motion Verb Paths, IOs: NO PPWI
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The PPWI Pattern

● Passive and PV non-motion verbs: do 
not permit adjuncts to undergo PPWI.
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The PPWI Pattern

● PPWI occurs exclusively with locative 
objects of PV verbs denoting motion.
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Interim Observations

● Locative PP complements to motion 
verbs show PPWI when questioned. 

● PPWI is available to pivots alone.

● Could these clauses be pseudoclefts?
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PPWI Structures 
are not Pseudoclefts

● Ban on relativizers → Not pseudoclefts!
○ (But separate pseudocleft pattern available)
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Future Prospectus

● PPWI doesn’t look like pseudoclefting.
○ Two sets of preposition show PPWI. 
○ Only PP complements of motion verbs.
○ PPWI clauses cannot take relativizers.
○ These are argument questions that cannot 

be pseudoclefts. 

● Open question: what about normal questions?53



Copular 
Clauses and 
Nominal 
Predication
Returning to our original question
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Absolutives and Questions

▪ PPWI: some agmt q’s not pseudoclefts. 
▪ Let’s revisit bare argument questions.

▫ Are these really pseudoclefts? 
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Absolutives and Questions

▪ ‘Pseudoclefted’ argument questions and 
real pseudoclefts split on one point:
▫ Wh-Questions ban absolutive clitics.
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Absolutives and Questions

▪ Both ‘bare’ and pseudoclefted wh-q’s 
cannot take absolutive clitics. 
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Absolutives and Questions

▪ The problem is not that nominal 
predicates cannot bear absolutives. 
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Absolutives and Questions

▪ The problem’s not semantic/pragmatic.
▫ If ‘subjects’ are HRCs,  which contain 

presupposed information, they ought 
to be able to be doubled by clitics. 
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What’s a Clitic Ban?

▪ Where else are ABS clitics banned?
▫ Certain types of copular clause
▫ Extraction and raising structures.

▪ Idea: ABS clitic bans → displacement. 
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What’s a Clitic Ban?

● Two types of copular clause: 
○ Less definite nominal first, followed by ABS
○ More definite nominal first, ABS impossible.
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What’s a Clitic Ban?

● DP-DP equation: ABS clitics always impossible.
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What’s a Clitic Ban?

● Where else are clitics banned? When pivots front. 
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What’s a Clitic Ban?

● Some interesting questions open up around this. 
○ Does a ban on inserting absolutive clitics 

actually suggest that pivots have displaced?
○ This would mean that all wh-initial questions 

involve displacement of a pivot argument. 
○ In other words, this can’t be right!
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What’s a Clitic Ban?

● Why can’t clitics co-occur with fronted pivots?
○ Doubling as a PF phenomenon (Harizanov 2014)

■ Suppose all pivots raise to preverbal position.
■ PF constraints ban them from being realized in 

this position, so copies here are realized as 
enclitics and lower ones pronounced fully.

■ Pivots that front further to a left-peripheral 
focus position can be fully realized there 
→ these are impossible to double! 

○ This approach has lots of interesting consequences... 65



Conclusions 
and Questions
Looking towards the horizon
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Some Conclusions:
▪ Some argument wh-questions are not pseudoclefts in Mandar.

▫ PP objects of PV-motion verbs show PPWI with fronted wh’s. 
▫ Overt elements which signal pseudoclefts cannot be added

▪ Open Q: are any bare argument wh-questions ‘just’ pseudoclefts? 
▫ Clitic placement evidence sets wh-questions apart from both 

copular clauses and pseudoclefts.  So they might not be.

▪ Future direction: 
▫ What does the ban on ABS clitics mean?
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Thank you!
▪ Please ask questions!

▪ You can reach me at: ddbrodki@ucsc.edu
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