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Abstract

The aim of this dissertation is to undertake a cross-linguistic examination of
questions in Mandarin and French. By combining theoretical discussions with empirical
corpus analyses, I endeavour to shed light on three key topics: question types, wh-in-situ,
and question particles.

The theoretical part initiates with a comprehensive overview of questions based on
typology studies. Two primary issues are addressed: the classification of question types
(i.e., polar questions, constituent questions, and disjunctive questions) and the marking
strategies of questions (e.g., intonation, word order, tags, particles, question words).
Following the overview in typology, the focus narrows to the two languages under
investigation, Mandarin and French. In addition to presenting their question types and
marking strategies, considerable attention is given to the distinction of question types,
particularly the debated status of disjunctive questions. Utilizing empirical data gathered
from the grammaticality judgement tasks in both languages, I explore the plausibility of
different theoretical question taxonomies. Subsequently, attention shifts to two linguistic
phenomena attested in both Mandarin and French. Wh-in-situ, a default position of
question words in Mandarin, is optional in French. Despite this difference, two syntactic
accounts for wh-in-situ (e.g., LF movements and unselective binding) is applicable in
both languages. However, when applying these mechanisms, the effect of syntactic
constraints might be imposed differently between the two languages. Additionally,
question particles are shared (e.g., Mandarin: *% ma and %E ne; French: est-ce que and
¢a). Alongside an overview of these particles across different linguistic levels, with
pertinent discussions in formal syntax, primary focus is placed on comparing the %E ne
and the ¢a particle. Both particles allow occurrence with constituent questions and,
pragmatically, are used for co-referencing to the preceding context.

On the basis of theoretical overview and discussion, this study examines authentic
language use through a self-compiled bidirectional parallel corpus, comprising six
original novels in Mandarin and French, along with their respective translations. The texts
are processed using Sketch Engine for automatic extraction, and subsequent coding of
extracted data involves identifying question types and marking strategies. The coding
facilitates following analyses. Analyses are conducted from three perspectives. First, the
bilingual comparable approach investigates the distribution of question types and marking
strategies across the two source languages. Second, the bidirectional parallel approach
examines how cross-linguistic differences are reflected or accommodated in translations.
Third, the monolingual comparable approach assesses the translation effect by comparing
non-translated and translated languages within the same language. To further examine the
data, a Bayesian regression model is applied to evaluate the influence of multiple
variables, including register, language, translation status, and literary genre, on the
distribution of questions and related syntactic phenomena.

The concluding chapter integrates findings from both theoretical and empirical
analyses, highlighting the contributions to contrastive linguistics, corpus linguistics and
the theory of questions. It also discusses limitations, proposes directions for future
research, and suggests practical applications for pertinent fields, such as language
pedagogy, language learning, and translation studies.
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Abstract (Mandarin)
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Abstract (French)

Cette theése vise a analyser les questions en chinois et en frangais dans une
perspective contrastive. En se fondant sur la discussion théorique et une analyse
empirique de corpus, I’objectif principal de ce travail est de mettre en lumiére trois aspects:
les types de questions, les interrogatifs in-situ et les particules interrogatives.

Le volet théorique commence par une description des questions, fondée d’un
panorama approfondi des travaux antérieurs en études typologiques. Deux thémes sont
traités en détail: les types de questions (c’est-a-dire les questions fermées, ouvertes et
alternatives) et les marqueurs de questions (par exemple, I’intonation, 1’ordre des mots,
les particules et les mots interrogatifs). Aprés un état de la question générale, nous nous
concentrons sur les deux langues étudiées dans le cadre de cette thése, le mandarin et le
francais. Outre la présentation de leurs types de questions et marqueurs de questions, nous
prétons une attention particuliére a la distinction des types de questions, é¢tant donné les
débats théoriques actuels, particulierement en ce qui concerne la classification des
questions alternatives. Au moyen de données empiriques issues de tests de grammaticalité
dans les deux langues ¢étudiées, nous évaluons la validité de différentes taxonomies de
questions proposées dans les travaux antérieurs. S’ensuivent des discussions des deux
phénomenes linguistiques présents dans les langues chinoise et francaise. Les
interrogatifs in-situ ¢émergent comme une composante fondamentale dans les questions
en mandarin, tandis qu’ils sont optionnels dans les questions en francais. Malgré cette
différence interlinguistique, des analyses syntaxiques de cette structure peuvent étre
opérées dans les deux langues, comme en témoignent le mouvement de la Forme logique
(FL) et le liage indifférencié. Cependant, lors de I’application de ces mécanismes, les
effets syntaxiques s’ imposent différemment dans les deux langues. Outre les interrogatifs
in-situ, les particules interrogatives sont observées dans ces deux langues (par exemple,
en chinois "% ma et "E ne; en frangais est-ce que et ¢a). A travers une description détaillée
de ces particules a divers niveaux linguistiques, ainsi que des apports théoriques
pertinents en lien avec la syntaxe formelle, nous comparons la particule %€ ne et ¢a. En
effet, ces deux éléments sont utilisés dans les questions ouvertes. De plus, d’un point de
vue pragmatique, leur utilisation vise a établir un lien avec le contexte précédent.

Dans un second temps, nous étudions 1’usage authentique a travers des données
¢lectroniques réunies afin de constituer un corpus parallele bidirectionnel. Ce corpus
comprend six romans originaux en chinois et en francais, ainsi que leurs traductions
respectives dans 1’autre langue. Les textes ont été intégrés a la plateforme Sketch Engine
afin de procéder a I’extraction automatique des données pertinentes (les questions dans
les romans originaux et leurs équivalents dans les romans traduits). Les données extraites
ont ensuite été codées en fonction des types de questions et de leurs marqueurs spécifiques.
Nos analyses s’appuient sur trois approches complémentaires. Premiérement, 1’approche
bilingue comparable permet d’examiner I’usage des questions a travers les deux langues.
Deuxiemement, I’approche parallele bidirectionnelle sert a vérifier dans quelle mesure
les traductions reflétent les différences interlinguistiques observées dans les données
comparables. Enfin, ’approche monolingue comparable compare les données originales
et traduites au sein d’une méme langue afin d’évaluer les effets de la traduction. Les
analyses sont ensuite approfondies a I’aide d’un mode¢le statistique, le Bayesian
regression, afin d’examiner ’effet de plusieurs variables (e.g., registre, langue, statue de
traduction, et genre littéraire) sur la distribution des questions.

xi



Enfin, la conclusion présente une discussion intégrant les analyses et les résultats,
combinant perspectives théoriques et observations empiriques. Elle met en lumiére les
principales contributions de cette ¢tude a la linguistique contrastive, a la linguistique de
corpus et a la théorie des questions. En outre, sur la base des limites identifiées dans cette
recherche, des pistes prometteuses pour des études futures sont proposées. Enfin des
applications pratiques sont suggérées pour des domaines pertinents tels que
I’enseignement et I’apprentissage des langues étrangeres, ainsi que la didactique de la
traduction.
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Notational Conventions

The glossary abbreviations used in this dissertation follows The Leipzig Glossing Rules
(Comrie et al. 2008) and Creissels (2006) for French-specific glosses. They occur in the
interlinear glosses of examples to represent the grammatical functions of words. Note that
some glosses may remain identical if they are examples cited directly from literature.

1 first person

2 second person
3 third person
ACC accusative
AGT agent

APRT present participle
ART article

ASP aspect

CL classifier
CLIT clitic

COMP complementiser
COND conditional
Ccop copula

DEM demonstrative
FMN feminine

FOC focus

FUT future

ILL illative
IMPARF imperfect
IND indicative
INF infinitive

INS instrumental
INT interrogative

NEG negation, negative

xiii



NOM nominative

OBJ object

PAR partitive

PL plural

POL polite

POSS possessive
PREP preposition
PRF perfective
PROG progressive
PRS present tense
PST past tense
PTCL particle

PTCP past participle
Q question
REFL reflexive
REL relative pronoun
SBJ subject

SG singular

X1V



Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1. Background and motivation

Questions are a common component of daily life and they are a fundamental
property in all human languages (Siemund 2001: 1010; Moyer & Syrett 2021: 1). Not
only do questions appear in colloquial conversations to seek confirmation or substantial
information from addressees, but questions can also be found in formal situations, such
as interrogation by law enforcement officials during investigations. Moreover, questions
help inspire people and further the development of science and society (Seyferth, Ratna
& Chung 2022: 1031). For instance, when Isaac Newton once asked: If the apple falls,
does the moon also fall?, the curiosity raised by a question led him to discover gravity.
Since questions play such an important role in humans’ daily lives, understanding the
nature of questions is a continuing concern within various linguistic disciplines.

In the field of phonology, studies have tried to capture the distinctiveness of
questions by examining intonation patterns (Geluykens 1988; Hedberg, Sosa & Gorgiilii
2017; Yang, Gryllia & Cheng 2020); sentence stress patterns (Ladd 2001); the interaction
between intonations and lexical tones (Chao 1968: 26-39; Kung, Chwilla & Schriefers
2014; Torreira, Roberts & Hammarstrdom 2014); and acoustic perception of questions
(Gussenhoven & Chen 2000; Yuan 2006, 2011). Regarding the morphosyntactic level,
word order and particles often come into play. Some languages have a rearrangement of
word order (i.e., inversion); however, it has been suggested that such constructions are
limited to the European languages (Ultan 1978; Siemund 2001; Holzl 2018: 63).
Consequently, studies related to inversions in questions are relatively common in
languages, such as French (Lahousse 2003a; Stark & Binder 2021), Spanish (Ordéiez
1998), Italian (Bianchi, Bocci & Cruschina 2017). In contrast, languages like Mandarin
use particles to indicate questions without any shift in word order (Lin 2015; Luo & Wu
2017; Bhatt & Dayal 2020). Concerning semantics, researchers are concerned with the
sets of propositions contained in different question types (Hamblin 1973; Karttunen 1977;
Groenendijk & Stokhof 1984; Ciardelli, Groenendijk & Roelofsen 2018: chap. 5), despite
that studies have differed in the conceptualization of propositions in questions (Roelofsen

2019: 2). Pragmatics pays attention to the pragmatic functions that questions may carry,



such as rhetorical functions (Caponigro & Sprouse 2019) and other indirect uses (e.g.,
suggestion, permission, discourse initiating) (Stivers & Enfield 2010: 2623; Siemund
2017). As questions are pervasive in human communication, they have also caught the
attention of sociolinguists who aim to explore how questions might be used differently
based on gender, age, region, social class, and social status. In one study, the authors
analyse how children from different social classes (i.e., working class vs. middle class)
adopt the question-answer system (Robinson & Rackstraw 1977). Another study shows
that word order rearrangement for questions is quite infrequent in the SMS of the younger
French-speaking population between the ages of 12 to 19 in Switzerland, compared to the
group between the ages of 30 to 68 (Guryev 2017: 221). In addition, the sociolinguistic
aspect has identified a variety of question forms in different social contexts. Such a variety
can only be uncovered if the studies of questions go beyond theoretical discussions and
take language use into account.

Clearly, questions as a linguistic topic have been widely treated at different
theoretical levels along with empirical studies, yet most studies are limited to
monolingual analyses. Cross-linguistic work can help better shape and understand the
question system of languages. Despite the advantages brought by cross-linguistic works,
there is concern that the latter often lacks diversity in terms of the languages that are taken
to compare. Hence, only a few contrastive studies to date have been attributed to language
pairs outside of European languages. For instance, according to the statistical evidence
provided by Gast (2012), the majority of languages studied in the journal Languages in
Contrast are from Germanic and Romance language families. Based on the contents of
Languages in Contrast from the past three decades, Hasselgird (2020) also finds that
English is still the dominant language involved in such studies. However, this situation
might have gradually shifted in the past ten years.

Thus, in reviewing the literature, there are two motivations for this study. First, |
think a contrastive study of questions is necessary in that such cross-linguistic findings
assist in our understanding of how questions in languages are used differently or similarly.
Secondly, to grasp the full picture of questions in language systems, it is best to look
beyond the English-centred vision and to compare languages that are distant in language

family, such as the two languages examined in this dissertation, Mandarin and French.



1.2. Objectives of the study and research questions
1.2.1 Objectives

As questions have been addressed in various linguistic studies, they have not yet
been extensively studied, especially in corpus-based contrastive studies (Curry &
Chambers 2017: 327; Axelsson 2020: 238). Thus, the first objective of this dissertation is
to use electronic corpora and corpus-linguistic methods to compare the actual use of
questions in the two languages.

Secondly, language pairs taken for comparison in contrastive linguistics too often
involve English or European languages; other languages seem to have received less
attention. Not to mention that the language pair of Mandarin and French is far less
frequent than the pair of Mandarin-English (Poiret 2020: 6). Hence, the second objective
of this research is to break away from the long-standing practice of using Mandarin-
English contrastive language combination and to use Mandarin-French in this study.

A third objective is to compensate for the lack of bidirectional parallel Taiwan
Mandarin-French corpora. I have therefore compiled my unique corpus, comprising
original texts in Mandarin and French and their translations in both language directions.

Finally, this dissertation is concerned on the one hand with theoretical
considerations and on the other hand with corpus analysis. Therefore, the last objective
of this research is to demonstrate how to deal with questions from two different
perspectives. The ultimate purpose of this study is to examine and compare questions in
Mandarin and French based on the theory of comparative syntax and a self-built
bidirectional parallel corpus. Combining the two different approaches can not only
contribute to a more thorough understanding of the topic with which I work, but also

highlight the extent to which theory and language use can match or mismatch.

1.2.2 Research questions

As shown from the title of this dissertation, the main topic being addressed is the
construct of ‘question’ in Mandarin and French through theoretical discussions and
corpus analyses. More precisely, the topic of ‘question’ is approached from three angles:
question types, the position of question words, and the particles that appear in questions.

I will start with the delineation of question types based on a currently proposed taxonomy



of questions before moving on to the other topics which concern features that are shared
in the two languages studied here.

First, regarding question types, Her, Che & Bodomo (2022) recently proposed a
dichotomy of questions in Mandarin along with a tentative view on English question types.
They argue that a dichotomy of questions in Mandarin (i.e., confirmation-seeking vs.
information-seeking questions) can be justified by a series of syntactic tests and
inferences from semantics. Based on the results, they boldly suggest that theoretically,
English has only one question type, namely information-seeking questions. Building upon
this perspective, I extend this taxonomy to French. Accordingly, the first two research

questions are as follows:

1. Theoretically, what is the taxonomy of question types in French in comparison to a

dichotomy of questions in Mandarin?

2. In the corpus study, what is the distribution of question types? Which factors can
explain such distribution? Are the cross-linguistic similarities and differences found

in comparable corpus reflected in the parallel corpus?

Secondly, the topic of question word position has received considerable critical
attention in monolingual studies (see Huang 1982, Cheng 1991 and Yuan 2020 for
Mandarin and Obenauer 1976, Adli 2006 and Shlonsky 2012 for French). However, when
closely examined, Mandarin and French have a common property in terms of question
word position, which is termed wh-in-situ. This occurs when a question word resides in
its original syntactic position in a non-interrogative sentence without fronting, as shown
by shénme ‘what’ in Mandarin in example (1.1) and guoi ‘what’ in French in (1.2). Note
that Mandarin is considered a wh-in-situ language (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009:
260; Yip & Rimmington 2021: 161), while question words in French normally appear at

the beginning of questions, as in (1.3).

L) HE (B)?

ni chi  shénme (ne)?
2SG  eat what PTCL
‘What do you eat?’

(1.2) Tu manges  quoi ?
2SG  eat what
‘What do you eat?’



(1.3) Que manges-tu ?
what eat.28G-2SG
‘What do you eat?’

Despite this obvious syntactic similarity, only a few studies have paid attention to
this phenomenon contrastively (see Cheng & Rooryck 2000 and Wu 2019). Both studies
proceed with the topic under the generative framework. Cheng & Rooryck (2000) have
primarily demonstrated the licensing conditions of wh-in-situ in French, given that this
syntactic feature is optional. Only a few contrastive aspects with Mandarin wh-in-situ are
mentioned. On the other hand, Wu (2019) analyses cross-linguistically wh-in-situ in both
languages, but only within ten pages. He has pointed out that there are more differences
than similarities in terms of the syntactic mechanisms behind such a phenomenon.
Accordingly, in addition to the fact that no previous study has comprehensively
investigated this topic, the contrastive analyses to date have extensively tended to account
for such a linguistic phenomenon from a formal perspective. Therefore, it is worth
studying this topic with not only a thorough theoretical discussion but also with an
examination of corpus data. The synergy of two different perspectives can shed new light
on the topic of wh-in-situ. Accordingly, the following two research questions are as

follows:

3. Theoretically, what are the differences and similarities of wh-in-situ questions

between French and Mandarin?

4. In the corpus study, what is the proportion of wh-in-situ in French? How French wh-
in-situ questions are translated into Mandarin? What types of structure in Mandarin

wh-questions often translated with wh-in-situ in French?

Lastly, in Mandarin, the final particles used in questions (i.e., ma and ne) have been
frequently addressed in the literature, such as in Chu (2009) and Fang & Hengeveld
(2022). As for French, est-ce que has been recognised as a question particle in the
literature (Harris 1998: 237; Dryer 2013a). Recently, works have also been dedicated to
studying another question particle (i.e., ¢a), such as in Lefeuvre (2018) and Smirnova &
Abeillé (2021). However, to the best of my knowledge, there have not been any
contrastive studies of these particles to date. I thus aim for an in-depth cross-linguistic

analysis, paying particular attention to the morphosyntactic representations of these



particles and the distribution and the use of question particles in corpus data. The research

questions are as follows:

5. Theoretically, what are the differences and similarities of question particles between

the cases recently discussed in French and those in Mandarin?

6. In the corpus study, what are the frequencies of these question particles in the

comparable corpus? How are question particles translated in both language directions?

1.3. Theoretical Framework

Studies concerning the comparison of languages are often related to the following
two disciplines: typology and contrastive linguistics. However, they serve different
objectives. Typology is the study of linguistic systems from both synchronic and
diachronic perspectives and it aims to uncover the differences and similarities between a
larger number of languages (Velupillai 2012: 15,18-19). In addition, by observing
recurring patterns across languages, the ultimate goal of typology studies is to answer the
question of what’s where why (Bickel 2007: 239), namely, typologists need to account
for the distribution of such recurring patterns from geographical, genealogical, and
historical perspectives. Likewise, contrastive linguistics does compare languages as do
the studies of typology. Accordingly, contrastive linguistics can also be defined as the
systematic study of discovering the differences and similarities in the structure and use of
two or more languages (Bugarski 1991: 77). However, certain distinctions have been
made between contrastive linguistics and typology, such as their scope and granularity
(Konig 2012: 10). Their scope differs not only in number of languages but also the
parameters taken into account for the comparison. Hence, the number of languages
involved in contrastive linguistics studies is limited (at least two or more) compared to
typology studies aiming for all the languages with available documentation. On the other
hand, the parameters used to conduct a comparative work can vary under a contrastive
linguistics framework while typology only focuses on a few parameters for comparison.
As for granularity, contrastive linguistics offers a relatively detailed description of the
comparison between languages, with special attention to differences (Gomez Gonzalez &
Doval-Suarez 2005: 8; Gast 2012; Ke 2019: 8; Ramén Garcia 2021: 394). Finally,
contrastive linguistics aims eventually for theoretical or practical purposes, such as

foreign language teaching and translation (Gast 2012). In short, contrastive linguistics is



a study that combines cross-linguistic comparisons in a small number of languages and
in-depth analyses and it is intended to apply for other purposes (Goémez Gonzilez &
Doval-Suarez 2005: 21, 23).

Given that the focus of the dissertation is devoted to the specific structure in the two
languages, Mandarin and French, the current research is well-positioned in contrastive
linguistics. In addition, since the core of this study concerns the syntax of questions, I
adopt specifically comparative syntax as the theoretical framework in this dissertation.
Arguably, this framework intends to encompass works comparing two or more languages
and highlighting the cross-linguistic differences in syntax (Cinque & Kayne 2008: 3;
Haspelmath 2014: 490).

Comparative syntax, however, seems to allow for two different perspectives,
functional-typological and formal. Even though both approaches are concerned with the
comparison of cross-linguistic structures, they are distinguished by assumptions, goals,
methods, and explanations (Haspelmath 2014: 492-494). For the practitioners of the
functional-typological approach, the goal of studies is to find general properties of
languages. To achieve this goal, detailed descriptions and comparisons are required, but
they can be done separately, often with different groups of researchers using different sets
of analytical tools. Description works following the functional-typological approach tend
to analyse a particular language using descriptive categories, which are possibly varied
from one language to another. For example, it does not seem plausible to apply case
categories from Latin (e.g., nominative, accusative, etc.) to the analysis of languages with
a poor system of case marking, such as English. Accordingly, it has been argued that each
language should be analysed on its own terms (Boas 1911). In addition, given that these
descriptive categories depend on the inner form of each language, they can also be
considered language-specific features. On the other hand, cross-linguistic comparison,
which can be reasonably separated from descriptive works following this approach, is
much concerned with comparability between languages. In addition, such comparability
should be built on the sound, meaning, or gesture rather than grammatical categories (e.g.,
subject, object, verb), because the former are universal (Haspelmath 2014: 495). Thus,
these concepts are closer to conceptual-semantic features of languages, such as agent and
patient (see Haspelmath 2010 for more details). In the comparison of word orders, instead

of using grammatical categories as notations (e.g., S-V-O and S-O-V), English has agent-



action-patient word order, while Japanese has agent-patient-action order. However,
regardless of comparing and describing languages, researchers should bear no a priori
assumptions concerning the generality of languages. Consequently, this approach
welcomes any explanation with possible factors, including historical, geographical,
cultural, cognitive, communicative, etc.

In opposition to the functional-typological approach, the practitioners of the formal
approach, particularly those working within generative grammar, tend to identify the
result of comparison with innateness. This innateness accounts for the universal
categories and features that are used to describe and compare across languages. Taking
the example of word order, following the Uniformity Principle claiming that languages
are uniform (Chomsky 2001: 2), the generative approach assumes that universal syntactic
categories (e.g., subject, verb, and object) can be applied to any language and that these
categories have identical sense across languages. The goal of such an approach is to build
a formal framework to account for syntactic constructions of any language, given that all
languages are innately built in the same categories and features. Table 1 shows the

contrast between the two approaches.

Table 1 The contrast of comparative syntax between the two approaches

Functional-typological Formal

Goal Find general properties Build a formal framework

) o ) With universal categories and
Assumptions No a prior1 assumptions
features
Description and comparison Description and comparison are
Methods .
are two separated procedures conducted simultaneously

Being open to any possible
Explanations  explanations (e.g., historical, Only explanation by innate structures

cultural, cognitive, etc.)

In my view, despite disagreements in terms of proceeding works of comparative
syntax, both approaches are similar in that they aim to uncover the syntactic universals
(generalizations) in human language systems. Because the majority of theoretical
concepts and terms used in this dissertation are related to generative theory, comparative

syntax as applied herein will be placed closer to the formal approach. Particularly,



description and comparison will proceed simultaneously. Also note that I will only adopt
the general framework of modern syntax in analyses and discussions, with a limited set
of lexical categories, phrase structures, and wia-movement concepts, without commitment
to the underlying assumptions of the formal approach, such as innateness explanation,
universal categories. In the following paragraphs, I present the details of how comparative
syntax is applied in formal approach.

A wide range of comparative syntax studies based on the generative framework are
presented in the edited volume The Oxford Handbook of Comparative Syntax (Cinque &
Kayne 2008). They all adopt similar concepts and steps illustrated in Kayne (2013),
namely, three types of adequacies for scientific work, observational, descriptive, and
explanatory. While, these adequacies represent the steps found in various fields of study,
it is detailed below in the specific context of comparative syntax.

Observational adequacy: In comparative work, we should first observe the
differences and similarities between the languages that we aim to compare. Yet, the level
of closeness between the languages being compared can affect the outcomes and the ease
of the observation. Therefore, there is a distinction between micro-comparative and
macro-comparative based on the degree of closeness in the compared languages.
Arguably, the closer the languages are, the easier their cross-linguistic equivalents seem
to be revealed, such as in the case of French and Italian (i.e., a micro-comparative). On
the contrary, the farther the languages are, the more difficult the equivalents emerge, such
as French and English, compared to French and Italian (Kayne 2013: 137). Despite the
different levels of language closeness involved, the main idea is to find syntactic
differences and similarities in the languages we intend to compare. A good starting point
for comparative syntax is how differences between languages surprise us, whether this
surprise is big or small (Kayne 2013: 135). These surprising differences revealed by
observation can lead us to the next level of the study.

Descriptive adequacy: In addition to describing the phenomena we observe based
on the universal features and categories, it is desirable to formulate linguistic
generalizations by observing enough languages, and these generalizations should be
applicable for testing on additional languages (Kayne 2013: 135). Such generalizations
are akin to the notion of universals in Greenberg (1963) (Croft 2002: 5-6; Cinque &

Kayne 2008: 47). The common thread here is the exceptionless feature in generalizations



and universals, which indicates that such generalizations and universals should be applied
to all languages. For instance, the Universal 12 put forth by Greenberg (1963) indicates
the correlation between basic word orders of languages and the positions of question
words. In addition, based on such a universal, another syntactic generalization has
advanced for the correlation between the positions of question particles and question
words (Baker 1970: 208). I will address more details of both cases in Chapter 2. The
above two examples show that a tentative exceptionless principle can be deduced based
on thorough observation. This is qualified as a fulfilment of descriptive adequacy.

Finally, explanatory adequacy is an ultimate goal for any scientific study: in
comparative syntax, it needs to account for the generalizations that are derived from the
cross-linguistic comparisons, such as the word order of a clitic object with infinitive in
Romance languages (Kayne 2013: 140). Despite their differences, the functional-
typological and formal approaches both believe that the explanations behind these
generalizations or universals are derived biologically (Croft 2002: 6). The only difference
lies in the biological evidence: from evolution in the functional-typological approach, and
genetics in the formal approach. From the latter standpoint, in many cases, silent elements
as well as syntactic movements are used to explain the cross-linguistic differences that
prominently emerge from the comparisons. In addition, sometimes differences observed
from cross-linguistic comparisons may be attributed to linguistic parameter settings in
one particular language (Cinque & Kayne 2008: 6). As comparative syntax in the formal
approach argues for universal categories given that languages are exceptionless, linguistic
parameter settings are used to fine-tune the particularities found in languages to maintain
the validity of universal categories across languages. Simply put, parameters represent all
cross-linguistic differences (Cinque & Kayne 2008: 6). For instance, the ‘pro-drop’
parameter accounts for the fact that supposing every language must have a subject, some
languages do allow the unstressed pronominal subject to remain silent, such as in Italian.
These explanations, deduced from a generative perspective, suggest that silent elements
or syntactic movements are deeply carved in to the human language faculty.

Overall, the comparative syntax framework differs from purely syntactic theory
regarding the results it can offer (Cinque & Kayne 2008: 5; Kayne 2013: 139). In the
context of purely syntactic theory, the goal is to provide results that require more

complicated deductions. While in comparative syntax, the primary focus is to compare

10



the structures between languages and to describe and explain the differences found in the
structures of languages, language-specific parameter settings in certain particularities in
languages also receive extra attention. Thus, two goals of comparative syntax can be
summarised as follows: first, identify cross-linguistic differences in syntax in addition to
describing and delineating the parameters that contribute to such differences. Second,
based on these differences, attempt to delineate a general principle of Universal Grammar
(UG), which can be applied to any language (Cinque & Kayne 2008: 3). Ultimately, the
syntactic landscape of human language faculty might be thoroughly explored (Cinque &
Kayne 2008: 55). But once again, this dissertation does not intend to commit to any
technical claim related to assumptions of innateness because of the use of this theoretical
framework. A fortiori, this dissertation is based on corpus linguistics as the methodology,
and there are incompatibilities concerning the concepts between corpus and generative
theory, such as the exceptionless feature and “clear cases” (i.e., sentences have an obvious
status of grammaticality; Levelt 1972: 21) in generative theory. This feature may be valid
in the theoretical context. However, exceptions frequently arise in naturally occurring and
attested language use in corpora and examples drawn from corpora may therefore not be
as “clear” as those discussed in theoretical work. The discussion of incompatibilities will
be further developed at the end of the methodology section.

Before moving on to the methodology, it is necessary to introduce an additional
conceptual foundation that underpins the comparison conducted in this study. This
foundation is articulated through the notion of the tertium comparationis, which provides

a framework for defining the key constructs explored in the following section.

1.4. Defining the key constructs through tertium comparationis

Comparing languages requires a shared basis for comparison (Krzeszowski 1990:
15; Chesterman 1998: 29; Connor & Moreno 2005: 154; Granger 2010), whether this
basis is syntactic, semantic or pragmatic (Egan 2013: 8). This common basis is known as
the term Tertium comparationis, defined as: the background of sameness against which
differences can be viewed and described (James 1980: 166; Johansson 2007: 39). The
concept serves as a common platform for contrastive analysis, particularly in studies that
incorporate parallel corpora, as emphasised by Johansson (2007: 33—34). By establishing

a semantic and pragmatic tertium comparationis between the source and translation texts,
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contrastive analyses can ensure that the elements under study are genuinely comparable
across languages (Hasselgérd 2020: 190).

As mentioned in Section 1.3, the three levels of adequacy characterise scientific
research across various fields. In the specific context of cross-linguistic studies,
theoretical adequacies are operationalised through a classical protocol. Two major steps
are identified for contrastive study: (1) description and (2) juxtaposition for comparison
(James 1980: 30). Krzeszowski (1990: 35) further extends this by identifying ‘comparison’
as the third step (i.e., contrastive analysis proper). Thus, these three steps constitute a
classical protocol for cross-linguistic studies. The first step requires describing each
language under study at the appropriate levels (e.g., phonology, lexis, morphology,
syntax). The second step involves determining which elements are to be compared
(Krzeszowski 1990: 36), a decision that is critical for the validity of the results
(Krzeszowski 1990: 15; Lefer 2009: 60). As part of this step, a platform of reference or
tertium comparationis should be established as the starting point for comparison (Lefer
2009: 58). In other words, cross-linguistic comparison should be grounded in the shared
properties of the elements under study (Krzeszowski 1990: 117). These shared properties
constitute ‘the third term of comparison’, which lies outside the scope of direct

comparison (Lefer 2009: 60), as shown in Figure 1.

Tertium comparationis

Similarties and differences
between items X and Y in
Languages A and B

Item X in Language A Item Y in Language B

Figure 1 Tertium comparationis in contrastive analysis (Lefer 2009: 61)

During the juxtaposition phase, it is essential not only to identify comparable
elements, which seems relatively easy to build within parallel corpus than in comparable
corpus (Granger 2010; Ebeling & Ebeling 2020: 103), but also to ensure the degree of
comparability provided by the corpus, such as matching register and genre (Krzeszowski
1990: 26; Connor & Moreno 2005: 154). Once the linguistic phenomenon under study

have been fully described, the final step, comparison, can be undertaken.
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Given the importance of fertium comparationis, various types of contrastive
studies have employed this concept as the basis for cross-linguistic comparison of
linguistic phenomena at different levels, including phonological, lexical, syntactic,
pragmatics (James 1980: 28). Each type of contrastive study may require a distinct tertium
comparationis, as demonstrated by James (1980: 69-93, 166—175). For phonology, this
is represented by the International Phonetic Alphabet chart and vowel diagram. For
lexicology, by a universal set of semantic components. In syntactic studies, three
candidates for tertium comparationis have been proposed: surface structure, deep
structure, and translation equivalence (i.e., semantic-functional equivalence). Translation
equivalence is argued to be the best available tertium comparationis for contrastive
analysis (James 1980: 175), particularly in syntax (Lefer 2009: 66). Following this
approach, Cosme (2007: 131-132) applies translation equivalence as the tertium
comparationis to study two discourse features: clause linking (i.e., coordination vs.
subordination) and informational density (i.e., phrasal constituents vs. clausal
constituents) in English, French, and Dutch. The study begins with an assumed semantic
and/or functional similarity (i.e., coordination) and then examines the different forms that
convey that the same meaning or function. Similarly, Lefer (2009: 111) uses semantic
equivalence as the tertium comparationis for addressing semantic issues in lexicon. To
establish the tertium comparationis, the author identifies the various meanings expressed
by prefixes in English and French, first examining formal similarities (i.e., derivational
prefixation). These shared meanings then serve as the basis for cross-linguistic
comparison of prefixation.

The present study also adopts semantic-functional equivalence as the tertium
comparationis, following the steps for establishing a common basis of comparison as
outlined in Cosme (2007). Specifically, the study begins with the perceived functional
similarities of questions in Mandarin and French, and then examines how this similarity
is formally realised in the two languages. Accordingly, the fertium comparationis for this
syntactic contrastive study is the similarity in semantic and pragmatic functions of
questions in Mandarin and French. Semantically and pragmatically, questions seek
confirmation regarding a proposition (i.e., polar questions) or request information about
an entity (i.e., person, object, places, time in wh-questions). Therefore, the shared

semantic and pragmatic characteristics of questions in Mandarin and French constitute
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the third comparison for the three topics investigated in this study. More specifically,
three levels of comparisons are conducted (Krzeszowski 1990: 37): first, semantic
comparison of equivalent constructions (i.e., question structure), second, formal/syntactic
comparison of equivalent rules (i.e., wh-in-situ), and third, comparison of equivalent

systems (i.e., question particle), as shown in Figure 2.

Tertium comparationis: Question

Similarties and

differences

between three
items in

Mandarin and
French

Question type Question type
Wh-in-situ in Mandarin Wh-in-situ in French
Question particle Question particle

Figure 2 Tertium comparationis and three levels of comparisons in the current study

First, question types are distinguished universally based on their semantic
properties. Polar questions involve a proposition that requires confirmation with a
positive or a negative answer. Wh-questions seek information related to the specific
question word used, while disjunctive questions typically present two options for the
addressee to choose from.

Second, wh-in-situ represents a formal similarity between the rules governing
question words in Mandarin and French. In Mandarin, this rule functions as a default
structural representation, whereas in French it constitutes one of the syntactic options for
forming questions.

Finally, question particles reflect syntactic and pragmatic similarities between the
particle systems of the two languages, particularly those particles that co-occur with
questions. Some particles alter the modality of a sentence, converting declarative
sentences into questions, such as ma in Mandarin, est-ce que in French. Others serve
specific pragmatic functions within discourse, linking the current question to preceding
context, such as ne in Mandarin, ¢a in French. The use of question particles thus

contributes to different levels of interrogativity and helps establish contextual coherence.
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Overall, the common basis of comparison for the three topics is well-defined
through the discussion above, thereby ensuring the reliability of cross-linguistic analysis.
By establishing these constructs as a foundation, the research proceeds through the
universal scientific steps of observational, descriptive, and explanatory adequacy. The

next section presents the tool used to explore and investigate these three topics.

1.5. Methodology: Corpus linguistics

In this dissertation, in addition to the theoretical framework adopted, authentic
language use is also essential to the discussion. To have access to authentic product data,
instead of an introspection-based approach, electronic corpora serve as a useful tool.
These corpora provide actual linguistic behaviour to such an extent an independent
discipline is raised, corpus linguistics. This latter is “a whole system of methods and
principles that can be applied to answer research questions related to language use and
variation in a wide variety of domains of linguistic enquiry and beyond” (Paquot & Gries
2020: V). Arguably, the popularity of this methodology has been seen in various fields of
linguistics, including language acquisition, pedagogy, comparative linguistics, and
translation studies. However, the use of corpora has greatly diminished as a result of the
criticisms voiced by generative practitioners (McEnery, Xiao & Tono 2006: 3). The latter
criticize corpus of its “skewness”, namely corpus cannot adequately represent language
(McEnery & Wilson 2001: 10). It was not until around the 1980s that corpus regained its
territory through the development of technology (Leech 1992: 110; McEnery, Xiao &
Tono 2006: 4). Yet, linguists do not agree whether corpus linguistics is a methodology or
a theory (Liao & Lei 2017: 1). Herein, no detailed argumentation is discussed, but this
dissertation follows the standpoints of McEnery & Wilson (2001: 2), McEnery, Xiao &
Tono (2006: 7-8) and Gries (2010). That is, corpus linguistics is considered an approach
or a methodology instead of a theory (but see Tognini-Bonelli 2001 regarding corpus
linguistics as a full-fledged linguistic discipline), given that corpora can be a tool to be
applied in different linguistic fields, for instance when dealing with various syntactic or
semantic issues (McEnery & Wilson 2001: 2).

As a tool suitable for any linguistic study, the notion of ‘corpus’ should be clearly
defined. A corpus can be defined as a collection of natural language texts for language

research (Sinclair 1991: 171; Liao & Lei 2017: 5). During the procedure of building a
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corpus, several steps are required based on the purpose of the research, such as designing
a corpus, collecting texts, encoding the corpus (McEnery & Hardie 2012: 241). However,
there are fundamental issues that need to be taken into consideration when starting to
construct a corpus, such as the representativeness of samplings and corpus size (Adel
2020: 4-8; Reppen 2022: 13—-14), machine-readable form, and a standard reference
(McEnery & Wilson 2001: 29).

In terms of representativeness, every linguist hopes to fully access the languages
investigated. However, in practice, that is rarely possible. To have at least plausible
reasoning on one linguistic topic, we can instead have a sample of language variety with
less bias but more balance, which becomes a corpus with a full range of variability in a
population (Biber 1994).

Following the issue of representativeness of a corpus, researchers often question
how large a corpus must be to achieve representativeness. It seems that corpus linguists
hold different positions regarding size issues, as noted by Pastor & Seghiri (2010: 120).
Two decades ago, McEnery & Wilson (2001: 30) considered corpus with finite size; after
a decade, there exist open-ended corpora, meaning that the size of corpora extends as long
as the new data are added, such as the example of COMPARA corpus (Frankenberg-
Garcia & Santos 2014). It seems that currently, the problem is no longer concerned with
the size of corpora; instead, the capacity of storage on the cloud becomes important
(O’Keeffe & McCarthy 2022: 1). Nowadays, thanks to technological advances, the size
issue becomes less acute and large amounts of data are relatively easy to obtain. However,
as Sinclair (2004a) points out, regardless of the size of the corpus, it is rather crucial to
have clear objectives in the first place. In addition, the target should be easily extracted
automatically.

In pursuit of this objective, data must first be made accessible to machines, namely
digitalization. The advantage brought by machine-readable form is hard to ignore, given
that machine-readable data allows searching for target forms, automatic or semi-
automatic extraction and analysis. Researchers can benefit from saving time when
carrying out analyses of large amounts of data. Besides, machine-readable corpora can be
easily enriched with additional information in the form of annotations or metadata

(McEnery & Wilson 2001: 32).
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The last aspect is relatively less essential compared to the other three. Once a corpus
is built by following the three abovementioned criteria, its availability to other researchers
should also be taken into account. To be used in other studies, a corpus must clearly define
the representativeness of the languages that it contains. In other words, variations from
different studies based on the same corpus could then be attributed to their differences in
assumptions or methodologies, but not the corpus itself. Overall, these aspects are
essential in that researchers should think through them before constructing their corpus
for a particular purpose of research. However, it should be noted that certain conditions
need to be fulfilled to be labelled as corpus-based studies. The latter meets the criteria of
employing corpus-based methodology, defined as utilizing available electronic corpora
and corpus-linguistic tools for analysis (Granger & Lefer 2022).

For the last few decades, given the efficiency brought by corpora, the latter has been
increasingly used in various linguistic fields, such as lexicography, second language
teaching and learning, translation studies, quantitative linguistics (Liao & Lei 2017: 1-2).
In the studies revealing the panorama of corpus-related publications in the past few
decades, they have observed how corpus as a methodology is used in linguistic fields.
Among them, certain investigate only one specific linguistic domain, such as second
language teaching (see Romer 2011), or focus on the publications from one specific area,
such as China (see Feng 2006), while only a few are bibliometric analyses among which
Liao & Lei (2017) analyse the bibliometric information of corpus-related studies
published across countries from 2000 to 2015. Apart from the overall increasing tendency
to use corpus as the methodology, they also find that some fields have started to apply
such a tool in their research, such as pragmatics, language testing, and psycholinguistics
(Liao & Lei 2017: 4-5). Accordingly, a corpus can be designed for different research
purposes and serves as a useful tool for that specific research field, which is probably not
traditionally related to a corpus. With that being said, given that the focus of this
dissertation is concerned with language contrasts, the following paragraphs concentrate
primarily on the corpus that is used in this direction of studies.

When studies focus on only certain topics within a language, we can resort to a

monolingual corpus, such as COCA (The Corpus of Contemporary American English), !

!https://www.english-corpora.org/coca/
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BNC (British National Corpus),?* Academia Sinica Balanced Corpus of Modern Chinese,
3 Frantext.* On the other hand, multilingual corpora are needed in cross-linguistic
studies, as in the present dissertation, where Mandarin and French are compared. To
address topics concerning two or more languages, a multilingual corpus is often used in
such cases. Hence, the compilation of parallel corpora (also called translation corpora in
Johansson (2007: 9) is often envisioned in cross-linguistic studies.> The term refers to
collections of source texts and their translations. The latter can be automatically aligned
at the level of word or sentence with a high degree of accuracy (McEnery & Wilson 2001:
70). As Lefer (2020: 259) points out, the majority of parallel corpora employed in cross-
linguistic studies share two key characteristics. One is that the source and target languages
are clearly identified. As concerns the number of source and target languages involved,
there are bilingual and multilingual parallel corpora. The other characteristic is that only
direct translations are included, indicating that translated texts are not produced based on
a pivot language, such as English. In the so-called directional parallel corpus, two types
are distinguished based on the direction of translations included. In other words,
monodirectional parallel corpus comprises only one translation direction (e.g., from
Mandarin to French); whereas bidirectional parallel corpus has both translation directions
(e.g., from Mandarin to French and French to Mandarin).

Accordingly, these two characteristics ensure not only that cross-linguistic
differences are captured through good correspondences between originals and
translations, but also that such differences result from the nature of two compared
languages without being affected by pivot languages. Despite this advantage, Johansson
(2007: 10) notes that when contrastive studies rely exclusively on parallel corpus data, it
is hard to forgo the fact that translation effects may play a role in findings. As translating
is a process of connecting two cultures by languages, a tension has been remarked
between source and translated texts, namely, from the faithfulness of source languages to
the naturalness of target languages (Johansson 2007: 33). In the presence of such tension,

unexpected results might emerge in studies based on bidirectional parallel corpora. For

2 https://www.english-corpora.org/bnc/

3 https://asbc.iis.sinica.edu.tw/

4 https://www.frantext.fr/

5 The term might be used differently across studies (Lefer 2020: 257-258), but this issue lies beyond the
scope of the present study; see McEnery & Xiao (2007) for further discussion.
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instance, an overuse or underuse frequency of certain words and constructions might
result from such tension (see the example of tag questions in Johansson 2007: 32).
Therefore, he suggests that complementing parallel corpus data with data drawn from
bilingual comparable corpora would be helpful to mitigate these effects. A bilingual
comparable corpus is a collection of original texts of two or more languages, compiled
using the same criteria, such as genres, publication time. One of the pioneers, the English-
Norwegian Parallel Corpus (ENPC), was built in the 1990s with the aim of combining

parallel and comparable corpora, as shown in the model in Figure 3.

English
originals

Norwegian
translations

English
translations

Norwegian
originals

Figure 3 The model of ENPC (adapted from (Johansson 2007: 11)

This model consists of a bilingual comparable corpus (which includes English and
Norwegian originals linked by number 1) and a bidirectional parallel corpus (English
originals to Norwegian translations and Norwegian originals to English translations; in
Figure 3, these are linked with numbers 2, respectively). In addition, other possible
combinations exist, such as English originals with English translations, and the same for
Norwegian. These are linked with number 3. These latter combinations are more relevant
to translation studies. By using this combined model, researchers can observe two
language systems from a macro-perspective. As such combined corpora have become the
main trend in corpus-based contrastive studies (Granger & Lefer 2020a: 18), and this

dissertation will apply this model.
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In the model, which includes both comparable and parallel corpora, the sequence
of observation depends on the topics and objectives of the study. Generally, there are two
approaches (Granger & Lefer 2020b: 171): either starting with comparable and then
parallel corpus or the other way around. For the topics dealt with in contrastive analyses,
it is usually suggested to start with comparable corpora and then examine parallel corpora,
as practiced by Ebeling (2000) for presentative constructions in English and Norwegian
(Altenberg 2001: 150; Johansson 2007: 33), in addition to other studies in Granger &
Lefer (2020b: 169-170). In the case of Ebeling (2000), the author first describes and
highlights the contrast of two different presentative constructions (i.e., full constructions
marked with there vs. bare constructions without being marked with a dummy subject) in
English and Norwegian separately using a bilingual comparable corpus. Then, the two
presentative constructions are compared cross-linguistically using a bidirectional parallel
corpus. As this model is widely used in contrastive studies and its usefulness is recognised
by corpus linguists, I will therefore observe my target of research based on the corpora of
this model. Furthermore, I will follow in this dissertation the traditional procedure of
contrastive analysis, namely, first comparable then parallel. Chapter 3 will be fully
dedicated to the detailed methodology, including corpus design, used in this dissertation.

Before closing this section, I wish to present some final remarks regarding
criticisms of using corpus data and some reflections on the choice of a corpus
methodology in contrast with a formal theoretical framework.

Leech (1992: 107) underlines the mismatch between corpus linguistics and the
Chomskyan paradigm. Chomsky rejected using corpus data in that a corpus can never
capture the whole picture of a language, which can be produced with an infinite number
of structures (McEnery & Wilson 2001: 9-10). Yet these arguments should not prevent
us from analysing a language in the light of the data. It suffices that we acknowledge that
the corpora employed in any research are likely to show merely a small part of certain
linguistic phenomena in languages. Accordingly, in this dissertation, two sorts of corpora
are built to compare questions in Mandarin and French. In addition, I endeavour to control
their genres and publication times to ensure a certain degree of comparability in my
corpora. Nevertheless, I must acknowledge that it will not be possible to generalise the

corpus-based cross-linguistic findings to the whole language system of the two languages.
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In addition to the question of the representativeness of corpus data, there is also the
divergence in terms of the nature of the data used in analyses. In the formal theoretical
framework, only the norms of languages, which follow rules and conventions, are
analysed; whereas corpora comprise instances that may deviate from the norms. Such a
distinction is made clear in the terms competence vs. performance (Chomsky 2015: 2).
Arguably, competence is the knowledge of one’s language and is engraved in intuition,
whereas performance represents actual linguistic behaviour and is accessed through
observation. This mismatch also seems obvious in this present dissertation regarding my
theoretical framework and methodology. That is, the topics of questions are not only
discussed within the formal theory but they are also investigated in the comparable and
parallel corpora. However, such a combination might no longer be a mismatch in the
linguistic field in that some studies applied with generative grammar have started using
corpus, such as in second language acquisition (Lozano 2020: 219-220). Consequently,
by presenting two different standpoints in one dissertation, we can see how the same
linguistic phenomenon (i.e., questions) can be treated from an interdisciplinary
perspective, namely from theoretical analyses and corpus observations. In other words,
this dissertation will highlight the gap between theory and authentic language use and aim
to converge the two seemingly conflicting perspectives for the topics of questions in both
Mandarin and French. Therefore, by combining efforts, I expect that the outcomes
“should be more easily understandable and satisfactory to all sides” (Rothman &

Slabakova 2018: 436).

1.6. Outline of the dissertation

This dissertation is composed of six chapters. It can be grouped into two main
subparts. The first part (Chapter 2) concerns the theoretical perspective on questions. The
second part (Chapter 4 and 5) pertains to the examination of questions in real language
use through a bidirectional parallel corpus from three approaches: bilingual comparable,
bidirectional parallel, and monolingual comparable.

Chapter 2 lays out the theoretical dimensions of this research. In addition to the
issue of terminologies (i.e., interrogative vs. question), I will cross-linguistically review
the construct of questions including question types and marking strategies. Then, the

focus of sections shifts to the contrast of the two languages studied in this dissertation,
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Mandarin and French. Particular attention is drawn to a theoretical review of the three
topics: question taxonomies, wh-in-situ phenomena, and question particles. This review
led to contrastive insights from a theoretical perspective and set the tertium comparationis
for questions in both languages.

Chapter 3 is concerned with the methodology used in this dissertation. It starts by
providing a review of the literature on corpus-based contrastive studies regarding the
topics of questions. Given that this study employs a self-built corpus, the main purpose
of this chapter is to provide the rationale for the selection of novels in the corpus design
and to demonstrate the procedure of data extraction and coding in detail.

Chapter 4 presents the results and engages in discussion related to the three topics
of concern in the two languages, which have been discussed in Chapter 2. Each topic will
be addressed using the bilingual comparable data. Accordingly, cross-linguistic
differences and similarities of questions are revealed based on the observations and
analyses of corpora. Chapter 5 adopts both bidirectional parallel and monolingual
comparable perspectives, aiming to examine how cross-linguistic findings are reflected
in translations and to identify translation effects by comparing translated texts with their
non-translated counterparts. In addition, a comprehensive statistical regression model is
employed to reassess the findings by incorporating multiple predictors, including register,
language, and translation status.

Finally, Chapter 6 presents the general conclusion of this dissertation. It summarises
the key findings of the three topics examined through the three analytical approaches. In
addition, it highlights the contribution to contrastive and corpus linguistics, as well as to
the theory of questions. The chapter also addresses the limitations of the research and
proposes promising avenues for future study. The chapter concludes with implications for
language pedagogy and learning, aiming to bridge theoretical insights and corpus-based

findings and their potential practical applications.
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Chapter 2 Formal syntax and semantics of questions

In this chapter, Section 2.1 concerns the use of two terms, guestion and interrogative.
Both terms are employed in different linguistic studies. Yet linguists have used them in
very different ways. Therefore, in this opening section, I will be clear about the stand that
I am taking in this dissertation. Having clarified this issue, I will present an overview of
the typologies of questions, including strategies of questions used in different languages.
In Section 2.2, I will first narrow down to the general construct of questions in the two
languages focused on in this dissertation, namely Mandarin and French. The three
following sections offer a theoretical review and discussions of the three main topics:
question taxonomies in Section 2.3, wh-in-situ phenomena in Section 2.4, and question
particles in Section 2.5. Finally, Section 2.6 summarises and underlines the key points

made in Chapter 2.

2.1. Overview of the construct of questions

This section is devoted to reviewing research that is pertinent to questions. The
section begins by clearly illustrating the terminological issue between question and
interrogative. In addition, I explain the principles of the use of these two terms in this
dissertation. After addressing the terms, I will shift to the typological research on question
types, followed by a discussion of the cross-linguistic marking strategies used to form

these question types.

2.1.1 Question vs. Interrogative

It has been argued by some that the emergence of language in humans is partly
driven by the need for social interaction, such as cooperation (Seyfarth, Cheney &
Bergman 2005: 266). In the process of achieving social interaction, different speech acts
are applied interchangeably in communication. These acts seem to be widely shared in
human languages. From a functional standpoint, five categories of speech acts are
traditionally differentiated (Austin 1962): representatives (or assertives) (i.e., to commit
the speaker to the truth of the expressed proposition), directives (i.e., they are attempts by
the speaker to get the hearer to do something and questions are a species of this speech

act), commissives (i.e., to commit the speaker to some future course of action),
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expressives (i.e., the speaker is trying to convey the truth of the expressed proposition
which is presupposed), and declarations (i.e., the speaker brings about a state of affairs
specified in the propositional content by saying in effect) (Searle 1976). This
classification defined by speech functions underlines the intention or purpose of the
utterance of a speaker toward the addressee. On the other hand, from the formal
perspective, three basic sentence types are recognised: declaratives, interrogatives, and
imperatives (Velupillai 2012: 345). In addition to these three types, exclamatory
sentences are sometimes added (Quirk et al. 1985: 803). Accordingly, these two different
ways of distinguishing speech acts are somewhat correlated (Siemund 2001: 1011) in that
declaratives represent statements and interrogatives denote questioning acts. However,
Koénig & Siemund (2007) point out that it is too simplistic to merely link one form with
one function. Interrogative sentences, for example, can perform other functions, such as
suggestions in Why don’t you buy some stocks? in addition to questioning (Konig &
Siemund 2007: 283).

Of relevance to this dissertation, I am primarily concerned with interrogative
sentence that have a true questioning function, rather than an indirect function, such as
suggesting. However, the terms interrogative or question occur so frequently in many
studies of questions that some of them have underlined the importance of properly
distinguishing between these two terms (see Siemund 2017: 17-18). Huddleston (1994)
has made a clear distinction between question and interrogative. The term interrogative
is one of the clausal types, and it contrasts with declarative and imperative in terms of
morphosyntactic structures. For instance, declarative and interrogative clauses can be
distinguished from their subject-verb order (i.e., inversion). In addition, these clause types
are mutually exclusive since it is not possible to have interrogative and declarative in the
same clause. Therefore, the term interrogative is more relevant to the syntactic structure
of a clause.

Concerning the syntactic structure of interrogative clauses, two types of
interrogatives are distinguished: closed interrogative and open interrogative. A closed
interrogative represents an interrogative clause marked by subject-auxiliary inversion,
whereas an open interrogative has interrogative words. In addition, such a syntactic
contrast of open and closed can also be used to define the term question, which is based

on distinguishing a set of answers from a semantic perspective (Huddleston 1994: 419).
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In addition to a set of answers, questions can be defined semantically in a broad
sense as “a sentence type that seeks information from someone being treated as knowing
by someone who is unknowing” (Stivers 2010: 2776). In other words, depending on the
content of questions and a set of answers, questions can generally be subdivided into three
types. First, polar questions (also known as yes-no questions) seek confirmation and
define answers to yes or no, namely with a closed set of answers. Secondly, alternative
questions (also called disjunctive questions) seek the information within the choice
provided, yet this type of question falls under the category of closed interrogative, given
that the choices given seem limited. However, Her, Che & Bodomo (2022: 8) argue that
it is misleading to consider disjunctive questions having a closed set of answers. Finally,
constituent questions (also known as content questions or wh-questions) contain a
question word and expect information related to that specific question word, which is a
set of open-ended answers.

Table 2 illustrates the distinction between interrogatives and questions, in addition

to the examples from Huddleston (1994: 416, 419).

Table 2 Distinction between interrogative and question

Linguistic level Formal Semantic
Term Interrogative Question Examples
Polar Are you ready?
_ Closed :
Sub-categories Alternative  Is it a boy or a girl?
Open Constituent Whose hat is this?

Thus, regardless of the classifications of speech acts and differences between the two
terms interrogative and question, both call our attention to the distinction between form
and function, or grammar and speech acts. In this dissertation, I will primarily use
question as the cover term for form and function. As for the sub-categories of questions,
I will use the terms polar questions, disjunctive questions, and constituent questions in

the related discussion below.

2.1.2 Typology of questions and question types

Over the past few decades, a number of typological studies of questions have been

carried out. One of the most representative pioneering typology studies of questions
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appears to be Ultan (1978). In this latter study, questions are systematically examined in
a sample of 79 languages. The author focuses on the features of different question types
and provides the statistical data on the distribution of each feature across the 79 languages.
In addition to the classic study done by Ultan (1978), Holzl (2018: 55) provides a list
about forty works representing a series of important studies concerning questions in
typology from the 1990s onwards. These studies cover general to more specific topics
related to questions, such as the grammaticalization of question particles in polar
questions (Bencini 2003), turn-taking systems (Stivers et al. 2009), or question marking
in alternative questions (Mauri 2008). Besides their different scopes of research, the
number of languages involved in the studies is also varied, ranging from less than ten
languages (Huang et al. 1999, as cited in Holzl 2018: 65) to nearly two thousand (Idiatov
2007). Among these studies, some are restricted to linguistic areas, such as European
languages, Australian languages, African languages, or languages in Taiwan, while others
aim for a general cross-linguistic overview of questions without focusing on certain
languages. Regardless of the purpose and the number of languages being covered, the
first and most fundamental issue is to distinguish question types. Identifying question
types at the outset provides a clearer and broader scope for determining the focus of
studies. Only after deciding the target, it is possible to further observe the internal
syntactic structures of these different question types. Therefore, this section focuses on
question types based on an overview of typological works that foster a more general
discussion across languages. This cross-linguistic overview will further serve as a basis
for me to build upon when I later narrow the discussion to the two languages studied in
this dissertation.

From the discussion of the two terms in Section 2.1.1, it is possible to formally
categorise two types of questions and semantically three types. Such a divergence of
question types is also found in the typology works which I will present in the following
paragraphs.

Generally, questions are categorised into two basic types: polar questions and
constituent questions (Greenberg 1963: 63; Schulze 2007: 255). However, three types of
questions are more frequently cited (Ultan 1978: 43, Sadock & Zwicky 1985: 179,
Siemund 2001, Konig & Siemund 2007, Stivers & Enfield 2010, Dixon 2012): polar

questions as in (2.1), constituent questions as in (2.2), and disjunctive questions as in (2.3).
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(2.1) Does a platypus lay eggs?
(2.2) What is a platypus?
(2.3) Is a platypus a mammal or a bird? (Siemund 2001: 1010)

These question types are distinguished in terms of the answers expected or the purpose
of questioning. On the one hand, polar questions expect a confirmation with either yes or
no as an answer. On the other hand, constituent and disjunctive questions look for
concrete information with a set of possible answers, which can be at least two choices or
any possible answers to that specific question word.

Despite the fact that disjunctive questions seem to be independent of the other two
question types, it is noted that they are frequently subsumed in polar questions (Siemund
2001: 1012). Therefore, it turns out that two question types (i.e., polar and constituent)
are the basics of typology. This can be attributed to the fact that disjunctive questions
appear less varied across languages in terms of their forms (K6nig & Siemund 2007: 291—
292). However, Holzl (2018: 65) holds a different view in that disjunctive questions have
not only diverse forms, but these are distinctive compared to the other two question types.
The forms of disjunctive questions will be discussed in Section 2.1.3.3, which deals with
the marking strategies of disjunctive questions.

In addition to the controversy surrounding the classification of disjunctive questions
as a separate question type, debate has arisen over the attribution of disjunctive questions.
Most studies label them as polar questions. Yet, as pointed out by (Konig & Siemund
2007: 291-292), even though polar and disjunctive questions have a lot in common, they
are different in terms of the answers expected. On the other hand, disjunctive questions
are akin to constituent questions in terms of the nature of the information they are seeking.
Accordingly, some might argue that disjunctive questions are a type of constituent
question. This issue of how disjunctive questions are categorised will be further addressed
in Section 2.3.1 when discussing the dichotomy of questions.

While two and three question types appear to be in consensus, or at least recognised
in most typological works, Holzl (2016; 2018) suggests a new typology of questions in
order to eventually fully cover questions represented across languages. This new typology
of questions includes focus questions and tag questions in addition to the other three

question types mentioned above.
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Focus questions are similar in form to polar questions. In English, they rely on
phonological differences as a marker of focus. If we compare the following two questions
in (2.4), the word in bold indicates the phonological stress, showing a narrow focus on
the constituent you in (2.4b). In other words, the focus of this question is restricted to this
constituent. Accordingly, the question in (2.4b) could be reformulated as Is that you who

wants coffee?.

(2.4) a. Do you want coffee?
b. Do you want coffee? (Holzl 2018: 57)

Besides phonological marking, some languages use morphological markers alongside the
constituents in focus, such as in Yuwan (Japonic language), Slavey (Na-Dene language),
and other languages mentioned in Dixon (2012: 395-396).

Tag questions shown in examples (2.5) and (2.6) are short questions attached to
declarative sentences (Mithun 2012). The form of tag questions can be an inverse polarity
compared to the declarative sentence it attaches to, as in the example (2.5). Also, they can

be invariant, as in the example (2.6).

(2.5) It’s on the left, isn’t it? (Mithun 2012: 2165)
(2.6) You want coffee, right? (Holzl 2018: 60)

However, its status is always problematic in that it has been argued for a separate question
type (Holzl 2016), while others consider it as one marking strategy for polar questions
(Ultan 1978; Sadock & Zwicky 1985; Siemund 2001). It seems to me that the identity
issue of tag questions is much easier to deal with than the one of disjunctive questions.
Tag questions are essentially a form of polar questions, with the difference being that tag
questions have explicitly shown the bias toward the polarity of the answers.

From the review above, the number of question types may vary from two to five
based on different perspectives. However, I think in typology, there are so far two basic
types of questions, that is, polar and constituent. This is by no means to deny the existence
of focus questions and tag questions. Yet, they should be considered as sub-types or one
of the marking strategies of polar questions rather than a separate question type because
they are still polar questions in nature. The effect of focus comes from a pragmatic need.
Similarly, tag questions (mostly) appended to a declarative clause are often biased

regarding the answer expected (Siemund 2001: 1015), as do polar questions. Therefore,
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their labels denote pragmatic functions rather than the syntactic or semantic nature of
questions.

As illustrated by focus questions and tag questions, different strategies for marking
questions may exist cross-linguistically. The following section is devoted to the marking
strategies for questions. More specifically, I will examine how questions can be
distinguished from declarative sentences through the use of different linguistic devices,
ranging from phonological to syntactic. Some of these marking strategies are shared

across question types, while some are exclusive to a particular type of questions.

2.1.3 Typology of questions and marking strategies for questions

Languages seem to have at least two question types as discussed in Section 2.1.2.
Yet, the ways of marking questions can vary from one language to another. Overall, three
linguistic levels involve in marking strategies for questions: prosodic, morphological, and
syntactic levels (Luo 2013: 1). According to the typological literature (Ultan 1978;
Siemund 2001; Konig & Siemund 2007; Schulze 2007; Dixon 2012; Dryer 2013b; Holzl
2018), prosodic marking comprises intonation and pitch. Morphological marking
includes particles, verbal morphology (including affixes and clitics), or tags. Regarding
syntactic marking, one is disjunctive constructions, which seem to be dedicated to
disjunctive questions. The other is different word orders that are usually involved to
distinguish questions from declaratives. Table 3 summarises the different marking
strategies that are frequently mentioned in the literature. Yet, it is important to note that

these different strategies are not necessarily shared cross-linguistically.

Table 3 Marking strategies for questions

Prosodic Morphological Syntactic
Particles
Intonation Verbal morphology Disjunctive construction
Pitch Tags Word order change

Question words

Despite the fact that these marking strategies are frequently mentioned in the
important typological works of questions (Greenberg 1963; Ultan 1978; Sadock &
Zwicky 1985; Siemund 2001; Konig & Siemund 2007; Velupillai 2012; Holzl 2018),

there are other marking strategies that are exclusively used in one particular language,
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such as a superficially pronominal question words used in German polar questions
(Schulze 2007: 255). In the following discussion, I will only focus on the marking
strategies presented in Table 3 and start with the marking strategies for polar questions.
In fact, most of them can be used in any question type, except for question words, tags
and disjunctive structure. Question words are reserved for constituent questions. Tags are
not attested in constituent questions (Siemund 2001: 1019). Disjunctive structures are

distinctive to disjunctive questions.

2.1.3.1 Marking strategies for polar questions

Dryer (2013b; see Table 4) describes the distributions of marking strategies that are
employed for polar questions across languages (with 955 languages in total) based on a
survey of typological studies on questions. Note that languages might use more than one
strategy to mark their polar questions (Sadock & Zwicky 1985: 181), such as English uses
intonation and word orders; Pirahd (Mura; Brazil) uses both particles and verbal

morphology (Dryer 2013b).

Table 4 Cross-linguistic marking strategies for polar questions

Marking Strategies Number of languages
Particles 585
Intonation only 173
Verbal morphology 164
Word order 13

According to this typological survey, particles seem to be the most frequently used
marking strategy in polar questions. And indeed, if intonation is the only possible marking
strategy, the cross-linguistic distribution comes in the second place. However, as
languages can resort to multiple strategies simultaneously, if counting all the possible
strategies that one language can use to mark polar questions, intonation would be the
most widespread strategy across languages (Ultan 1978: 45; Siemund 2001).

Most languages use rising intonation at the end of the sentence (Sadock & Zwicky
1985: 181; Dixon 2012: 394). Such a prevalence also corroborates the Universal Principle
8 proposed by Greenberg, namely that the distinctive phonological feature of polar
questions is often found at the end of the sentence rather than at the beginning (Greenberg

1963: 63). In addition, some minor differences are found among the languages using
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rising intonation at the end of sentences. Ultan (1978: 46) shows eight general types of
terminal contours based on their placements and degrees. For instance, Iraqi Arabic has
a slight terminal rise with length, Vietnamese has a higher pitch at the ultima, while
Hebrew has a rise toward the last stressed vowel (see also Dixon 2012: 394395 for other
examples). Despite the various minor differences, the rising intonation still characterises
polar questions by its connotation of uncertainty, indecision, and hesitation (Konig &
Siemund 2007: 292).
Nevertheless, the terminal rising contour of polar questions is not shared across all
languages. For instance, Fanti (Niger-Congo) and Grebo (Niger Congo) employ a falling
contour in questions (Konig & Siemund 2007: 292) and Sesotho (Bantu) uses a lowered
pitch (Paroz 1946: 208, as cited in Dryer 2013b). Therefore, the absolute correlation
between rising intonation and polar questions has been challenged (cf. Huddleston 1994:
428-429).
On the final point about intonation, Dryer (2013b) notes that at least 173 languages use
intonation alone to distinguish questions from declarative sentences, such as colloquial
Italian (Maiden et al. 2014: 147). In other words, in those languages, intonation is the
only way to transform declarative sentences into questions, in contrast to other languages
having multiple marking strategies for polar questions at their disposal, such as particles
and word order change (Sadock & Zwicky 1985: 181).

The second most frequently used marking strategy for polar questions is adding a
particle (Ultan 1978: 51; Siemund 2001: 1013). By adding such an element, declarative

sentences are turned into questions, such as %% ma in examples (2.7) in Mandarin.

(2.7) a. Declarative sentence

AR b 1 3 o
ni shi  ta geége
2SG  COP  3SG brother
“You are his elder brother.’
b. Question
hs £ 4 5 ?
ni shi ta gege ma?
2SG  COP  3SG brother  PTCL
‘Are you his elder brother?’ (Luo 2013: 6)

One language can even have multiple particles. For example, Korean uses different

particles to show different levels of formality, such as formal, polite, intimate and plain
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(Siemund 2001: 1013; Pak 2008: 123—-124). In Mandarin, different particles are also

allowed to occur in polar questions, as shown by * a and *& ba in example (2.8). But
only the particle Y& ba functions similarly with %% ma as an indicator of polar questions.
Instead of denoting a question, *T a has the distinctive pragmatic function of reducing the

potential face-threatening effect (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 897). This issue will be

addressed in more detail in Section 2.5.

2.8) & & 1t <5 /e ?
ni  shi ta gege a/ba?
2SG COP  3SG brother  PTCL
‘Are you his elder brother?’ (Luo2013:2)

It is also worth noting that the position of particles is often discussed in typological
works. Their positions somehow largely relate to the word order of propositions. As
formulated in Universal Principle 9 (Greenberg 1963: 64), particles are found in the final
position when the languages are verb-final, whereas particles tend to be initial in verb-
initial languages. However, this generalization seems not to be completely validated
across languages. For instance, Persian is a verb-final language, but particles are found in
the initial position (Konig & Siemund 2007: 294).

Following intonation and particles, verbal morphology comes in third place. This
category can represent a wide range of devices for polar questions, such as affixes, clitics,
and verb reduplication (Luo 2013: 6). Even though it would be inaccurate to classify these
devices in the same category (Ultan 1978: 52), in the following discussion, they will be
included under the same label as verbal morphology. In addition to facilitating the review,
another reason is that the languages explored in this dissertation do not use such marking
strategies.

Compared to the use of particles, affixes are relatively rare. The well-known cases come
from polysynthetic languages, such as West Greenlandic and Eskimo. They use suffixes

to indicate the transition from declarative sentences to questions, as shown in (2.9).

(2.9) West Greenlandic

a. neri-vutit.
eat-IND.2SG.PST
‘you ate’
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b. neri-vit
eat-INT.2SG.PST
‘Did you eat?’ (Konig & Siemund 2007: 299)

Unlike affixes, question clitics are freely combined with any constituent in a sentence.
Generally, clitics are attached to the verb as the Latin ne in examples (2.10). Likewise,
clitic ne can be attached to other constituents of different word classes, such as nouns in
(2.10b) and adjectives in (2.10c). This marking strategy can be related to the function of
focus question because the constituent attached to the clitic becomes the focus of the

question.

(2.10) Latin

a. Est=ne puer  bonus?
COP=CLIT boy good
‘Is the boy good?’
b. Puer=ne bonus est?
boy=CLIT good cCoP
‘Is it the boy who is good?’
c. Bonus=ne puer  est?
g200d=CLIT boy  copP
‘Is it good that the boy is?’ (Sadock & Zwicky 1985: 182)

Finally, verb-reduplication is common in the Tibeto-Burman languages, such as Yi
language: /a’) means ‘come’; whereas la*/la*’ means ‘Come?” (Luo 2013: 7).

Despite the fact that it is not always easy to distinguish between particles and verb
morphology, Dryer (2013b) observes that 15 languages use both marking strategies in the
same question, provided that these two strategies can be differentiated, such as in the
language Piraha (Mura).

Regarding the syntactic level, the word order change (i.e., inversion) seems to be
even rarer when compared to other marking strategies. Such a marking strategy is said to
be restricted to Germanic, Romance, Slavic languages, and Finno-Ugric languages (Ultan
1978; Schulze 2007: 257). Also, it is present in two Austronesian languages (i.e., Palauan
and Manggarai) and two languages in South America (i.e., Warekena and Hup) (Dryer
2013b).

In general, this marking strategy is concerned with the position of the verb, as evidenced
in (2.11) by the different positions of the German verb trinkt ‘drinks’ between the
declarative sentence in (2.11a) and the question in (2.11b). Typically, the finite verb
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moves to the initial position of the sentence, while in English, only auxiliary verbs and
modals undergo displacement. Without both elements, do-support is otherwise needed in

English, as in (2.12).

(2.11) German

a. Der Lehrer trink-t das Wasser.
ART  teacher drink-3SG ART  water

‘The teacher drinks the water.’ (Dryer 2013b)
b. Trink-t der  Lehrer  das  Wasser ?

drink-3SG ART teacher = ART  water

‘Is the teacher drinking the water?’ (Dryer 2013b)

(2.12)
a. John phoned me yesterday.
b. Did John phone you yesterday?

Given that inversion is to switch the order between subject and verb, or more precisely,
to have the verb precede the subject, this marking strategy can only occur in languages
with SOV and SVO word orders.

In addition to these marking strategies surveyed in Dryer (2013b), no relevant
statistical data is proposed regarding tags, yet this latter has been widely discussed in the
literature as a marking strategy (see also Section 2.1.2). As a marking device, tags are
added to another sentence. Hence, tags are often found after a declarative sentence (also
called an anchor in (Axelsson 2011: 794), as shown in example (2.13).

(2.13) Itis snowing, isn’tit?
anchor question tag

The tag in example (2.13) consists of a repeated subject and an inversion. This kind of
tag is also labelled as variant tag because it changes syntactically depending on the anchor,
including tense, person, number, and gender (Axelsson 2011: 795). However, this sort of
tag is rarely found in languages other than English (Sadock & Zwicky 1985: 183). Most
languages have a fixed form of tag (Dixon 2012: 392), also known as invariant tag. They
attach yes or no/not to anchors. In fact, English also has invariant tags, such as: It’s
snowing, no?.

Regardless of the form of tags, the polarity of tags is often the opposite of its anchor. As
shown in example (2.13), if the anchor is positive, the tag is negative. Such an anchor-tag

pairing is used more frequently than the one of a negative anchor appended with a positive
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tag (e.g., You don’t like this actor, do you?) (Sadock & Zwicky 1985: 183; Konig &
Siemund 2007: 297). In addition to polarity-based tags, other tags are distinguished, such
as alternative tags (e.g., & 7 /& shi bii shi ‘is not is’ in Mandarin), disjunctional tags (e.g.,
oder ‘or’ in German), pronominal tags (e.g., was ‘what’ in German), and interjectional
tags (e.g., huh). (cf. Moravesik 1971 and Axelsson 2011).

Finally, it has been noted that tags and particles are closely related in both meaning and
distribution (Siemund 2001: 1015). However, tags are different from particles in these
two aspects. As far as meaning is concerned, tags are biased towards acquiring the
expected answers from the addressee. As for the distribution, tags do not seem to have
any association with word order, they are more independent compared to particles (Konig
& Siemund 2007: 297).

On top of these more widely known marking strategies for polar questions, some
languages present questions without adding any phonological, morphological, or
syntactic markers. For example, instead of adding markers, four languages in Dryer’s
(2013b) survey remove the declarative morpheme to obtain polar questions. More
surprisingly, Mixtec (Chalcatongo) is a language without any marking strategy for polar
questions. In other words, its polar question is identical to its declarative sentence.
Likewise, Y¢li Dnye, a language spoken on Rossel Island, shows no distinction between

the two clausal types (Dryer 2013b).

2.1.3.2 Marking strategies for constituent questions

Compared to the number of studies devoted to the marking strategies of polar
questions, work dedicated to constituent questions seems to be relatively scarce. There
might be two reasons for this. One is that the majority of marking strategies applied in
polar questions are assumed to be shared with constituent questions, except tags (Konig
& Siemund 2007: 299). Another reason is that marking strategies are often optional in
constituent questions (Siemund 2001: 1018). Although it may seem overly simplistic to
conflate the marking strategies of two question types (Siemund 2013: 249), in reality, the
marking strategy for constituent questions does have similarities to those of polar
questions.

According to Ultan (1978), only few languages mark their constituent questions

with intonation. But many of them use the same intonation pattern for both polar and
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constituent questions (Dixon 2012: 389-390), such as rising intonation in Tariana
(Arawak, Brazil). In addition to intonation, suffixes might also be the same in both
question types, as vit attested in West Greenlandic in (2.14). This suffix is identical to the

one shown in its polar question in example (2.9b).

(2.14) West Greenlandic

su-mik neri-vit?
what-INS eat-Q.2SG
‘What did you eat?’ (Dixon 2012: 386)

Particles also appear in constituent questions, such as E ne in Mandarin in example

(2.15) and ka in Japanese in example (2.16).

(2.15) 4R 23 * A (F) 7
ni yao qu nali  (ne)?
2SG  want g0 where PTCL

‘Where do you want to go?’
(2.16) Japanese

Dare-ga kimasu  (ka)?

who-NOM come PTCL

‘Who is coming?’
Yet, the fact that particles are one of the marking strategies for constituent questions is
still debatable. As Konig & Siemund (2007: 300) point out, given that these particles are
optional, the realization of constituent questions depends on the question words, such as
where or who. These question words can clearly convey the goal of questioning without
the aid of particles. Besides, from a functional point of view, it seems redundant to use
two different elements to represent the same sentence type, although this double-marking
phenomenon does exist when marking polar questions in Piraha (Mura).
Despite the fact that particles do not seem to functionally play a role in question marking,
they are considered as one of the marking strategies for constituent questions in some
studies (Li & Thompson 1981: 305; Cheng 1991; Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009:
237). Moreover, after advancing the hypothesis of an association between particles and
the position of question words (cf. Baker 1970: 207), the identity of particles in
constituent questions has been raised and discussed continuously ever since (cf. Cheng

1991 and Bruening 2007), especially in Mandarin, which has a variety of particles. This
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will be addressed in more detail in Section 2.5, where I will focus on the particles used
for questions.

The change of word order is another marking strategy shared by both question
types, suggesting that word order alone cannot reliably distinguish constituent questions
from polar questions; rather, the presence of a question word remains the primary
morphosyntactic difference between them. In particular, when a language employs word
order change to mark constituent questions, it is likely that the same strategy is also
applied to polar questions, as observed by Greenberg (1963:65). However, word order
change can be interpreted from two perspectives. One concerns the positional change of
the question word itself, while the other involves inversion between the subject and the
verb. If this strategy refers to changing the position of question words, it encompasses
broader range of languages (Konig & Siemund 2007: 301), since placing question words
in clause-initial position is cross-linguistically common (Siemund 2001: 1019), such as

in Finnish in (2.17).

(2.17) Finnish

a. Maija ottaa omenaa
Maija take.3SG apple.PAR
‘Maija is taking an apple.’

b. Miti Maija ottaa?
what.PAR Maija take.3SG
‘What is Maija taking?’ (Konig & Siemund 2007: 301)

By contrast, if word order change is restricted to subject-verb inversion, the number of
languages covered is considerably smaller. Only certain a small group of languages (e.g.,
Germanic and Romance languages) employ this type of inversion as question marking.
As shown the French example in (2.18), the subject tu ‘you’ and the second person

singular form of the verb dis ‘say’ are reversed.

(2.18) Que dis-tu?
what say-2SG
‘What do you say?’

Given the correlation in the use of word order change in constituent and polar questions,
Greenberg (1963: 65) formulates Universal Principle 11, stating that inversion occurs
only in languages where question words are normally clause-initial. He further specifies

that inversion in polar questions is possible only if it also occurs in constituent questions.
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This observation shows an implicational asymmetry of using inversion. In addition, it
indicates that subject-verb inversion is not specific to one single question type, but

operates at the level of question marking more generally.

2.1.3.3 Marking strategies for disjunctive questions

The third question type (i.e., disjunctive questions) has received much attention in
typological studies, despite the fact that its status as an independent question type is still
debatable. Before delving into this issue, I prefer to set aside their marking strategies from
the other two question types because its marking strategies indeed differ from the other
two question types (Holzl 2018).

The very basic marking strategy for disjunctive questions is to adjoin two choices,
as shown in Amis (Austronesian) in example (2.19): two choices, ma-tayal ‘work’ and

ma-futi ‘sleep’, are provided as two options, and they are juxtaposed one to the other.

(2.19) Amis
Ma-tayal kisu ma-futi?
AGT.FOC-work 2SG.NOM AGT.FOC-sleep

‘Are you going to work or sleep?’
(Huang et al. 1999: 651, as cited in Holzl 2018: 65)

This kind of juxtapesing seems to be available in all languages (Mauri 2008: 30).
However, some languages not only juxtapose two sentences but also attach particles to

both sentences, as shown the example (2.20) in Korean.

(2.20) Korean

Wuli-ka  ka-l-kka-yo? salam-ul ponay-l-kka-yo?
IPL-NOM  g0-PRS-PTCL-POL person-ACC  send-PRS-PTCL-POL
‘Shall we go, or shall we send someone?’ (Mauri 2008: 37)

In addition to particle, two juxtaposed phrases can be linked with the disjunctive
morpheme, such as a connective. For example, 3& 7 hdishi ‘or’ in Mandarin in example

(2.21). The use of connectives in disjunctive questions also occurs in Italian, French,

German, etc. (Mauri 2008: 28).

21 & E#& R BE MY
ni xthuan  fan  hdishi mian?
2sG  like rice  or noodle
‘Do you like rice or noodles?’
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In most cases, the form of connectives remains identical in declaratives and questions,
while some languages do have two different connectives, such as in Finnish, Polish,
Basque, and Marathi (Mauri 2008: 28; Holzl 2018: 65). In the following Finnish in
examples (2.22), there is a contrast of connective tai ‘or’ in declarative in (2.22a) vs. vai

‘or’ in questions in (2.22b).

(2.22) Finnish

a. Declarative

Jjoskus ovi  avaut-ui tai ikkuna  paiskaut-ui
sometimes door open-3SG.PRF or window become-3SG.PRF
kiinni

closed

‘Sometimes a door opened or a window slammed.’

b. Question
mene-mme-ko koulu-un huomenna vai jad-mme-ko  koti-in
go-1PL-Q school-ILL tomorrow or stay-1PL-Q = home-ILL
‘Do we go to school tomorrow or do we stay at home?’ (Mauri 2008: 27)
Another disjunctive morpheme is or not. This is added at the end of the question, such as

example (2.23) in Amele (Trans-New Guinea).

(2.23) Amele

ini jalan ke Rawamangun atau bukan?
this road to Rawamangun or not
‘Is this the road to Rawamangun, or not?’ (Dixon 2012: 399)

The English translation of example (2.23) happens to be a representation of the
disjunctive question in European languages (Ho6lzl 2018: 66). The first option has an
inversion of the verb encoded with a rising intonation, while the second option of the
question is linked with a connective encoded with a falling intonation. It seems to me that
this is one of the reasons why disjunctive questions are often considered a sub-type of
polar questions.

The examples above show two general ways of marking disjunctive questions,
either with covert or overt connectives. Interestingly, another distinctive way has often
been mentioned in the literature, namely, the disjunctive-negative structure (Konig &
Siemund 2007: 297-298), also known as the A-not-A structure (Li & Thompson 1981:
535; Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 244). Such a structure is well-known in
Mandarin and other Asian languages, in addition to languages in Papua New Guinea

(Konig & Siemund 2007: 297).
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This structure is said to have omitted the connective and is similar to the example (2.19),
in which there is a covert connective. Yet, the structure A-not-A should involve two
choices, one positive and the other negative, as illustrated in example (2.24). This latter

consists of a positive part of the verb &#k xihuan ‘like’ along with its negative part 7

E ¥k bu xthuan ‘not like’ as two choices. Besides the basic form of the A-not-A structure,

Mandarin has other variants (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 245). A more detailed

description of the A-not-A structure will be given in Section 2.2.1.

(224) £  E# R ED Y T A F?
ta xthuan bu xthuan zhe ben  shu?
3sG  like NEG like DEM CL book

‘Does he like this book or not?’
2.1.4 Summary of typology of question types and marking strategies

In this section, I have primarily dealt with two issues. The first issue was about the
terms question and interrogative. The term question concerns more the aspect of
semantics and is related to the set of answers, while interrogative concerns the form and
is used to differentiate sentence types with declarative and imperative. Understanding the
distinction between these two terms is intended to facilitate the reading of previous works,
especially when it is necessary to grasp the concepts to which the author is referring. In
this dissertation, I do not distinguish between the two terms, as such a distinction would
not particularly affect the discussion. Therefore, the term question is used as a cover term
for all relevant discussions.

The second issue dealt with the characteristics of questions. I provided an overview
of typological works concerning question types and each of their marking strategies.
From a typological perspective, polar and constituent questions are undeniably the two
basic question types. Other question types, such as focus questions, seem to be included
in polar questions in that they are formally identical but differ in that they have an
additional pragmatic function. In terms of marking strategies, the two basic question types
in fact share most of their marking strategies phonologically, morphologically, and
syntactically. On the other hand, disjunctive questions, whose status as independent
question type has been long debated, are distinctive in their structures. However, before
clarifying this unresolved issue for the exact status of disjunctive questions, I discussed

its marking strategies separately from the other two question types because of its
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structural uniqueness. The summary table (Table 5) below shows how these marking
strategies are used in different question types. A grey background indicates that the
strategies are shared among different question types. The symbol “V” indicates that the
strategy can be used in that question type, whereas the symbol “X” means such a strategy
is not attested. The symbol “V?” indicates that the use of the strategy is debatable. Finally,

the symbol “?” indicates that the use of the strategy is not mentioned in the literature.

Table 5 Summary of question types and their marking strategies

_ . . Disjunctive
Polar questions Constituent questions ]
questions
Intonation A% A" v?
Particle A% v? \%
Verbal inflection A% A" ?
Tag v X ?
Question words X A% X
Word order change A% A% V?
Connectives
X X A%
(overt/covert)
A-not-A X X A%

In addition to formal discussions of questions, typological studies extend their
interest to the usage of questions. Enfield, Stivers & Levinson (2010) have conducted
cross-linguistic research in ten languages (i.e., tAkhoe Haillom (Khoisan language family),
Danish, Dutch, English, Italian, Japanese, Korean, Lao, Tzeltal, Y¢éli Dnye) on how
question types are used and distributed in question-response systems. Three question
types (i.e., polar, constituent, and disjunctive questions) are taken into account in the
coding scheme. As their results show, among the ten languages investigated, polar
questions are the most frequent type. In addition to empirical study, the theory of social
economics of question is put forth by Levinson (2012). This theory predicts that polar
questions are the most frequent question type used in daily language because polar
questions reduce the face-threatening effect from the perspective of the speaker. It is also

the most economical way to use in the question-response system.
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After providing a cross-linguistic overview of question types and marking strategies
for questions, along the same line of thought, in what follows, I will narrow down the
scope and focus only on the two languages investigated in this dissertation, that is,
Mandarin and French. Questions type will be firstly addressed, followed by presenting

the marking strategies applied in the two languages.

2.2 Questions in Mandarin and French

As shown Section 2.1.1, the number of question types are varied across typology
studies, as summarised in Table 6. Most scholars distinguish between two or three
question types.

Table 6 Overview of question types in typology research

Number of question type References

) Greenberg 1963, Payne 1997
Schulze 2007, Velupillai 2012, Dryer 2013b
Ultan 1978: 43, Sadock & Zwicky 1985: 179,

3 Siemund 2001, Konig & Siemund 2007, Stivers &

Enfield 2010, Dixon 2012
4 Holzl 2018: 56
5 Holzl 2016: 17-18

The same issue of categorizing questions also appears in individual languages. In English,
for example, the dominant view is to distinguish between three question types: polar
questions, constituent questions, and disjunctive questions (Quirk et al. 1985; Biber et al.
1999; Stivers 2010: 2773). By contrast, although some linguists such as Siemund (2017)
and Sadock (2012: 103), recognise the existence of disjunctive questions, they argue that
there are only two question types in English. Accordingly, disjunctive questions are
considered as a sub-type of polar questions. The issue of determining a taxonomy of
question types also seems to be found in the two languages studied in this dissertation. In
the following two sub-sections, I will present an overview of question types and their
marking strategies in Mandarin and French, respectively. This will set the stage for the

discussion of the dichotomic view of questions in Section 2.3.
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2.2.1.Question types and marking strategies in Mandarin

Classifications of question types in Mandarin vary from two to four types. However,
the most common classification is the following three-way distinction: polar questions,
constituent questions, and disjunctive questions (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009), as

shown in examples (2.25) respectively.

(2.25) a. % B A "% ? (Polar question)

ni rénshi ta ma?
2sG  know 3G PTCL
‘Do you know him?’

b. % 7! R i3 % ? (Constituent question)
ni xidng gen  shei  qu?
2sG  want with  who go
‘Who do you want to go with?’

c. & 7 E E¥ BAE AT i ? (Disjunctive question)
ni xidng kandianying haishi da mdjiang?
2SG ~ want see movie or play majiang

‘Do you want to see a movie or play majiang?’

The distinction between the three question types in Mandarin follows the same principles
mentioned in typology research. That is, questions are categorised based on the set of
answers they trigger. Each question type has its own marking strategy (or strategies). The
polar question as in (2.25a) expects the answer yes or no and it is often marked with a
particle, such as %% ma in this case, while other particles are also possible. Particles will
be covered in detail in Section 2.5. The next example (2.25b) is a constituent question,
whose answers can be any of all possibilities that meet the criteria for the question word
in that question, such as 3 shéi ‘who’. The last example in (2.25¢) is a disjunctive
question. The answer expected is from either of the choices given in the question, namely,
& B % kan dianying ‘see a movie’ or 1T AF dd mdjiang ‘play majiang’. ©

Regarding marking strategies in Mandarin, in addition to rising intonation in polar
questions (Liou 2020: 84), we can mention four others, including particles, question
words, disjunctive structures, and tags (Li & Thompson 1981: 520-521). Three of them

have been illustrated in examples (2.25). As question words and particles will be

® The Majiang is a sort of tile-based game.
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addressed separately in Sections 2.4 and 2.5, I concentrate here only on tags and the
special disjunctive structure (i.e., A-not-A) in the following paragraphs.

There are three forms of tags in Mandarin: V-not-V, V-particle, and Neg-V-particle,
as illustrated in example (2.26). In addition, only a limited range of verbs are allowed in
these forms, such as & shi ‘be’, A you ‘have’, ¥ dui ‘true’, ¥F hdo ‘good’.” They are
originally discourse verbs which are used to respond to a statement or an inquiry of
interlocutors (Hsin 2016: 76). Such a constraint on the choice of verb might be attributed
to the highly lexicalised nature of tag forms in Mandarin (Siemund 2001: 1016).

(2.26) K= e& & T R-FR-E?/ REBE? XARB?
zhangsan yijing zou le shi-bu-shi?/  shi-ma?/ bu-shi-ma?
zhangsan alreadygo ASP  COP-NEG-COP/ COP-PTCL/ NEG-COP-PTCL
‘Zhangsan has gone, hasn’t he? / is it? / isn’t it?’

These three Mandarin tag forms differ in their degree of presupposition. The Neg-V-

particle has the strongest presupposition concerning the anchor (i.e., the declarative

sentence preceding the tag), such as R & %% bii-shi-ma in example (2.26), whereas the V-
particle has a relatively weak degree in presupposition, such as 7 %% shi-ma. By contrast,

as the structure of the V-not-V contains two choices, it therefore does not have any degree
of presupposition compared to the other two tag forms (Hsin 2016: 73). In other words,
questions with the V-not-V tag form are unbiased towards the answers. Based on the
different levels of presupposition presented in the different Mandarin tag forms, I wish to
argue that V-not-V should effectively be regarded as a disjunctive structure for
disjunctive questions, despite its occurrence in tags. Typologically, a tag is seen as a
marking strategy exclusively for the questions seeking confirmation (i.e., polar questions)
(Siemund 2001: 1019; Hsin 2016: 68—69). It is reasonable that it would pair as such, given
the presuppositional nature of the polar question in comparison to the other two question
types. However, the V-not-V form, when treated as a tag form, seems to be an exception
to this rule, since it has no presupposition. It is fully characterised syntactically and
semantically as a disjunctive question. Syntactically, V-not-V is identical to a disjunctive
structure without a connective. Semantically, the V-not-V form includes a set of answers

with two choices. Therefore, I argue that only the V-particle and Neg-V-particle are the

7 Note that it has been argued that adjectives in Mandarin are one type of verbs, namely intransitive stative
verbs (cf. Paul 2010 and Masini & Simone 2014 for further discussion).
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true forms of tags and that the V-not-V form is a disjunctive structure per se that happens
to appear in the same position as the other tag forms.

In Mandarin, the V-not-V form (more commonly known as A-not-A as a cover term
for such structure, and later referred to as such), as in %~ % yao-bi-yao ‘want-not-want’
in (2.27), is also widely mentioned as a distinctive marking strategy for disjunctive
questions. 8 Accordingly, disjunctive questions with the A-not-A form have even been
considered to be a separate question type along with the other three (Tang 1981; Cheng
1984).

Q27) %  BAR-B BERA 2
ni yao-bu-yao likai?
2SG  want-NEG-want leave
‘Do you want to leave’ (Cheng 1984: 90)

However, Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li (2009: 238) argue that the A-not-A structure is
regarded as one type of disjunctive question instead of an independent category. Hence,
the A-not-A structure is simply considered as one sort of disjunctive question that omits
the connective, & & hdishi ‘or’, as shown in (2.28).
(2.28) k= B &t FH £

Zhangsan mdi  haishi bu-mai  shi?

Zhangsan buy or NEG-buy book

‘Does Zhangsan buy or not buy books?’ (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li2009: 244)

Yet, the syntactic behaviour of the A-not-A is in fact different from the disjunctive
questions with 3& & hdishi ‘or’ (McCawley 1994: 186-189; Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li &
Li2009: 246-248). The most obvious difference concerns the order of the two conjuncts.
Generally, the positive option tends to precede the negative one, as in (2.28). The reversed
order is prohibited in an A-not-A structure, as in (2.29), but it is allowed if the two

conjuncts are linked by the connective 3& & hdishi ‘or’.

(2.29) * k= ~E B Z?
Zhangsan bu-mdi  madi shii?
Zhangsan NEG-buy buy book

Intended for: ‘Does Zhangsan buy or not buy books?’

8 The use of both terms is pointed out in Tang (1981: 232, 270). Given that the cases discussed in A-not-A
structure is often concerned with verbs, the term V-not-V is also attested. In fact, the more general and
common term is A-not-A structure in that other word classes also occur in a such structure, such as
prepositions, adverbs (Gasde 2004: 294; Huang 2010: 2). Accordingly, [ use A-not-A as a cover term.

45



Another difference lies in embedded clauses. When the A-not-A is used as a sentential
subject in an embedded clause, it is not possible to obtain a direct-question reading, as

shown in example (2.30). This constraint does not impact the &5 hdishi ‘or’ structure.

(230) * [ RF-R i R?
* ta lai-bu-lai bijiao hdo  ne?

3SG  come-NEG-come more better PTCL
Intended for: ‘Is it better that he comes or that he doesn’t?’
(Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li2009: 246)

The distinctiveness of the A-not-A structure also results from the fact that the other
two variants of the A-not-A can be distinguished: V-not-VP and VP-not-V, as shown

respectively in examples (2.31) and (2.32): the VP stands for B & mdi shii ‘buy books’,

averb B mdi ‘buy’ with its complement object & shii ‘book’.
(2.31) & B ZN B Z ? (V-not-VP)

ni mdi  bu mdi  shiu?

2SG  buy NEG buy book

‘Do you buy books or not?’

(2.32) & B Z ZS g ? (VP-not-V)
ni mdi  shiu  bu mdi?
2SG  buy book NEG buy
‘Do you buy books or not?’

One of the variants, the VP-not-V, seems to be the most constrained by two principles:
Lexical Integrity and Preposition stranding (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 248).
Regarding the principle of lexical integrity, the second part of the VP-not-V (i.e., the verb
following the negation) should always be complete as a lexical item, as shown in
examples (2.33). In (2.33a), the verb following the negation is incomplete because it lacks
the second syllable of the verb. However, it becomes acceptable if it is the first part of
VP-not-V (i.e., the verb preceding the negation) and lacks the second syllable of the verb,
as in (2.33b).

@33 a * £ SR AR KE_?
* ni jintian gaoxing  bu-gdo ?

28G  today happy NEG-hap
Intended for: ‘Are you happy or not?’

b. gy SR ™ = SR e
ni jintian gao bu gaoxing
28G  today hap NEG  happy

‘Are you happy or not?’
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The example (2.33b) is further classified as a V-not-VP structure. Therefore, the
constraint of lexical integrity is only required in the disjunctive questions with the VP-
not-V structure.

As for the second principle, the preposition is not allowed to strand in the position
following the negation, as shown in examples (2.34).

(2.34) a. * R AKX #® ) b s R #?
*  nimen mingtian cong Nan-zhan chiifa bu cong?
2pL  tomorrow from South-Station depart NEG  from
Intended for: ‘Will you depart from South Station tomorrow or not?’

b. R AR ®oOx K & e e
nimen mingtian cong bu cong Nan-zhan chitfa?
2PL  tomorrow from NEG from South-Station depart
‘Will you depart from South Station tomorrow or not?’

Not only do the two variants (i.e., VP-not-V and V-not-VP) differ in terms of their
syntactic behaviour, both structures are also derived from different syntactic mechanisms.
To obtain the VP-not-V structure, an anaphoric ellipsis is applied, while for V-not-VP,
reduplication applies (cf. Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li2009: 252-253 for more technical
details).

Besides the A-not-A structures with variants, another disjunctive structure (i.e., VP-Neg)

is also noted (Cheng, Huang & Tang 1996), as shown in examples (2.35): A~ bu in (2.35a)
and 7% méi in (2.35b). Note that in this case the negation is changed according to the

aspectuality class of the main verb (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 259).

(2.35) a. 1 ¢ g x?
ta mdi  shi  bu?
3G buy book NEG
‘Does he buy books or not?’

b. R "z T PR &7

ni chi e fan  méi?
2SG eat  ASP rice NEG
‘Have you eaten or not?’ (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li2009: 258)

These structures might be taken to be the reduced form of VP-not-V, but they differ in
two aspects (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 258-259). As illustrated in (2.36), first,
VP-Neg is not allowed to occur in an embedded clause, as in (2.36a). Second, the particle

& ne cannot be attached to the VP-Neg structure, as in (2.36b), but it does to VP-not-V.
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236) a * & & @ £ 0§ E  Fo
* wo bu zhidao ta mdi  shiu  bu
IsG  NEG know 3sG buy book NEG
Intended for: ‘I don’t know if he buys books or not.’
b. * tb B E = %’ ?
ta mdi  shiu  bu ne?
3G buy book NEG PTCL
Intended for: ‘Does he buy books or not.’

(Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li2009: 259)

Despite the differences between the VP-not-V and VP-Neg structures, the latter is still
classified as one of the A-not-A structures, given that this structure is akin to A-not-A in
terms of form, semantics, and pragmatics (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 259).
Overall, disjunctive questions in Mandarin have various marking strategies, such as
& 5T hdishi ‘or’, the A-not-A structures including its variants (VP-not-V, V-not-VP, VP-
Neg). Thus, it seems plausible and justified to consider disjunctive questions as a third
question type. However, it is not uncommon to argue that two question types are sufficient
and to categorise disjunctive questions as one of two types, such as in Tang (1984), Li
(2007), and Her, Che & Bodomo (2022). These authors have argued for a taxonomy of
questions that distinguishes between polar and constituent questions. However, they have
different opinions about the classification of disjunctive questions. This question will be

addressed in Section 2.3 after reviewing French question types and marking strategies.

2.2.2.Question types and marking strategies in French

In French, the same issue regarding the classification of question types recurs.
Research on French recognises either two or three question types. Of these, taxonomies
that comprise three question types are the most common (Beyssade 2006; Riegel, Pellat

& Rioul 2009; Larrivée & Guryev 2021). They are illustrated in examples (2.37).

(2.37) a. As-tu parlé a Paul ?
have-2SG speak.PTCP  PREP Paul
‘Have you spoken to Paul?’
b. 4 qui  as-tu parlé ?
PREP who have-2SG speak.PTCP

‘Who have you spoken to?’
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c. Vous habitez a Londres ou a Paris ?
2PL live PREP London or PREP Paris
‘Do you live in London or Paris?’ (Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 11)

Although the criteria of distinction among the three question types in French are
consistent with the mainstream typological perspective presented in this chapter, different
terminologies are used in the literature. A polar question like the one in example (2.37a)
is also known as question totale ‘total question’ and question fermée ‘closed question’.
These terms indicate that the subject of questioning covers the whole proposition, and the
answers expected are relatively closed-range options, either yes or no. The constituent
question in example (2.37b) is labelled as question partielle ‘partial question’ and
question ouverte ‘open question’, given that the focus of the questioning is not on the
entire proposition but on the question word, qui ‘who’ and the range of possible answers
seem to be larger compared to the binary answer typical of a polar question. Finally, a
disjunctive question is presented in (2.37c), in which provides two options of location.
The sort of nomenclature (i.e., closed vs. open) echoes the distinction made in Huddleston
(1994: 419-420). However, to remain consistent with the terminology applied in this
dissertation, I will opt for the terms polar, constituent and disjunctive questions.

Among the marking strategies observed across languages, French mostly uses three
of them: intonation, inversion, and particle’ (Harris 1998: 237; Guryev 2017: 24;
Druetta 2018: 23). Except for intonation that is commonly seen in polar questions, the
other two approaches are both available to any question type in French. Yet, behind this
great flexibility, there are also constraints and subtleties.

As regards constraints, it is noted that inversion and the particle est-ce que are in
fact incompatible with each other (Ultan 1978: 48; Siemund 2001: 1017). This
incompatibility can be attributed to the fact that the particle est-ce que retains its inverse
structure after grammaticalization into a particle (Druetta 2011). This can also account
for some hypercorrection cases: the occurrence of two marking strategies (i.e., inversion

and particle est-ce que) is attested (Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 12).

° From the literature, there are two question particles: est-ce que and -ti/~tu. Compared to the widespread
use of est-ce que particle, -#i/-tu particles are limited in certain regional variants, especially Canadian French
(cf. Auger & Villeneuve 2021 for more details). Given that the variant analysed in this dissertation is
primarily French from France, only the est-ce que particle will be addressed in the discussion.
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As for intricate subtleties, the inversion in French involves three variants: Subject-
clitic inversion (Drijkoningen 2010), Stylistic inversion (Richard Kayne & Pollock 1978;
Lahousse 2006), and Complex inversion (Rizzi & Roberts 1989). These variants have
attracted some interest in linguistics, especially under the generative framework (Kayne
& Pollock 2001; Lahousse 2003b; 2014), since they pertain to the movement of
constituents. I do not go into any technical detail about the movement in inversions, only

the examples are presented in (2.38) to illustrate three kinds of inversion.

(2.38) a. Est-il parti ? (Subject-clitic inversion)
be-3SG  leave.PTCP
‘Has he left?’
b. Ou est alle Romain ? (Stylistic inversion)
where be.3SG go.PTCP  Romain
‘Where did Romain go?’
c. Le prix a-til augmenté ou baissé ? (Complex inversion)

ART  price have-t-3SGincrease.PTCP or decrease.PTCP
‘Has the price increased or decreased?’

The difference between these inversions lies in the characteristics of the subject. Subject-
clitic inversion refers to questions with a pronominal subject, such as i/ ‘he’ in example
(2.38a). Stylistic inversion is also known as nominal inversion because of the presence of
nominal subject in the question, like Romain in example (2.38b). The last type of
inversion is known as complex inversion. As the term shows, the complexity comes from
the fact that two constituents cross-reference each other, /e prix ‘the price’ and i/ ‘it’ in
example (2.38c). Moreover, it is this cross-reference that has led to many debates on the
issue of true subjects in French linguistics literature (cf. Muller 2007). Despite their
apparent complexity, the three types of inversion can be applied to almost any question
type. That said, stylistic inversion is incompatible with polar questions (Guryev 2017: 27).
This nuance suggests that different question types also have their own peculiarities in the
use of these marking strategies. In the following paragraphs, I will discuss how each
question type aligns with these strategies.

Although polar questions are not compatible with stylistic inversion, they can use
intonation, est-ce que particle, and the other two inversions (Hansen 2001), as illustrated

in examples (2.39).
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(2.39) a. Elle va au cours ?
3G go PREP class
‘Is she going to class?’

b. Est-ce qu’ elle va au cours ?
PTCL 3G go PREP class
‘Is she going to class?’

c. Va-t-elle au cours ? (Subject-clitic inversion)
go-t-3SG  PREP class
‘Is she going to class?’

d. Marie va-t-elle au cours ? (Complex inversion)
Mary go-t-33G PREP class
‘Is she going to class?’ (Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 12)

Word order often distinguishes declaratives from questions in French. In example (2.39a),
intonation in spoken language or punctuation in written texts plays a role in marking
questions, since the word order of the question is identical to the declarative sentence (i.e.,
Elle va au cours. ‘She is going to class.’). Accordingly, this form of polar questions is
also known as questioning declaratives (Abeillé, Crabbé & Marandin 2012) or
declarative questions (Zhang 2014). Other marking strategies are related to morpho-
syntax. Example (2.39b) adds the est-ce que particle in front of a declarative sentence.
Examples (2.39¢) and (2.39d) illustrate two kinds of inversion adopted for polar questions.
The variety of constituent question structures is highlighted in the literature, ranging
from eight (Guryev 2017: 1) to up to sixteen variants (Quillard 2001; Coveney 2011;
Larrivée & Guryev 2021). Firstly, three types of inversions are shown in (2.40) in addition
to est-ce que particle, as in (2.41).
(2.40) a. Ou  va-t-elle ? (Subject-clitic inversion)

where go-t-3SG
‘Where does she go?’

b. Ou va Marie ? (Stylistic inversion)
where go Mary
‘Where does Mary go?’

c. Ou  Marie va-t-elle ? (Complex inversion)
where Mary go-t-3SG
‘Where does Mary go?’ (Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 12)

(2.41) Ou est-cequ’ elle va?
where PTCL 3G go
‘Where does she go?’ (Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 12)
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Secondly, some variants are related to the position of question words. Basically, question
words tend to be fronted in French. In that case, the word order following the question
word can be either reversed, as illustrated by examples (2.40), or identical to a declarative
sentence, as in (2.42).

(2.42) Ou elle  va?

where 3SG  go
‘Where does she go?’ (Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 12)

When question words are found in-sifu, the question has the same word order compared
to its declarative counterpart except that the object is replaced with the question word, as
in (2.43). More details related to French question words in-situ are discussed in Section

2.44.

(2.43) Elle va ou?
3G go where
‘Where does she go?’ (Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 12)

If a question word is used as a subject, it is naturally placed in the initial position, as qui

‘who’ in example (2.44).

(244) Qui  va au cours ?
who go PREP class
‘Who is going to the class?’ (Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 13)

Finally, other marginal structures are also discussed in the literature, as shown in (2.45).
One is in the cleft structure. This structure reinforces the focus on the question word, such
as ou ‘where’ in (2.45a). Two related variants are also proposed but they are considered

non-standard, as in (2.45b) and (2.45¢).

(2.45) a. C’ est ou qu’ elle va?

DEM Ccop  where COMP 3SG go
‘It is where that she is going?’

b. Ou ¢’ est qu’ elle va?
where DEM COP COMP 3SG  go
‘It is where that she is going?’

c. Ou qu’ elle  va?
where COMP 3SG go
‘It is where that she is going?’ (Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 13)

Another marginal structure is the infinitive structure (Riegel, Pellat & Rioul 2009: 278;

Coveney 2011: 115). This structure only accepts question words functioning without a
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subject because the real subject is implicit and syntactically covert. Also, the real subject
can only be the person who addresses the question or a more generic referent as in (2.46).
(2.46) Que faire ?

what do.INF
‘What (should I/we) to do?’ (Coveney 2011: 115)

Constituent questions behave more diversely than polar questions in terms of
structural variants. The same gap of structural diversity can also be observed when
compared with disjunctive questions in French. In French, the marking strategies used in
disjunctive questions are often identical to those for polar questions, including inversion,
and the est-ce que particle. This happens to such an extent that disjunctive questions are

often considered polar questions, as illustrated in examples (2.47) and (2.48).

(2.47) Est-ce un bien, est-ce un mal ?

COP-DEM ART good COP-DEM ART  bad

‘Is it good, is it bad?’ (Coveney 2011: 113)
(2.48) Est-ce que  je continue ou est-ce que ' arréte ?

PTCL ISG  continue or PTCL ISG  stop

‘Do I go on or do I stop?’ (Coveney 2011: 113)

Example (2.47) can be considered a juxtaposition of two choices without the connective
ou ‘or’. It can also be the same structure as two polar questions with inversion. Likewise,
example (2.48) illustrates the same situation but with the est-ce que particle joined by a
connective ou ‘or’. To be more disjunctive-like, the second part of the question can even

be reduced to a negative constituent, as in (2.49).

(2.49) Est-ce une  vipere ou pas ?
COP-DEM ART  viper or NEG
‘Is it a viper or not?’ (Riegel, Pellat & Rioul 2009: 680)

This reduced form ou pas ‘or not’ is however occasionally seen as an extra component
appended to polar questions (see the case of Fijan language in Dixon 2012: 399). In
general, when speaking of appended components to polar questions, it is the tag form,
which is rarely mentioned in the French literature on French questions. Tag forms in
French include oui ‘yes’, non ‘no’, hein ‘huh’, c’est ¢a ‘that’s it’, n’est-ce pas ‘isn’t it’,
d’accord ‘OK’ (Debaisieux & Boulton 2007: 41; Abeillé, Crabbé & Marandin 2012).
These tags appending to polar questions request confirmation from the addressee. Since

French tags are not formally or pragmatically special compared to other languages, they
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are mentioned only because of the formal similarity with the reduced negation form in
disjunctive questions. Therefore, I will not discuss French tags any further here.

As mentioned above, these disjunctive questions are still very often regarded as a
combination of two polar questions (Coveney 2011: 113). The literature commonly puts
these two types of questions in the same category, identifying disjunctive questions as a
sub-type of polar questions. However, some studies point out the fact that even though
the two question types are formally identical (in fact, they are not to a certain extent), they
are supposed to trigger different answers (Beyssade 2006: 185; Abeillé¢ & Godard 2021:
1402). In the next section, I address the core issue of question type and aim to provide a
more comprehensive point of view toward a plausible taxonomy of questions for both

Mandarin and French.

2.2.3.Summary

Section 2.2 have zoomed in on the relevant issues for the two languages under
scrutiny here, namely Mandarin and French. Table 7 summarises the classification of
question types in the two languages.

Table 7 A summary of question types in Mandarin and French

Number of
) References in Mandarin References in French
question type
2 .
Tang 1984, Li 2007, Wagner & Pinchon 1962,
(polar and
. Her, Che & Bodomo 2022 Coveney 2011
constituent)
; Li & Thompson 1981, Harris 1998, Beyssade 2006,
) Tiee 1986, Huang, Y.-H. Riegel, Pellat & Rioul 2009,
(polar, constituent, ) )
o . Audrey Li & Li 2009, Wang & | Guryev 2017, Druetta 2018,
disjunctive)
Sun 2015 Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1402
4
(polar, constituent,
o _ Tang 1981
disjunctive, A-not-
A)

Based on this summary table, it appears that three question types are probably the most

common categorization in the literature because of the different marking strategies
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applied to distinguish three question types. However, the disjunctive questions are often
categorised as polar questions due to their formal similarities. Some studies advocate a
two-way distinction of question types, both from a typological point of view (cf. Table 6)
and from a monolingual perspective, as shown in Table 7.

However, the issue of the taxonomy of questions does not merely stop here. In the
two-way distinction, the polar question is understood to contrast with the constituent
question in terms of its forms in addition to its relationships with our cognitive model that
is to convey the meaning of an event or an object in the world at any given time (Kearsley
1976: 364). As regards the classification of disjunctive questions, disagreement arises. As
mentioned earlier, disjunctive questions have been mostly categorised as a subtype of
polar questions. Nevertheless, another proposition has been advanced, namely that
disjunctive questions and constituent questions are part of the same category. Accordingly,
in the following section, I will look at two different arguments for the classification of
disjunctive questions and argue for a dichotomic view of questions, which is theoretically
more plausible. Following my arguments, a sub-section will further illustrate the
plausibility of such a dichotomy based on empirical evidence gathered from the

grammaticality judgement tasks in Mandarin and French.

2.3 The dichotomic view of questions in Mandarin and French

This section aims to first provide an overview of the different arguments put
forward in typology research and monolingual linguistics (for English and the two
languages studied here) on how to categorise disjunctive questions. Then, through
empirical evidence from Mandarin and French, I aim to consolidate one of the plausible
arguments. The goal of this section is on the one hand to clarify how disjunctive questions
should be categorised and to examine whether such a dichotomic view of questions is

supported by empirical evidence.

2.3.1 The delineation of a disjunctive question

The most widespread argument is that disjunctive questions and polar questions
belong to the same category, given their similarities in certain aspects, such as intonation
and syntactic structures.

Rising intonation is generally regarded as one of the marking strategies for polar

questions. This strategy is also found in disjunctive questions. Hence, the typical pattern
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of intonation in disjunctive questions is rising on the first conjunct and falling on the

second or the last (Siemund 2001: 1012).

(2.50) Do you want to come or not?

In example (2.50), the first conjunct is presented as a form of polar questions with rising
intonation, while the second part shows a shortened form of a disjunction encoded with a
falling intonation.

In addition to intonation, disjunctive questions can also be assumed as an extended

version of polar questions (Jespersen 1933: 304).
(2.51) Do you want to come or don’t you want to come?

Example (2.51) can be analysed as a polar question attached to a negative counterpart. As
mentioned previously, some studies do analyse disjunctive questions as a series of two
(or more) polar questions juxtaposed and connected linked by a connective (cf. Coveney
2011 and Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1410 for French; Li 2007 for Mandarin). Interestingly,
from another perspective, polar questions can be examined as a type of disjunctive
questions (Karttunen 1977: 383, 391-392), which undergoes ellipsis or is with a covert
disjunctive structure. Besides, the disjunctive structure seems to be considered one of the
marking strategies for polar questions (Siemund 2001: 1016; Konig & Siemund 2007:
297-298). In Mandarin, unbiased polar questions use the A-not-A structure, compared to

the biased polar questions with particles. Furthermore, the connective & & hdishi ‘or’

can link a series of polar questions (Li 2007: 124-126). Similarly in English, the

connective or is also attested in polar questions, as in (2.52).

(2.52) Are you free on Tuesday or Wednesday?

However, if example (2.52) is interpreted as a polar question with a rising intonation
toward the end of the question, this contour is different from the typical intonation of
disjunctive questions, which falls at the end. In other words, the connective or in polar
questions is distinguished from the one used in disjunctive questions, despite their
identical forms. In fact, such a distinction of different connectives is found in other
languages. In Mandarin, two connectives are differentiated by their lexical forms. For

instance, only 3£ /& hdishi ‘or’ appears in disjunctive questions to link options, whereas

& huoshi ‘or’ occurs in polar questions without implying any choice.
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With the similarities in intonation and structure, polar questions and disjunctive
questions are formed as a group of ‘closed interrogative’ (Huddleston 1994), as opposed
to ‘open interrogative’, which includes only constituent questions. The reason for such a
grouping is that they both have common syntactic environments. For instance, the
inversion in ‘closed interrogative’ is without any trigger (i.e., question words) and this
type of ‘interrogative’ can be embedded with subordinators like if and whether
(Huddleston 1994: 419).

Despite the large resemblance in intonation and form between polar and disjunctive
questions, it is unreasonable to attribute these disjunctive structures to the strategy used
in polar questions. For the Mandarin A-not-A structure, since it contains two choices, it
implies no bias in the stance of the speaker. In that regard, there is no doubt that such a
structure is for disjunctive questions. In my opinion, the fuzzy boundary in phonology
and syntax between polar and disjunctive questions is one of the reasons why they have
often been categorised together. In reality, they are particularly different in the purpose
of questioning. Studies have clearly pointed out that disjunctive questions seek answers
that are different from those for polar questions (Jespersen 1933: 304; Siemund 2001:
1012; Beyssade 2006: 185; Konig & Siemund 2007: 291-292), namely, polar questions
expect the binary answers yes and no; whereas disjunctive questions expect information,
which is already provided as choices in the question. Consequently, some studies argue
that disjunctive questions belong to the same category as constituent questions.

This argument is mostly evidenced from a semantic perspective by the observation
of their expected answers. That is, as opposed to the logical polarity of yes and no

expected by polar questions, disjunctive questions should trigger exact information.
(2.53) Is it raining or is it snowing? (Sadock & Zwicky 1985: 179)

In example (2.53), the inquirer is waiting for an answer with exact information about the

weather. The same concept can be found in constituent questions.
(2.54) How is the weather?

The expected answers for example (2.54) can range from the smallest set, such as two
choices presented in example (2.53), to a set of unlimited possibilities. Accordingly, both
question types are grouped together in that they all seek information as their answers

(Sadock & Zwicky 1985: 179; Luo 2013: 9-10). The only difference lies in the number
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of possible answers: two (or more) can be listed in disjunctive questions, whereas in
constituent questions, an unlimited number of answers is expected only if the scope of
the answers falls in the universe of discourse between locutors (Tang 1984: 383).
Semantically, using a disjunctive structure is to convey a set of substitutable possibilities
(Mauri 2008: 25), while asking a constituent question is to expect a set of propositions
expressed by possible answers to it (Karttunen 1977: 387). Besides, given that both types
of question present their set of answers either explicitly in disjunctive questions or
implicitly in constituent questions, they have no presupposition when questioning. In
other words, they are unbiased in terms of their answers, which is in sharp contrast with
polar questions (Li & Thompson 1981: 550; Li 2007: 117).

Along with their shared semantics, both question types can also be marked with the

same particle, as shown in (2.55). In Mandarin, "E ne particle occurs in disjunctive in
(2.55a) and constituent questions in (2.55b). However, the %E ne particle is not allowed

in polar questions, as in (2.55c).

(255 a. %@  Fm #A  FE  R?

waimian  xiayu hdishi xiaxuée ne?
outside  rain  or SNOW PTCL
‘Is it raining or snowing outside?’

b. &KX R A EBAR % ?
Jintian tianqi zénmeyang  ne?
today weather how PTCL
‘How is the weather today?’

o SR Y T
Jintian tianqi hdo  ne?
today weather good PTCL

Intended for: ‘Is it good, today’s weather?’

Note that disjunctive questions with A-not-A variants other than VP-Neg can also take

the "E ne particle, as in (2.56).

(2.56) & H-A-F T % ?
waimian  you-méi-you xiayu ne
outside  have-NEG-have rain PTCL

‘Is it raining outside?’

Therefore, regardless of the form presented in disjunctive questions, both disjunctive and

constituent questions can be marked identically by the %€ ne particle. In addition to the
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use of the same particle, the disjunctive questions with an A-not-A structure can be further
treated as constituent questions from the generative perspective (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li
& Li2009: 256). As bearing the formal feature of the question, both A-not-A and question
words are subject to a covert movement, namely LF (logical form) movement. Through
such a movement, both A-not-A and question words, which occur in-sifu in syntactic level,
can obtain their sentential scope in the level of logico-semantic representation. Moreover,
as in (2.57), if they occur in a syntactic island (e.g., a relative clause), which prevents
syntactic operations (e.g., extraction), A-not-A structure in (2.57a) and question words
(e.g., A1+ /B weishénme ‘why’) in (2.57b) do not allow acquiring an interpretation of a
direct question (cf. Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 254-256, 261-265 for more

technical detail and Section 2.4.3 for the LF movement of question words in Mandarin).

(2.57) a* R & BE [(B-F-mHE & e Al ?
nimen zdi tdolun [gdo-bu-gdoxing de nage ren|?
2pL  ASP  discuss  hap-NEG-happy DE DEM  person
Intended for: ‘Are you discussing the person who is happy or the one who
isn’t?’

(Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 256)

bxf# & B [ %41 B OF W A7
ni zul  xihuan [weishénme mdi  shii  de ren)?
2sG  most like why buy book DE person

Intended for: “Why do you like [the person who bought the books]?’
(Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li2009: 263)

It seems relatively legitimate to form a group of disjunctive and constituent questions
based on both syntactic and semantic perspectives. Syntactically, despite the fact that
disjunctive questions are not as formally identical to constituent questions as they are to
polar questions, both disjunctive and constituent questions have the same characteristics
in syntax, such as having the same marking strategy and bearing the same condition of
movement in Mandarin. As far as semantics is concerned, claim of grouping disjunctive
and constituent questions is more plausible. Unlike polar questions, disjunctive questions
are much akin to constituent questions in terms of their set of propositions (answers) and
their nature of presupposition.

To summarise, even though grouping polar and disjunctive questions seems to be
the most welcomed and widely recognised, I intend to argue that it is more plausible to

categorise disjunctive questions with constituent questions from both syntactic and
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semantic points of view. One may argue that the illustrations above concern mostly
Mandarin instead of French. Indeed, such a claim seems to be rare for French. This might
be because disjunctive questions do not attract much attention in French linguistics and
instead have long been regarded as one special question type on the continuum between
polar and constituent questions (Druetta 2021: 91-92). In other words, disjunctive
questions can be either polar or constituent questions, depending on the perspectives
taken. In fact, some studies argue that different forms of disjunctive questions should be
treated differently (Stenstrom 1984: 153; Minga et al. 2020: 739). Nevertheless, I still
wish to argue that disjunctive questions should be categorised with constituent questions,
be they in French or Mandarin. In the next sub-section, I will resort to empirical evidence
to check whether my claim holds against data gathered from native speakers of the two
languages investigated.

Before moving to the next section, one might argue against the necessity of
categorizing disjunctive and constituent questions as one question type. After all, both
question types are different to some extent, such as the A-not-A structure in disjunctive
questions or question words in constituent questions. Admittedly, it is still possible to
distinguish the two question types from certain angles. However, beyond the three-way
distinction based on forms and sets of answers, I think the two-way distinction is more
advantageous from two perspectives. First, the two-way distinction of question types
shows its plausibility from semantic and syntactic perspectives. Second, in the light of
philosophical principle, Occam’s razor, if a binary distinction can be made and be
justified empirically, such a distinction should be favoured (Her, Che & Bodomo 2022).
Consequently, the aim here is to present the classification of question types from different
linguistic layers, as shown in Table 8. Syntactically, although a three-way distinction is
possible, disjunctive and constituent questions indeed share a certain number of syntactic
features. Semantically, questions can be distinguished by the number of the set of
propositions that they have for interlocutors to choose from, namely a single set of
propositions vs. multiple sets of propositions (Bhatt & Dayal 2020: 1124). Pragmatically,
based on the nature of the answers expected, questions can be distinguished as
confirmation-seeking or information-seeking (Dixon 2012: 377; Her, Che & Bodomo

2022).
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Table 8 Classification of question types based on linguistic levels

Linguistic level Classification of question types
Pragmatic Confirmation-seeking Information-seeking
Semantic Singleton set of propositions | A non-singleton set of propositions
Syntactic 1 Polar questions Constituent questions
. . Disjunctive Constituent
Syntactic 2 Polar questions ) )
questions questions

2.3.2 Empirical evidence of taxonomy of question in Mandarin and French

Based on the discussion in Section 2.3.1, disjunctive and constituent questions
should be grouped together, as both differ from polar questions at the morphosyntactic,
semantic, and pragmatic levels. In other words, a binary distinction between polar
questions and non-polar (i.e., disjunctive and constituent) questions is theoretically well-
founded. This dichotomy has been supported in analyses of several languages, including
Taiwan Mandarin, Xiang and English (Her, Che & Bodomo 2022), Taiwan Southern Min
(Hsiao & Her 2021), and Paiwan (Austronesian) (Huang & Her 2024). Additional
empirical evidence further reinforces this two-way distinction of question types, such as
grammaticality judgement tasks conducted in Mandarin (Hsu, Chen & Her, submitted)
and in French (Hsu, Allassonniére-Tang & Her, in preparation).

Following the syntactic criteria proposed by Her, Che & Bodomo (2022), Hsu,
Chen & Her (submitted) adopt three syntactic features to distinguish question types:
particle (ma vs. ne), adverb (ndandao vs. daodi), and question form (direct vs. indirect

question), as shown in Table 9.

Table 9 Distinguishing features and conditions

Distinguishing features Conditions
Particle @ % ma @ % ne
Adverb ® #£i& ndndao @ 2|k daodi
Question form ® direct question ® indirect question

Each syntactic condition further exhibits grammatical contrasts across different question

types, as illustrated in Table 10.
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Table 10 Grammaticality prediction of distinguishing features and conditions

Distinguishing Conditions Polar Wh Disjunctive
features
"% ma 4
Particle
e ne
2]
nandao
Adverb
3K
daodi
Direct 4 v v

Question form .

(grammatical conditions are marked with a symbol v/, while ungrammatical conditions
are marked with X and a grey background)

Based on the grammaticality contrasts observed under these syntactic conditions, a timed
grammaticality judgment task was conducted to determine whether these syntactic
features empirically support the proposed dichotomy of questions. Both grammaticality
judgments and reaction times were recorded as dependent measures.

The descriptive results of the judgement responses are presented in Figure 4.
Statistically, there is a significant difference between the acceptance rates of grammatical

and ungrammatical conditions (y* (1) = 150.56, p <.0001).
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Question type
Polar Q WhQ Disjunctive Q
100

75-
501 26.6 21.2 29.4
25-
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501 21.7 15.5 17.2
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501 27.7
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0.

Figure 4 Acceptance rate to target conditions in Mandarin grammaticality judgment task
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As for reaction times, Figure 5 presents the descriptive results. The statistical
analysis indicates that reaction times for grammatical conditions are significantly shorter

than those for ungrammatical ones (y? (1) = 24.02, p <.0001).
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Figure 5 Reaction time to target conditions in Mandarin grammaticality judgment task
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These experimental results provide empirical support for the proposed dichotomy
of questions types in Mandarin. On the one hand, the acceptance rates indicate that the
three syntactic features reliably predict grammaticality. On the other, the reaction time
data further strengthens the robustness of the grammatical contrasts observed in
interaction between syntactic conditions and question types. It is worth noting that a
semantic distinction between question types is implicitly reflected in the syntactic
contrasts revealed by the data.

Given that the dichotomy of question types has been argued cross-linguistically,
Hsu, Allassonni¢re-Tang & Her (in preparation) conducted a similar experiment in
French. Building on the design of the Mandarin experiment and incorporating the
morpho-syntactic characteristics of French, two syntactic features were selected for the

French experiment: adverb and question form, as shown in Table 11.
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Table 11 Distinguishing features and conditions

Distinguishing features Conditions
©  En fin de compte,
Adverb O Serait-il possible que )
A la fin
Question form ® Direct question @ Indirect question

The selection of adverbs was based on Grand dictionnaire Ricci de la langue chinoise
(Institut Ricci 2001) and a bidirectional parallel corpus of contemporary Mandarin and
French novels. This approach enabled the identification of adverbial phrases that contrast

in semantic function within questions, as illustrated in Table 12.

Table 12 Fundamental semantic contrast of the adverb in French

Fundamental Semantic contrast

Casting doubt on the truth hood of one Forcing a choice among two or more
proposition propositions
En fin de compte
Serait-il possible que ‘in the end’
‘is it possible that’ A la fin

‘in the end’

According to the theory of the dichotomy of questions (Her, Che & Bodomo 2022), Hsu,
Allassonni¢re-Tang & Her (in preparation) argue that these adverbial phrases are
associated with different question types. Specifically, the phrase serait-il possible que,
which cast doubt on the truth hood of one proposition, is compatible only with polar
questions. In contrast, the adverbial expressions en fin de compte and a la fin are to prompt
the addressees to select one piece of information among two or more propositions, thus
occurring with disjunctive and wh-questions, which involve multiple propositions.

With respect to the question form in French experiment, French does not exhibit
any grammaticality contrasts for this syntactic feature across question type. In contrast to
Mandarin, all French question types can form indirect questions. For polar questions, the
complementiser si is typically used to construct an indirect question. However, est-ce que
is also attested in indirect polar questions. The acceptability of this variant appears to vary

depending on the educational background of the speaker. Based on these observations,
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Hsu, Allassonni¢re-Tang & Her (in preparation) argue that French may be undergoing a
shift in its taxonomy of question types. Specifically, if native speakers accept est-ce que
as a complementiser in indirect polar questions, polar questions can no longer be
syntactically distinguished from wh- and disjunctive questions. In this case, French may
be said to have only one syntactic question type, namely, information-seeking questions.
Conversely, if native speakers only accept si in indirect polar questions and reject est-ce
que, this suggests that polar questions remain syntactically distinct from other question
types.

Accordingly, the four basic conditions were crossed with three question types, as

shown in Table 13.

Table 13 Grammaticality prediction of distinguishing features and conditions

Distinguishing Conditions Polar Wh Disjunctive
features
Serait-il possible que v X X
Adverb
En fin de compte, v v
A la fin A
Direct v v v
Indirect with a . .
i v v v
Question form complementiser (s7) (s7)
Indirect est-ce que X NA X

(grammatical conditions are marked with a symbol v/, while ungrammatical conditions
are marked with X and a grey background)

The results of judgement task are shown in Figure 6. A significant difference is
found between the acceptance rates of grammatical and ungrammatical conditions (y2 (1)
=26.12, p <.0001), with the exception of the adverb condition in disjunctive questions

(z=-2.047, p = .6155).
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Figure 6 Acceptance rate to target conditions in French grammaticality judgment task
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Although the overall difference is statistically significant, ungrammatical conditions,
particularly in the adverb condition of polar and disjunctive questions, receive relatively
high acceptance rates. In the case of wh-questions, the acceptance rate for ungrammatical
condition also exceeded 70%. The high acceptance of ungrammatical condition in stark
contrast to the results from the Mandarin experiment (see Figure 4), where acceptance
rates for ungrammatical conditions are consistently below 30%. These findings suggests
that, unlike Mandarin, French does not exhibit a clear morphosyntactic distinction
between polar questions and other question types.

Regarding the acceptance rate of the complementiser est-ce que across educational
levels, the overall analysis no statistically significant difference (3 (5) = 8.21, p = .145).
Nevertheless, Figure 7 illustrates predicted acceptance rates by question types across

different educational levels.
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Probability of acceptance across different educational levels by question types
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Education

Figure 7 Probability of acceptance rate across different educational levels

A decreasing trend is observed from high school to PhD level. In other words, native
speakers with higher educational attainment (e.g., Master’s or PhD degree) tend to reject
the use of est-ce que in indirect polar and disjunctive questions more than those with only
a high school degree.

The overall reaction time between grammatical and ungrammatical conditions also
shows a significant difference (%> (1) = 5.2, p <.05). However, in the adverb condition of
polar questions, the reaction time for the ungrammatical condition is slightly shorter than
for grammatical ones, and this difference is not statistically significant (z value= 2.28, p

=.4476), as shown in Figure 8.

68



Polar Wh Disjunctive

4000-

quenpy

2000~

Reaction time (ms)

4000~

wio} uonseny

2000~

i

Grammatical Ungran%matical Grammatical Ungranﬁmanca\ Grammatical Ungrarﬁmaiica\
Grammaticality

Figure 8 Reaction time to target conditions in French grammaticality judgment task

The results from the French grammaticality judgment task suggest that French may
lack morphosyntactic distinction between polar questions and other question types.
However, a tendency toward a dichotomy of question types appears to emerge among
speakers with higher levels of education. This emerging pattern may account for the

significant differences observed in both acceptance rates and reaction times.

2.3.3 Summary

This section discussed the taxonomy of questions in Mandarin and French based on
the empirical evidence from grammaticality judgement tasks. The results indicated that
the two languages differ in their morphosyntactic distinction of two question types
(i.e., confirmation-seeking and information-seeking questions). In Mandarin, these two
question types are distinguishable through the use of adverbs and question forms. By
contrast, French does not exhibit a clear morphosyntactic distinction between these
question types, despite the semantic contrast of the selected adverbs. However, a tendency
toward a dichotomy of question type emerges among French speakers with higher
educational levels, such as those holding Master’s or PhD degrees. This suggests that
although French does not fully distinguish polar questions using morphosyntactic

elements, a nascent dichotomy may develop in speakers with advanced education.
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Crucially, this cross-linguistic comparison of theoretical and experimental results
provided a foundation for interpreting the distributional patterns of question types
observed in authentic data. The findings presented here will serve as a basis for the

corpus-based observations and analyses.

2.4 Question words
2.4.1 Question words and their syntactic positions

Question words, also known as wh-words or interrogative pronouns/words (Holzl
2018: 76), are distinctive in their marking strategy, given that they only occur in
constituent questions. This marking strategy is universal (Ultan 1978: 53; Mackenzie
2009: 1133), except for one exceptional language from the Chapacuran family, which
uses demonstratives as question words (Holzl 2016: 19).

Constituent questions use different question words to indicate the specific content
being sought. The eight canonical question words, distinguished typologically in Dixon
(2012: 407), are who, what, where, when, why, how, which, and how many/much.
However, not all languages have such a wide range of question words (Ultan 1978: 53;
Ho6lz1 2018: 77). Question words are often categorised based on their word class (Diessel
2003: 637; Velupillai 2012: 358) and semantic scope (Diessel 2003: 640; Mackenzie 2009:
1132), even though their forms may differ across languages. Table 14 presents the
categorization of eight canonical question words mentioned above. Previous studies have
proposed different word classes and semantic scope subcategories, but that is not the

focus of this section (cf. Holzl 2018: 81, 85 for more details).
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Table 14 Categorization of question words (Dixon 2012: 407; Diessel 2003: 637, 640)

Question words Word class Semantic scope
who person
Pronoun .
what object
where place
when time
Adverb
why cause
how manner
which Determiner selection
how many/ much Quantifier quantity

Given the variety of question words in terms of their forms, word classes, and semantic
scopes, different dimensions of question words are investigated, such as polysemy and
complexity including the number of phonemes and word length (cf. Heine, Claudi &
Hiinnemeyer 1991: 55-59 and Mackenzie 2009). In addition, studies have also extended
the scope to the structural level, such as the syntactic position of question words. This
dissertation will focus on this latter topic.

Under the generative theory framework, the position of question words in syntax is
often a topic of discussion. Languages are categorised into three groups based on their
neutral constituent questions, namely constituent questions without conveying additional
pragmatic purpose as in rhetorical questions: (1) fronting languages, which require
question words in clausal-initial position; (2) in-situ languages, which have question
words in the same position as the constituent questioned; and (3) optional fronting
languages, which have both possibilities (Siemund 2001: 1019).

According to the typological survey conducted by Ultan (1978: 54), fronting languages
have a larger proportion (i.e., 73.4% of 53 languages), compared to the other two groups.
However, in a larger scale typological work by Dryer (2013c¢), the group of fronting
languages only account for 29% (n = 264), while 68% of languages (n = 615) do not
obligatorily have initial question words. The difference between these two studies may
be due to the sample of different language families and the criteria used to categorice the
position of question words. Certain language families in Europe, North Africa, and areas
around the Philippines tend to place their question words initially. In contrast, question

words in most African and the mainland Asian language families, including Japanese,
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does not occur in the initial position. Ultan (1978) does not clearly explain their
categorization criteria. However, determining the position of question words in a
language can be relatively difficult, especially when deciding between in-situ and
optional fronting (Cheng 1991; Siemund 2001: 1020). The difficulty is demonstrated with
Scottish Gaelic (Siemund 2001: 1020). This language places question words initially in a
specific structure (i.e., relative clause), although it seems to be an in-situ language.

Both surveys present different statistical results regarding the position of question
words across languages; however, they both indicate that geographical distribution and
basic word order of a language account for the position of question words. These two
factors are related in the sense that geographical distribution illustrates the clusters of
language families, and each language family has a high probability of sharing similar or
identical word order. The correlation between basic word order and the position of
question words has been highlighted (Konig & Siemund 2007: 294-295). This correlation
has been formulated as Universal principle 12 by Greenberg (1963: 65). According to this
principle, languages with VSO word order tend to place their question words initially. In
languages with SOV word order, question words are found in-situ. However, this
correlation is not present in languages with SVO word order, indicating that both fronting
and in-situ are used in SVO languages (Siemund 2001: 1020).

Based on the data collected in Greenberg (1963), in addition to basic word order,
Baker (1970: 207, 208) argues that question words can only be fronted when the polar
question in such a language is marked by a particle in the initial position. This
generalization implicitly rules out the situation where a language places its question
words initially while it has a particle in the final position. Accordingly, this generalization
predicts the position of question words in languages based on the position of particles in
polar questions. Nevertheless, this generalization has been challenged by
counterexamples in languages such as Hopi, Bahasa Indonesia, and Hindi (Cheng 1991:
19).

Although the basic word order and position of particles in polar questions can
somewhat predict the position of question words, such correlations are not absolute
(Bruening 2007: 143 ff.) Likewise, counter-evidence can be found in French, which has
a particle (i.e., est-ce que) in the initial position of polar questions, while allowing

question words to be in-situ (e.g., Tu manges quoi? Literal translation: “You eat what?’).
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In the same vein, Mandarin is considered an in-situ language, yet its question words may
undergo an implicit movement. In other words, the question words in Mandarin only
move on the level of Logical form and such a movement is not perceived on the morpho-
syntactic level (e.g., word order). This section primarily considers the in-situ phenomenon
in both Mandarin and French. First, I present the question words in both languages,
followed by separate sections dedicated to their respective syntactic mechanism of in-situ.

Finally, a summary concludes this section from a contrastive perspective.

2.4.2 Question words in Mandarin and French

Both Mandarin and French have the canonical question words to fulfil the specific
information-seeking. This section mainly focuses on the eight canonical question words
in Mandarin and French, including their positions in questions. Additionally, some
special uses or combinations of question words are also addressed.

In Mandarin, the question words are as follows: 3 shéi ‘who’, 4+ /& shénme ‘what’,
AL ndli ‘where’, &4t E weishénme ‘why’, & & zénme ‘how’, t+ & 5% shénme
shihou ‘when, what time’, R-classifier nd-CL ‘which one’, % ji ‘how many’, % b
duoshdo ‘how many/ much’ (Li & Thompson 1981: 522; Cheng 1984: 90; Huang, Y.-H.
Audrey Li & Li2009: 260; Yip & Rimmington 2021: 160). These words can be classified

into different word classes and semantic scopes, as shown in Table 15.
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Table 15 Categorization of question words in Mandarin

Question words Word class Semantic scope
B shéi erson
‘who’ P
Pronoun
1+ & shénme .
. , object
what

ARAE nali

lace
‘where’ p
A+ 4% shénme shihou .
. . time
when, what time
Adverb
BB weéishénme
. , cause
why
E B zénme
how’ manner
- fier na-CL . )
y c‘lass.lﬁe mf c Determiner selection
which one
& ji
‘how many’ ) )
© Y Quantifier quantity

%V duéshdo
‘how many/ much’

Mandarin also has a type of question word used as a verb, namely, #F%t ganmd ‘to do
what’ (Ultan 1978: 53). Although it is frequently used (Li & Thompson 1981: 525), it is

not a question verb per se, but rather a form composed of the verb # gan ‘do’ and the

phonetically reduced question word /& shénme ‘what’.

In Mandarin, question words take on diverse forms and are commonly used in in-
situ, meaning that they are substituted by the expected answer in the same position.
However, the position of these in-situ question words can vary within a clause depending
on their semantic scope and syntactic role (e.g., subject, object).

Firstly, the pronouns 3 shéi ‘who’ and & shénme ‘what’ can function as both
subjects and objects. Their syntactic roles are determined by their positions, as shown in

(2.58) and (2.59).
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(2.58) a. 3 "z T AR ?  (subject)

sheéi chi e pingguo?
who eat  ASP  apple
‘Who ate the apple?’

b. & B 3?7 (object)
ni xithuan  shéi?
2sG  like who
‘Who do you like?’

(2.59) a. HE b % ?  (subject)
shenme  shi ai?
what cop love
‘What is love?’

b. & "z 4B ?  (object)

ni chi shénme?
28SG  eat what
‘What do you eat?’

The question word 1+ & shénme ‘what’ can also modify a noun phrase, such as 1+ /& R
% shénme dongxt ‘what thing’, H = A shénme rén ‘what person’ (Li & Thompson 1981:
523). Additionally, this construction based on 1+ /& shénme ‘what’ is sometimes used to
replace the question words 3 shéi ‘who’ with /& A shénme rén ‘what person’; “R/“R
A2 ndr/ndli ‘where’ with 307 shénme difang ‘what place’. Question words can be

formed not only by a single constituent but also by a combination of two constituents
(Velupillai 2012: 357).

Secondly, a series of adverbs, including #F#2 ndli ‘where’, 1+ B§4& shénme
shihou ‘when, what time’, & 1+ B wéishénme ‘why’, and & B zénme ‘how’ are
typically found in the adverbial position. However, they differ in terms of their adverbial
categories, such as manner, sentential, locational, and temporal. Accordingly, their
position in the clause may vary from one to another (Cinque 1999).

The locational and temporal adverbs are placed either at the beginning or end of a

sentence. For example, see (2.60) and (2.61).

(2.60) a. AR A S
nali you mai  fengmi?
where have sell ~ honey

‘Where do people sell honey?’
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b.

(2.61) a.

G - ¢

ta qu ndli?

3G go where

‘Where does he go?’

1+ 1% T LA
shénme shihou keyr
what moment can
‘When can (we) play cellphone?’
e (#) 48 b
ta (de)  shéengri shi
3G DE birthday COP
‘When is his birthday?’

n FH?
wan shouji?
play cellphone
a3 BZE 7
shénme  shihou?
what moment

Another question form F(5) nd(r) for ‘where’ is not included. On the one hand, this

question word is rarely used in Taiwan Mandarin. On the other hand, this word might be

confused with #F nd, which is used as a question word for selection. In addition, it is

worth noting that the question word for time, & 851% shénme shihou ‘when, what time’

is a composed form of a modifier B shénme ‘what’ and a noun 4% shihou ‘moment’.

Unlike when in English, there is no exclusive question word for asking about time in

Mandarin.

The other two question words 211+ /8 wéishénme ‘why’ and & & zénme ‘how’ are

used to seek the cause and manner respectively. These adverbs can be found in the initial

and preverbal positions, as shown in the following examples in (2.62) and (2.63).

(2.62) a.

(2.63) a.

Ryt L/ N B ?

weishénme  ta bu kaixin?
why 3G NEG  happy
‘Why he is not happy?’

e BHE F Hu?
ta weishénme  bu kaixin?
3G why NEG  happy
‘Why he is not happy?’

& F A I
zénme ta bu kaixin?
how 3G NEG happy

‘How come he is not happy?’
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b. & (Y s R 2A?
ni zénme lai xuexiao?
28G how come school
‘How/Why do you come to school?’

The question word & & zénme ‘how’ has two different meanings: cause and manner.
When this question word is found in the initial position as in (2.63a), only the meaning
of cause is acceptable. Accordingly, & /& zénme functions as &1+ /& weéishénme ‘why’
in this question. However, when & /& zénme is in the preverbal position, its interpretation

might be ambiguous. In other words, both interpretations of sow and why are acceptable
(Li & Thompson 1981: 523). Two interpretations can be disambiguated by adding an
aspect marker and modals (Tsai 2008: 84—85), as shown in (2.64).

(2.64) a. & E & T 27
ni zénme lai le xuéxiao?
2SG how come ASP  school
‘Why do you come to school?’

b. 1k M TR BRY
ni zenme keyi  ldi xuéxiao?
2SG how can come school
‘How come you could come to school?’

c. Ix T EEG) R BRD
ni keyi  zenme(yang) ldi xuéxiao?
2SG can  how come school

‘How can you come to school?’

In comparison to the ambiguous example (2.63b), the addition of the aspectual marker T

le in (2.64a) ensures a causal interpretation and excludes the reading of manner. In
addition, the contrast between (2.64b) and (2.64c) suggests that two different

interpretations of & J# zénme ‘how’ can be distinguished according to its position with
modals, such as #] A keyi ‘can’ in this case. Furthermore, disambiguation can also be
achieved by using alternative forms of /& & zénme, such as 4efe] ruhé and E B4k
zénmeyang. However, only the preverbal E J# 4k zénmeyang has a manner reading (Tsai
1994a: 125-126).

Thirdly, the question word for selection is composed of #F nd and a noun phrase
with a classifier, such as #FME A nd-ge rén ‘which person’, #ME 37 nd-ge difang ‘which

place’ (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 260). Their syntactic positions are different.
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For instance, #}ME A nd-ge rén ‘which person” has the same meaning as who and occupies
the positions available for pronouns. AT nd-ge difang ‘which place’ is used as a
locational adverb, like where, and is allowed to appear in the positions of that category of

adverbs.

Finally, in terms of the quantity, Mandarin uses both % ji ‘how many’ and %
dudoshdo ‘how many/ much’. Both words function as modifiers followed by other
constituents, such as % #8%a R ji ké pingguo ‘how many apples’, and % b 8 dudshdo
gian ‘how much money’. This type of question word occurs in the position of pronouns.

Overall, question words in Mandarin are typically placed according to their
syntactic roles in clauses (e.g., subject, object, adverb). In addition, question words are
usually found in the same position where the requested information would substitute. This
makes Mandarin an in-situ language. Among the question words, adverbial question
words have more flexibility in terms of position. However, this flexibility can lead to

ambiguous interpretations when encountering /& /& zénme ‘how’ in the preverbal position.

It can have interpretations for both cause and manner. Finally, the question words in
Mandarin are formally identical to indefinite pronouns (e.g., whoever, whatever) (Li &
Thompson 1981: 527-531; Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 292-293; Dixon 2012:
401). In non-interrogative contexts, the question words mentioned above can be used (e.g.,
BER T WS 304, shéi zui le jin fd shikuaigidn ‘“Whoever gets drunk will be fined ten
dollars’). However, this is not directly relevant to the present study (cf. Y.H Li 1992 and
Lin 2014: 186—193 for more details).

The canonical question words in French are categorised within the basic word
classes and semantic scopes, as shown in Table 16 (Riegel, Pellat & Rioul 2009: 383—
385; Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1405).
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Table 16 Categorization of question words in French

Question words Word class Semantic scope
Qui
person
‘who’
Pronoun
Que/ Quoi ‘
object
‘what’
Ou
place
‘where’
Quand .
time
‘when’
Adverb
Pourquoi
cause
‘Why,
Comment
manner
‘how’
Ouel | |
. Determiner selection
‘which’
Combien _ ‘
Quantifier quantity

‘how many/ much’

Question words in French are classified as either simple or complex forms (Riegel, Pellat
& Rioul 2009: 384). Simple forms have single constituent, while complex forms are
compositions of two constituents, as previously shown in Mandarin. Table 16 displays
simple form of question words.

As a fronting language, question words in French are placed initially, which can
make it difficult to determine the syntactic role of the question word gui. This ambiguity
arises when analysing whether qui ‘who’ is a subject or a complement that is required to

be fronted (Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1111), as illustrated in (2.65).

(2.65) Qui choisira Marie ?
who choose-FUT  Mary
‘Who will choose Maire?’
‘Whom will she choose?’

The example (2.65) can be interpreted as Qui choisira Marie “Who will choose Mary?’,

in which the question word qui ‘who’ is the subject. On the other hand, it can also be
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interpreted as Qui choisira-t-elle? “Whom will she choose?’, in which the question word
qui ‘who’ is the complement of the verb choisir ‘choose’, and qui ‘who’ moves to the
initial position. Accordingly, the context becomes essential to solve such ambiguity. In

addition to the context, the subject-verb agreement can be another solution, as in (2.66).

(2.66) Qui  choisira ces enfants?
who choose.FUT DEM children
‘Who will choose those children?’

The verb form used in this example is conjugated with the third person singular noun, qui
‘who’ in this case, which clarifies that the question word in (2.66) is the subject.
Contrasting with the question word qui ‘who’, the question word for the object has
two forms, namely que and quoi ‘what’. Although they have the same semantic scope,
they differ in their phonetic and syntactic characteristics (Druetta 2018: 36; Abeillé¢ &
Godard 2021: 986, 1111-1112), as shown in (2.67). The question word que is
phonetically weak and cannot be placed at the end of the sentence (Boucher 2010a: 61),
as in (2.67b). Furthermore, the word gue ‘what’ syntactically depends on verbs and is
only used to inquire about direct objects. Consequently, it imposes the postposition of

pronominal and nominal subjects as in (2.67a) and (2.67c).

(2.67) a. Que mangez-vous ?
what eat-2PL
‘What do you eat?’

b. *Vous mangez que?
2PL  eat what
Intended for: “What do you eat?’

c. Que mange Paul ?
what eat Paul
‘What does Paul eat?’

The word quoi is phonetically strong and is an allomorph of que (Boucher 2010a: 61;
Coveney 2011: 128), as in (2.68). Its phonetic nature makes it occur mostly at the end of
sentences, as shown in (2.68a). It can only be found in the initial position when preceded
by a preposition, as shown in (2.68b), or when modified, as in (2.68c).

(2.68) a. Vous mangez quoi?

2PL  eat what
‘What do you eat?’
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b. 4 quoi penses-tu ?
PREP what think-2SG
‘What are you thinking about?’

c. Quoi d’ autre pourrait vous  satisfaire ?
what PREP other can.COND 2pL  satisfy
‘What else could satisfy you?’ (Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1112)

The distribution of the question words que and quoi is syntactically complementary
(Coveney 2011: 128). It is often simplified as que is typically placed before verbs, and
quoi after verbs, as shown in (2.67a), (2.67c) and (2.68a). However, this rule may not
apply in cases such as (2.68b) and (2.68c). Quoi appears preverbally if the subject is
omitted from questions (Blanche-Benvéniste 1997: 133), as in (2.69), in the infinitive
structure in (2.69a) or present participle in (2.69b).

(2.69) a. Quoi faire ?

what do.INF
‘What to do?’ (Blanche-Benvéniste 1997: 133)

b. En quoi  faisant ?
APRT what do.APRT
‘By doing what?’ (Blanche-Benvéniste 1997: 133)

On the other hand, the question word que appears to have more restricted use in the initial
position, as shown in examples (2.70). It becomes ungrammatical when separated from
the verb, as in (2.70a) and (2.70b) (Coveney 2011: 128). Additionally, the question word
que cannot function as a subject by itself in the initial position, as shown in (2.70c).
However, it becomes grammatical if I add a particle est-ce qui, as in (2.70d) (Munaro &

Pollock 2008: 561).

(2.70) a.* Que les autres font-ils ?

what ART  other do-3PL

Intended for: “What the others do?’ (Coveney 2011: 128)
b.* Que tu vois ?

what 2SG  see

Intended for: “What do you see?’ (Blanche-Benvéniste 1997: 133)
c.* Que flotte dans I’ eau ?

what float PREP ART  water

Intended for: “What is floating in the water?’ (Shlonsky 2017: 351)
d. Qu’ est-ce qui flotte dans I’ eau ?

what PTCL float PREP ART  water

‘What is floating in the water?’
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Regarding question words in the category of adverbs (i.e., ou ‘where’, quand
‘when’, pourquoi ‘why’, comment ‘how’), Abeillé & Godard (2021: 1113) argue that ou
‘where’ should be classified as a preposition. However, I will not delve further into their
argumentation distinguishing adverbs from prepositions as it is of little relevance here (cf.
Abeillé & Godard 2021: 753-754 for further discussion). Traditionally, these four
question words are categorised as adverbs because they are invariant (Riegel, Pellat &
Rioul 2009: 385). In addition, adverbials such as time, place, reason, and manner can
substitute for them. Also note that the comment ‘how’ can also function as an attribute,

as in (2.71) (Grevisse & Goosse 2007: 487).

(2.71) Comment est ton fiancé ?
how COP  POSS.2SG fiancé
‘How is your fiancé?’

As for their syntactic structures, it is noteworthy that they exhibit more limitations on the
types of inversion when compared to other question words. As illustrated in Section 2.2.2,
constituent questions allow for three types of inversion, while polar questions do not
permit stylistic inversion. Interestingly, the question word pourquoi ‘why’ is like polar
questions in that it also does not allow for stylistic inversion, as shown in (2.72) (Korzen

1990: 60; Coveney 2011: 129; Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1114).

(2.72) * Pourquoi sont partis les autres ?
why COoP leave.PTCP ART  other
Intended for: “Why did the others leave?’ (Coveney 2011: 129)

Likewise, the unacceptability of stylistic inversion is probably demonstrated by the causal
meaning of the question word comment ‘how’ (Cornulier 1974: 141), as in (2.73), where

the question from A is answered as if it was seeking the cause.

(2.73) A:? Comment a survecu Jean ?
how have survive.PTCP John
Intended for: ‘How come did John survive?’
B: c’ est qu’ il est résistant.
DEM COP COMP 3SG COP  resistant
‘It is because he is resistant.’ (Cornulier 1974: 141)

The incompatibility may be because both question words have a causal feature and are
syntactically in the same position as other causal adverbs, outside the scope of the

proposition (cf. Cornulier 1974; Korzen 1990 for further explanation).
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Unlike invariant question words used as adverbs, the question word quel ‘which’
varies depending on the gender and number of the following nouns (Abeillé¢ & Godard
2021: 1112, 2312). There are four different forms of guel which are distinguished only in
writing because of their identical pronunciation. These forms are quel, quels, quelle, and
quelles (Druetta 2018: 38), as in examples (2.74). The question word guel in (2.74a)
agrees with the masculine noun jour ‘day’. The question word quelle in (2.74b) agrees
with the feminine noun température ‘temperature’.

(2.74) a. Quel jour sommes-nous ?

which day  cop-1PL
‘What day is today?’

b. Quelle est la température ?
which COP  ART temperature
‘What is the temperature?’

As shown in the two examples above, the question word guel functions not only as a
determiner as in (2.74a) but also as an adjective as in (2.74b). These two functions of quel
differ in terms of the nature of the entities being questioned. Essentially, both functions
of quel ‘which’ inquire about a set of entities that is presupposed in the discourse (Abeillé
& Godard 2021: 1112-1113, 2312). However, as in (2.75), the determiner guel is used
for questions regarding the type in (2.75a), whereas the adjective quel is used more for
properties, as in (2.75b) (Abeillé¢ & Godard 2021: 2312).

(2.75) a. Quel arbre fleurit en hiver? (Quel determiner)

which tree  bloom PREP winter
‘Which tree blooms in winter?’

b. Quel est le nom d’ entreprise ? (Quel adjective)
which COP  ART name PREP company
‘What is the name of the company?’

Another difference between the determiner quel/ and the adjective quel lies in their
preference for inversion (Grevisse & Goosse 2007: 494-495). The determiner quel favors
complex inversions, while the adjective quel favors stylistic and subject-clitic inversions.
This tendency in the adjective quel is due to its similarity to que ‘what’ as a weak form
in syntax, where no intervention is allowed between the question word and the verb. In
addition, both adjective quel and que ‘what’ do not appear in the final position (Abeillé
& Godard 2021: 1112).

The word quel can also be used in combination with definite articles (i.e., le, la, les)

to form complex question words. Likewise, they vary accordingly based on gender and
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number of definite articles (e.g., laquelle for feminine singular and lesquels for masculine
plural). Sharing the same semantic scope with the single-form quel, the complex forms
have an extra deictic function derived from definite articles. This function refers to the
nominal elements in the preceding context (Riegel, Pellat & Rioul 2009: 385).
Accordingly, complex forms agree with their anaphoric nominals in number and gender
(Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1110). As shown in (2.76), the feminine form of laquelle refers
to its anaphoric feminine noun plusieurs robes ‘many dresses’. Note that the number does

not agree here because of the context.

(2.76) J’ ai plusieurs robes. Laquelle dois-je mettre ?
I1SG  have many dress which.of.them  should-1SG  put
‘I have many dresses. Which one of them should I put on?

Finally, the question word combien ‘how much/many’ functions as a quantifier,
seeking information about quantity rather than intensity or frequency, as in (2.77). The
requested information is provided in the form of number or quantity adjectives (e.g., few,

some, half).

(2.77) Combien il nous faut?
how.much/many 3G 1PL  need
‘How much do we need?’

On the other hand, combien ‘how much/many’ is also categorised as an adverb of degree,
as compared to others, such as beaucoup ‘many’, peu ‘little, and tant ‘so much’ (Abeillé
& Godard 2021: 2274). Like the construction of quel/ determiner, the question word
combien ‘how much/many’ can also be followed by nouns, but they are required to be
introduced by a preposition, as in (2.78). Therefore, the requested quantity is indicated by
this nominal structure, for example, combien d’huile ‘how much oil’.

(2.78) Combien d’ huile il nous  faut ?

how.much/many PREP oil 3SG IPL  need
‘How much oil do we need?’

The brief overview aims to help understand the position and syntactic nature of
question words in French. Except the case where question words used as subjects, French
question words normally have tendency to move to the initial position (Grevisse &
Goosse 2007: 502). The structure can be marked with different types of inversions or
remain unchanged (i.e., a declarative word order), as demonstrated in Section 2.2.2. Note

that detailed discrepancies of the type of inversion may occur. For instance, pourquoi
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‘why’ seems to have difficulty with stylistic inversion, while quand ‘when’ might be
unacceptable when followed by a declarative word order (e.g., quand ¢a commence?
Literal translation: “When it starts?’) (Coveney 2011: 130). In fact, various factors (e.g.,
verb form, type of pronouns) also play a role in determining the matches between question
words and type of inversion (cf. Grevisse & Goosse 2007: 492 for more details). Overall,
the main characteristic of French constituent questions is the fronted question words.
However, French has another option besides fronting its question words (Abeillé &
Godard 2021: 1110), namely wh-in-situ. This is one of the variants of constituent
questions in French, and it seems to be popular in spoken language (Grevisse & Goosse
2007: 502). It has been frequently attested in modern French since the late 19" century
(Coveney 2011: 125; Guryev 2017: 99).

To conclude this section, the question words in Mandarin and French belong to
similar word classes and semantic scopes, but the distribution of question words is
systematically different in both languages. In Mandarin, question words are placed
according to their syntactic role, such as the subject in the initial position and the object
towards the end of the clause. Additionally, the word class of question words determines

the placement of question words used as adverbs, such as /& /& zénme ‘how’ and % B

weishénme ‘why’. In contrast, French question words are unanimously fronted regardless
of their word class or syntactic role. However, the phenomenon of in-situ question words
appears to being developing in the contemporary French. Therefore, the following two
sections will discuss the syntactic mechanism of wh-in-situ in Mandarin and French,
respectively. This analysis will enable us to explore the similarities and differences in the

syntactic processes of in-situ question words.

2.4.3 Wh-in-situ in Mandarin

Generative grammar in the past several decades has heavily relied on its principles
and rules to account for the diversity of linguistic phenomena. One of the essential
operations in this field is syntactic movement (Li & Wang 2018: 1277). Following the
development of the Minimalism program, movement is now considered a ‘last resort’ and
should only take place for formal reasons (Lasnik 2002: 434). Despite the various
frameworks of generative syntax, the concept of movement remains relevant when

discussing related topics.
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As stated at the beginning of Section 2.4, question words are generally categorised
into three tendencies based on their positions in questions: fronting, in-situ, and both. The
discussion of questions in languages, such as English, French, and other fronting
languages, often involves the concept of movement. Their question words are placed in

the initial position as in (2.79), while their answers are usually postverbal as in (2.79).

(2.79) a. What does he eat?

b. He eats a hamburger.

Accordingly, these question words appear to undergo movement, also known as wh-
movement in generative terms.

However, linguists have noted that some languages, such as Mandarin and Japanese,
do not follow the same rule as fronting languages. In these languages, question words
remain in their original position, meaning that the concept of movement is not relevant.
From a generative perspective, these in-situ languages do not involve any syntactic
movement of question words (Cheng 1991: 19). However, if generative grammar aims to
use its principles to explain languages cross-linguistically, it may not be comprehensive
and accurate to claim that no wh-movement is applied in in-situ languages. In fact, such
movement is required to denote a proposition with interrogative reading. In other words,
question words must be moved to the specifier position of complementiser phrase (CP)
to take the scope of the whole proposition. Consequently, linguists, such as Huang (1982),
Watanabe (1992; 2001), Cheng & Rooryck (2000), Simpson & Bhattacharya (2003),
Tomioka (2007), Shlonsky (2017), Bayer & Cheng (2017), Shlonsky, Villata & Franck
(2020), have attempted to explain the syntactic mechanism of in-situ languages, and to
see if these languages also adhere to the same principle to obtain an interrogative reading.

Several theories are put forth for Mandarin (Lin 2014: 193; Cheng 2009; Pan 2022),
including the quantificational theory (Huang 1982) and the unselective binding theory
(Aoun & Li 1993; Tsai 1994b). These theories differ fundamentally in terms of movement.
The purpose of this section is to provide an overview of how theories adopt and explain
the use of in-situ question words in Mandarin. The focus is not on comparing theories or
proposing new accounts for wh-in-situ in Mandarin.

The quantificational theory assumes that every question word is a quantifier. The
interrogative interpretation relies on the movement of question words to the initial

position.
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(2.80) = &R T tHEE?

Zhangsan kanjian  le shénme?
Zhangsan see ASP  what
‘What did Zhangsan see?’

(2.81) (R [ k= &R T t]]?
[shénme; [ Zhangsan kanjian  le t]]?
What Zhangsan see ASP

Accordingly, the question word 1+ /& shénme ‘what” in (2.80) moves to a higher position

to obtain the interrogative interpretation and the scope of the proposition, as shown in
(2.81). Unlike English, which overtly moves question words in the Syntax level,
Mandarin relies on a covert movement in the Logical Form level (i.e., a level where
represents the interpretation of a sentence (Pan 2022: 2), also known as the LF movement
(Huang 1982; Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 261-273).

The LF movement assumption in Mandarin is deduced from the selection
requirement of matrix verbs and the constraints on the distribution and interpretation of
constituent questions. These requirements and constraints likewise impose on question
words in English, which undergo overt movement.

The selection requirement states that different matrix verbs select different types of
complements. There are three groups of matrix verbs. The first group includes the verbs
think and believe, which cannot have questions as their complements (e.g., *John thinks
what Mary bought). In other words, the entire proposition should be interpreted as a direct
question (e.g., What does John think Mary bought?). Second group, the verbs wonder and
ask need questions as complements and the propositions can be understood as indirect
questions (e.g., John wonders what Mary bought.). Finally, the verbs remember and know
can be followed by both types of complements (e.g., John knows what Mary bought. /
What does John know Mary bought?) (Huang 1982: 255; Huang, Yen-Hui Audrey Li &
Li 2009: 262; Lin 2014: 181).

Mandarin is similar to English in this respect, but with a difference in syntactic structures.
English is explicit, while Mandarin is implicit in interpretation because of the in-situ

question words, as shown in (2.82).

(2.82) a. k= FERES £ B T Z?
Zhangsan xiangxin shéi mdi le shii?
Zhangsan believe  who buy ASP  book

‘Who does Zhangsan believe bought books?’
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b. &= Mmoo#& 2 B 0T Fo
Zhangsan wen wo  shéi mai e shii.
Zhangsan ask 1SG  who buy ASP  book
‘Zhangsan asks who bought books’

c. k= Fuid i3 B T £ (?7)
zhangsan zhidao sheéi  madi le shii(?)
Zhangsan know who buy ASP  book
‘Who does Zhangsan know bought books?’
‘Zhangsan knows who bought books’ (Huang 1982: 254)

One possible explanation for this similarity is the assumption of movement in Mandarin.
Therefore, the observed phenomenon in the selection requirement can be attributed to the
syntax movement in English and LF movement in Mandarin.

Constraints in the distributions of different types of question words and
interpretations of constituent questions have also been studied. Special attention has been

given to question words used as adjuncts, such as &1+ /& wéishénme ‘why’. This wh-

adjunct cannot be extracted from syntactic islands, which are structures that prevent a
word inside them from being extracted. These islands often contain complex noun phrases
(e.g., anoun phrase modified by relative clauses), coordinate structures, sentential subject,
and left branches (e.g., a noun phrase on the left branch of another larger noun phrase)
(Boeckx 2012: 5) In other words, these structural domains limit certain syntactic
operations (Ross 1967: 487; Boeckx 2012: x). Accordingly, syntactic islands impose
constraints on forming direct questions of wh-adjuncts in Mandarin, as illustrated in the

two examples in (2.83) (Huang 1982: 525-526).

(2.83) a. & v fuid 3 Pyt B B T Z?
ni xidng zhidao shéi  weishénme  mdi le shii ?
2sG  want know who why buy ASP  book

‘Who is the person x such that you wonder why x bought books?’
b. R g PR TR & B B 7 £7
ni xidng zhidao shéi  zénme mdi le shii
2sG ~ want know who how buy ASP  book

‘Who is the person x such that you wonder how x bought books?’

Both examples in (2.83) only permit direct question reading of the question word # shéi
‘who’, but not of the question words &1+ /& wéishénme ‘why’ and & zénme ‘how’.

This constraint is due to the wh-island. In other words, the interpretation of asking

why...or how...is never obtained once wh-adjuncts are placed inside a syntactic island.
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The asymmetry between adjuncts and arguments is further highlighted by the
constraint on wh-adjuncts. Wh-arguments seem to be easier to move out from wh-islands
in English, as in (2.84). Moreover, no island effect is even detected in Mandarin, as in

(2.85). Both wh-arguments have a grammatical interpretation in direct questions.

(2.84) ? What,did you wonder [how to fix t;]?
(Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 263)

(2.85) hs i fuid 3 B T tHEE?
ni xidng zhidao shéi mdi le shénme?
2sG  want know who buy ASP  what
‘What is the thing x such that you wonder who bought x?’
‘Who is the person x such that you wonder what x bought?’ (Huang 1982: 525)

To address the asymmetry between arguments and adjuncts in the two languages with
their movement settings, the Empty Category Principle (ECP) is attributed to both overt
and covert movements. This principle necessitates an empty category, such as a trace left
by a moved wh-element, to be well-governed by a lexical head or an antecedent. If wh-
elements are arguments, the empty category (i.e., trace) can be properly governed by a
lexical head. However, adjuncts need to be governed by antecedents, and this government
appears impossible when crossing syntactic island boundaries. Therefore, wh-adjuncts
would never receive a direct question interpretation if they were located in syntactic
islands.

The asymmetry is also observed within wh-adjuncts in Mandarin. Huang (1982:
527-528) has acknowledged that the island effect disappears once the wh-adjuncts are
paraphrased as prepositional phrases, such as # T 1+/& & B wéile shénme yuanyin ‘for
what reasons’ and Fl A% yong shénme ‘in what manner/ by what means’. In addition,
A2 nali ‘where’ and H B B5-% shénmeshihou ‘when’ can also remain intact in the island.
The asymmetry within adjuncts may be attributed to the contrast between adjuncts that
are noun phrase (NP) (e.g., & T 4+ /8 & B wéile shénme yudnyin ‘for what reasons’) and
non-NP adjuncts (e.g., & H B wéishénme ‘why’) (Huang 1982: 530).

Another asymmetry is found with the adjunct & &4k zénmeyang ‘how’. It can be saved

from island effects (Lin 2014: 184) and be used as complements of direct questions for

almost any verbs that can take direct questions as complements. However, 2 4 Ji&

weishénme ‘why’ can only follow ‘semantically-bleached’ verbs (e.g., 3% shuo ‘say’) (Lin
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1992; Lin 2014: 184-185). In my view, the wh-adjunct E J# 4k zénmeyang ‘how’ can
also be categorised as an adjunct NP. The word #k ydang refers to the type of an entity and

is also associated with deictic pronouns, such as i& #k zhéydng ‘this kind’. Therefore, the
asymmetry between /& B #x zénmeyang ‘how’ and A1 /8 weéishénme ‘why’ is still
related to the nominal property of adjuncts.

To account for the asymmetry within wh-adjuncts, Tsai (1994a: 125) argues for the
referentiality of adjuncts in addition to the nominal property. Wh-adjuncts can be

distinguished by their different readings. The question word /& & zénme ‘how’ has
manner and means/instrumental meanings, while % B wéishénme ‘why’ has reason

and purpose meanings. The asymmetry found within wh-adjuncts can be attributed to the

b

different meanings of each question word. Referential adjuncts, such as /&  zénme ‘how
with instrumental meaning and &1+ /8 wéishénme ‘why’ with purpose, can be extracted
from the islands. However, extracting non-referential adjuncts, such as /& & zénme ‘how’
with manner meaning and &1+ /& wéishénme ‘why’ with reason, is difficult.

Huang (1982) argues that in-situ question words in Mandarin undergo covert
movement, as is observed the overt movement in fronting languages, due to the
correlation between fronting and in-situ question words highlighted by the selection
requirement and island effect. However, this explanation is not entirely satisfactory
theoretically or empirically (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 267). Theoretically, it
has been argued that certain constraints present in overt movements are not attested in
covert movements. For instance, in Mandarin, arguments can avoid different island
effects, whereas in English, this is not possible (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li2009: 267).
To account for this discrepancy, Huang (1982) further argues that overt movements in
English must follow not only the ECP principle but also the subjacency and constraint of
Condition on Extraction domain (CED), while covert movements in Mandarin are only
sensitive to the ECP principle. The observed discrepancy between overt and covert
movements lies in the fact that they are subject to different constraints.

Empirically, some instances of LF movement do obey subjacency constraints. Therefore,
studies support the application of these constraints to both overt and covert movements.

In the case of wh-arguments in Mandarin that are not affected by islands, studies analyse
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them from a different perspective, specifically the pied-pipping mechanism (cf.
Nishigauchi 1986 and Fiengo et al. 1988 for more technical details).

If the concept of movement causes disagreements in syntactic manipulation, one
alternative is to argue against movement by using unselective binding for in-situ question
words. Admittedly, there is also a mixed approach that combines LF movement and
unselective binding.

This alternative is proposed by Aoun & Li (1993) and Tsai (1994b), namely the
unselective binding theory. According to this theory, question words do not move in the
LF level, which avoids the constraints caused by movements. The argument for no LF
movement is based on the interaction between focus words (e.g., only) and question words
(Aoun & Li 1993: 206). The focus word only must be associated with its lexical item in
the same domain (Jackendoff 1974; Rooth 1985; Tancredi 1990). In other words, the
lexical item associated with focus words cannot be topicalised or moved out of the domain
governed by the focus word, as shown in examples (2.86). This is also known as the
Principle of Lexical Association (Tancredi 1990, as cited in Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li &
Li2009: 274).

(2.86) a. *Mary;, he only likes t..
b. *Who; does he only like t;?

Such a principle of association is applicable in Mandarin as well, as shown in examples

(2.87).

(2.87) a. 4 R B #?

ta zhi  xthuan  shéi?
3sG only like who
‘Who does he only like?’

b. £ R Bk £ W EEF?
ta zhi  xthuan  zai nd kanshu?
3G only like PREP where read

‘Where does he only like to read?’
These examples suggest that question words in Mandarin do not move in the LF level.
Otherwise, the lexical association cannot be established between the focus word R zhi

‘only’ and its associated question words.
However, to some extent, question words in Mandarin do not function the same

way as in English. There is no movement involved in Mandarin. In addition, question
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words in Mandarin have no quantificational force in nature (Tsai 1994b: 59) and are not
necessarily interpreted as question words. They are lexically undetermined, serving as
variables bearing “quantificational variability effects” (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li
2009: 275). The role of these variables is determined by their syntactic environments
(Cheng 1991: 123; Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 274). In quantificational or
conditional settings, question words are indefinite, such as in (2.88) and (2.89). In an

interrogative setting (e.g., with question-related markers, such as “E ne particle), question

words are interpreted as interrogative expressions, as in (2.90).

(2.88) AT EE & B
ta shénme dou  xthuan.
3sG  what all like
‘He likes everything.’

(2.89) R AR g HE - &% W # o
ruguo ni xidngyao shénme  wo  jiu song ni.
if 2sG  want what I1sG  then give 2SG

‘If you want something, I will buy it for you’

(290) 4 EE B m?

ni xthuan shénme  ne?
2sG  like what PTCL
‘What do you like?’

As question words are determined by the syntactic settings, they must be bound by a
syntactic operator. In an interrogative setting, such a question operator (QOP) in (2.91)
provides an interrogative interpretation to these words, making them question words. In
Mandarin, question particles %% ma and % ne are considered operators (Aoun & Li 1993:
210-211). The schema below shows the binding relation between an operator and a wh-

element.

(2.91) [cp QOPi[ip...whi...]]
(Tsai 1994b: 17; Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 276)

Tsai (1994b: 18-23) has pointed out English has the same undetermined wh-
elements. For instance, the English existential-reading indefinite somewhat is composed
of the existential prefix some- and what, while the universal-reading indefinite whatever
is composed of the universal suffix -ever and what. Therefore, English and Mandarin wh-
elements have the quantificational variability effects. This effect distinctively pertains to

the morphological level in English, whereas it pertains to the syntactic level in Mandarin.
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The unselective binding theory shows in-situ question words do not require
movement. It is particularly relevant in the context of the minimalism program, as it is
more economic due to the absence of movement (Tsai 1994b: 17).

While a binding theory may appear to be an ideal way to explain the syntactic
mechanism of wh-in-situ languages, it must also account for the argument/adjunct
asymmetry and selection requirements addressed and resolved within the framework of
LF movement. To maintain the selection requirement based on a binding relation, it is
essential to identify the question operators in the appropriate specifier position within CP.

This enables the question words in-situ to be bound by the QOP.

(2.92) a. [QOP; [3k= 2A&E[ Z%Zw ¥ 7 A 0111 2
[QOP; [Zhangsan  yiwéi[[  Lisi mai le shénmei]]]] ?
zhangsan think Lisi  buy ASP  what
‘for which x: x a thing, Zhangsan thinks Lisi bought x?’
b. *[[7R= % [QOP: [m ¥ T AR e

*[Zhangsan yiwei [QOP; [Lisi madi le shénmei]]]].
‘Zhangsan thinks [for which x: x a thing, Lisi bought x].’

(Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 278)

Examples (2.92) demonstrate that the verb A % yiwéi ‘think’ cannot take a question as

its complement. The entire proposition must take the wide scope (i.e., direct question
reading). Therefore, it is reasonable to postulate that a binding relation exists between an

operator found in the higher specifier position of CP and the in-situ question word 4+ &

shénme ‘what’. For the LF movement, it is argued that question words are moved covertly.
The binding theory, on the other hand, proposes that operators are situated in a higher
position to obtain the scope, which depends on the selection requirements of verbs.
Therefore, the binding theory suggests that all question words remain in-situ in the LF.
The scope of interpretation is easily obtained through the binding relation between
operators and wh-elements.

However, accounting for the argument/adjunct asymmetry in the binding theory,
particularly the island effects imposing on wh-adjuncts, is more challenging. Two
possible solutions have been proposed. One is to admit LF movement is still applied along
with the unselective binding theory (Tsai 1994b: 61). This standpoint assumes that wh-
adjuncts are themselves operators, requiring them to move either overtly in English or

covertly in Mandarin. This approach is supported by the fact that wk-adjuncts, such as &
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J& zénme ‘how’ and # 4 J# wéishénme ‘why’, do not have an existential interpretation,

as shown in examples (2.93) (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 279).

293) a. * # &  AHE e FE % ?
* ta hui  weishénme  hen  hdoyun  ma?
3¢ will  why very lucky PTCL

Intended for: “Will he get lucky for some reason?’
b. ? & & EF &% 7
()

ta hui zénme xiiiche ma?
3sG  will how fix.cars  PTCL
Intended for: “Will he fix cars in some way?’

Accordingly, these wh-adjuncts only have an interrogative interpretation. Unlike wh-
arguments, which function as variables bound by operators, adjuncts need to move in LF
in Mandarin. However, this mixed approach encounters some empirical issues. In ‘bare-
conditional’ sentences (i.e., conditional sentences without a leading element (e.g., if) in
the antecedent clause (Cheng & Huang 1996: 127), wh-adjuncts seem to be considered as
variables and are unselectively bound by an appropriate QOP, as wh-arguments do
(Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 280-281) (see Cheng & Huang 1996 for further
discussion on bare-conditional sentences).

Given the analysis of movement frequently encounters other issues, another
solution is to consider the asymmetry with the unselective binding theory. This theory
argues that wh-adjuncts do not move in LF. However, the operator of wh-adjuncts does
move, as shown in the following schema, as in (2.94) (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009:
281).

(2.94) [cPQOPi[p#  3R%E [cpti[r ZFwW AE, & CSIE AR
[cP QOP;[wwta  renwéi [cpti[ip lisi  weishénme; méi  lai]]] ne] ?
3sG  think Lisi  why NEG come PTCL

Movement \ Binding

The unselective binding theory appears to provide a better explanation for the wh-
in-situ phenomenon in Mandarin. This theory aligns with the idea that movement should
be a last resort and aims for a more economic explanation. The covert LF movement
offers another approach to study in-situ question words and highlights several cross-
linguistic differences between English and Mandarin. In addition to the two theories
presented above which elucidate wh-in-situ in Mandarin, other approaches are put forth,

such as clausal typing (Cheng 1991), the non-movement cartography template (Yuan
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2020), and prosody-licensing (Pan 2019, 2022). However, this section does not aim to
fully compare different accounts of wh-in-sifu in Mandarin. In my opinion, the other
approaches to wh-in-situ are somewhat related to the two theories presented in detail
above. Instead, I have selected two theories based on the contrast between movement and
non-movement. This is because one of the languages studied in this dissertation is a
fronting language (i.e., French), which utilises syntactic movements. Therefore,
understanding how movement is implied in Mandarin will facilitate a more accurate
comparison with French. The subsequent paragraphs will provide an overview of the
various accounts regarding wh-in-situ in French, which is worth further studying, given

its increasing usage and development (Coveney 2011: 143).

2.4.4 Wh-in-situ in French

Sections 2.4.1 and 2.4.2 mention that question words in French are typically fronted
but they can also appear in-situ as well. In other words, in-situ is an option in French, in
contrast to Mandarin, which is a genuine wh-in-situ language (Huang 1982; Cheng 1991;
Gryllia et al. 2020: 3). However, this optionality is not equally offered to all French
question words (Beyssade 2006: 181). As in examples (2.95), question words used as

subjects are inevitably found at the beginning, such as qui ‘who’ and laquelle ‘“which one’.

(2.95) a. Qui viendra?
who  come-FUT

‘Who will come?’ (Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1110)
b. Laquelle est la plus belle ?
which.one ~ COP.3SG ART  more beautiful

‘Which one is the most beautiful?’
(Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1111)
In addition, in-situ is not allowed with que ‘what’ due to the weakness of its phonetical

nature, as in (2.96).

(2.96) * Vous voulez que ?
2PL  want what
Intended for: “What do you want?’ (Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1111)

Likewise, another question word quel ‘which’ used as adjective is also not allowed in-

situ, as in (2.97).
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(297) * La temperature est quelle ?
ART  temperature COP.3SG which
Intended for: “What is the temperature?’ (Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1112)

Finally, pourquoi ‘why’ is rarely found in-situ, as in (2.98).

(2.98) ? Jean saigne  pourquoi ?
John bleed why
Intended for: “Why does John bleed?’ (Beyssade 2006: 181)

Pourquoi ‘why’ is not entirely unacceptable compared to the cases in (2.95) and (2.96).
Furthermore, pourquoi ‘why’ in-situ becomes more frequent in spoken French (Coveney
2011: 130), as shown in (2.99).
(2.99) Ils votent pour Le Pen  pourquoi ?
3pLvote  for Le.Pen  why
‘Why do they vote for Le Pen?’ (Coveney 2011: 130)
As for question words functioning as non-subject, in-situ seems to be another option

in addition to fronted, as in (2.100).

(2.100)a. Jean a invité qui?
John have invite.PTCP  who
‘Who did John invite?’ (Beyssade 2006: 180)

b. Tu préferes  quoi ?
2sG  prefer what

‘What do you prefer?’ (Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1111)
c. Tu es ou?

238G CcoP  where

‘Where are you?’ (Fairon, Simon & Grevisse 2018: 889)

d. Tu viens quand ?
2SG  come when

‘When do you come?’ (Fairon, Simon & Grevisse 2018: 889)
e. Cet argent sera distribué comment ?

DEM money  COP.FUT distribute.PTCP  how

‘How will the money be distributed?’ (Grevisse & Goosse 2007: 502)
f. Vous avez pris quel train ?

2pL  have take.PTCP which train

‘Which train did you take?’ (Abeillé & Godard 2021: 2312)
g. Finalement, on etait combien ?

finally IPL  COP.IMPARF how.much/many

‘Finally, how many of us were there?’ (Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1114)
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h. Tu dépenses combien de litres[...] ?
28G  spend how.much/many PREP litre
‘How many litres do you spend?’ (Grevisse & Goosse 2007: 502)

Nevertheless, the tendency to remain in-situ varies among question words in spoken
French, depending on the syntactic relationship between the question words and verbs
(Druetta 2018: 42-43). As explained in Section 2.4.2, quel ‘which’ in French has two
functions: adjective and determiner. The example (2.97) shows that quel ‘which’
adjective is an attribute of the verb and cannot be placed in-situ. Quel ‘which’ determiner
followed by the noun train ‘train’ in (2.100f) can be in-situ, as quel train ‘which train’ is
the complement of the verb.

Likewise, as in examples (2.101), question comment ‘how’ used as attribute of the verb
can be optionally in-situ or fronted (Druetta 2018: 41-42), as in (2.101a) and (2.101b).

When it is used as an adverbial, it tends to be fronted, as in (2.101c).

(2.101)a. Les  gens ils sont comment ?

ART  people 3p L coP  how

‘The people, how are they?’ (Druetta 2018: 42)
b. Comment était I’ orchestre ?

how COP.IMPARF  ART  orchestra

‘How was the orchestra?’ (Druetta 2018: 42)
c. Comment ca s’ écrit ?

how that REFL write

‘How do you write it?’ (Druetta 2018: 42)

Figure 9 adopted and simplified from Druetta (2018: 43) illustrates the tendency of
question words to be initial or in-situ. This figure represents a continuum of tendency.
Therefore, it implies the likelihood of initial placed question words to be found in-situ,

except for illegitimate cases shown in (2.95), (2.96), and (2.97).

Qui ‘who’ Quand
Lequel ‘when’ Comment Ou
‘which one of them’ Comment how’ ‘where’ Quoi
Quel ‘how’ (attributive) Combien ‘what’
‘which’ (adjective) Pourquoi ‘how much/many’
Que ‘what’ ‘Wlhy’ : :
| | |
| | |
| | |
Wh-initial Wh-in-situ

Figure 9 Distributional tendency of question words (Druetta 2018: 43)
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The semantic interpretation of question words also plays an essential role in
determining distributional tendency. This is particularly relevant for the two adverbial
question words, comment ‘how’ and pourquoi ‘why’.

According to Aoun (1985: 27-28), based on personal communication with Dominique
Sportiche, only comment ‘how’ with instrumental reading can be found in-situ, as shown
in examples (2.102). In a question-response pair, comment ‘how’ in (2.102a) should be
answered by the response in (2.102a’), rather than by that in (2.102a’’). This is because
the in-situ comment ‘how’ should be interpreted with an instrumental reading.

(2.102) a A:Tu as ouvert la porte comment ?

2SG  have open.PTCP ART  door how
‘How did you open the door?’

a’ B: Avec une clef.
‘With a key.’

a’’ B: Lentement.
‘Slowly’ (Aoun 1985: 27)

Similarly, the question word pourquoi ‘why’ can only be interpreted with purposive

reading when it is in-situ, as shown in (2.103).

(2.103) a A: Tu es venu pourquoi ?
2SG  COP come.PTCP  why
‘Why did you come?’

2

a’ B: Pour étudier la géometrie.
‘To study geometry.’

a’> B: Parce que je suis malade.
‘Because I am sick.’ (Aoun 1985: 27)

However, to reply with a reason as in (2.103a’") the in-situ question word in (2.103a)
needs to be paraphrased with pour quelle raison ‘for what reason’ (Coveney 2011: 130),
as shown in (2.104). This echoes the asymmetry of wh-adjuncts in Mandarin (referential

vs. non-referential) as mentioned in Section 2.4.3.

(2.104)  Tu es venu pour quelle raison ?
2SG COP  come.PTCP  PREP which reason
‘What is your reason for coming?’

In addition to the distributional tendency of each question word, I am mainly

interested in how studies syntactically account for the optional in-situ phenomenon in
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French. There are mainly three, each distinguished by the involvement of movement or
not: covert movement, remnant movement, and unselective binding (Boucher 2010a: 69).

Following the LF covert movement proposed by Huang (1982) to account for wh-
in-situ in Mandarin, the movement has also been applied to French in-sifu phenomenon.
Boskovi¢ (1998) illustrates the LF movement by adding the feature checking process
based on the Minimalism program (Chomsky 1995). The author assumes that a
phonetically null element with a strong [+Wh] feature is inserted in the level of LF. This
strong feature needs to be eliminated by the in-situ through the LF covert movement.
(2.105)[cP O (+wh) [1p Tu[r vas  ou 111

2sG  go where

Although this covert movement may account for wh-in-situ in French, it is locally
constrained. In other words, this type of covert movement is blocked by negation, modal
verbs, universal quantifiers, and embedded tensed propositions, as noted in previous
studies (Chang 1997; Cheng & Rooryck 2000). Simply put, wh-in-situ is ungrammatical
in the contexts mentioned above, as shown in examples in (2.106).

(2.106)a. ?* Jean ne mange pas — quoi ?
John NEG eat NEG what

Intended for: “What does not John eat?’ (Boskovi¢ 1998: 46)
b. * 1l peut rencontrer  qui ?

3sG can meet who

Intended for: “Who can he meet?’ (Chang 1997: 19)
c. * Chaque étudiant a rencontré qui?

each student  have meet.PTCP who

Intended for: “Who did each student meet?’ (Chang 1997: 19)
d. * Jean et Pierre croient  que Marie a v

John andPeter believe comP Mary have see.PTCP

qui ?

who

Intended for: “Whom do John and Peter believe that Mary saw?’
(Boskovi¢ 1998: 46)

Note that these sentences would become acceptable when they are used as echo questions
(i.e., questions with elevated intonation on the in-situ question words solicit the repetition
of a previous statement; Chang 1997: 17).

Even though the LF movement in French is limited by the local interventions (also
known as weak islands), the movement does not suffer from strong island effects

(Shlonsky 2012), such as complex noun phrases as relative clauses, as in (2.107).
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(2.107)  Vous connaissez  des  gens qui pourraient  héberger

2PL  know ART  people REL can host
combien de personnes ?
how.many  PREP person

“You know people who could host how many people?’ (Obenauer 1994: 297)

However, this immunity to strong island is only experienced with question words used as

objects, but not subjects, as shown in the ungrammaticality in (2.108).

(2.108)* 1l a construit une  machine que qui va
3G have build.PTCP  ART machine REL.OBJ who go
utiliser ?
use.INF

Intended for: ‘He has built a machine that who is going to use?’
(Obenauer 1994: 297)

Nevertheless, the local constraints on wh-in-situ in French has been argued against
theoretically (Mathieu 1999) and empirically (Mathieu 2004; Adli 2006). Both opposing
standpoints do challenge the account for the covert movement of wh-in-situ in French.
Furthermore, in an extreme interpretation of Minimalism, universal grammars do not
allow covert movements, including both feature and phrasal movements (Kayne 1998:
183; Poletto & Pollock 2004: 251). Therefore, another kind of movement (i.e., remnant
movement) is adopted to illustrate the wh-in-situ in French.

The analysis of remnant movement argues that in-situ question words do move
overtly in French. This analysis is based on the observation of the wh-clitic doubling in
North Italian dialects (cf. Poletto & Pollock 2004: 260-266). In these dialects, it is
assumed to have two positions for wh-elements, namely, WhP; and WhP, (Poletto &

Pollock 2009: 202).

(2.109) [wap1 Wh®i[rorcep F°[crounpe G°[wap2z Whe2[1p ...]]]1]]

The former is targeted by clitic question words (e.g., s in (2.110)), the latter is for ‘strong’

question words (e.g., che in (2.110)).

(2.110)  Ilasi (Verona)

S’ a-lo fat che?
what have-3SG do what
‘What has he done?’ (Poletto & Pollock 2009: 235)

According to their analysis, the ‘strong’ question words originated in the lower syntactic

position first move to WhP: to check the feature. After the movement of ‘strong’ question
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words, the remnant movement is triggered to place the rest of the clause, including the
clitic question words, to a layer devoted to the expression of shared or presupposed
information, namely the GroundP (Poletto & Pollock 2004: 284). Then, the clitic question
words raises to WhPi. Considering the scope of this dissertation, I do not go into any
detailed motivation behind these movements, but only focus on the wh-doubling and the
concept of remnant movement.

In the same vein, French in-sifu is considered as wh-doubling. The only difference
is that the position of WhP; is occupied by a null operator, but not clitic question words
as in Italian dialects. The WhP; position is occupied by the question word originating

from the Inflection phrase (IP), as shown in the syntactic structure in (2.111).

(2.111)[wnr1 O [rorcep F° [Grounpp fu vas; [topp [wrp2 outi [1p tj ti]]]]]]
(Boucher 2010a: 71)

The question word o ‘where” moves to the WhP;, followed by the remnant movement
of the rest of IP fu vas ‘you go’ to the GroundP. Both movements leave the traces (i.e., ¢
and #) inside the IP. As a result, question words are in-situ on the surface, yet they do go
through an overt movement. The phenomenon of wh-in-situ is in fact attributed to the
result of remnant movement of the rest of the clause to a higher syntactic position.

In addition to movements, wh-in-situ in French can also be explained without
resorting to movement analysis. Boucher (2010b) illustrates the unselective binding
theory process by taking the wh-doubling structure and pragmatic constraints into
account. As in-situ questions in French are highly constrained pragmatically and they are
strongly grounded in contexts, Boucher (2010b: 130—-131) argues that French in-situ
questions use weak D-linked (i.e., discourse-linked; Pesetsky 1987) mechanism. By this
mechanism, a covert existential operator is assumed to be inserted through contextual
grounding. With this insertion, the null operator as a quantifier in the higher position can
bind the question words in the lower position.

In addition to the three accounts mentioned above, the in-situ phenomenon in
French is also treated from other approaches, such as the prosody licensing in Cheng &
Rooryck (2000). They argue that rising intonation, as a polar questions morpheme in their
term, is essential to license in-situ question words in French. The rising intonation is
attested in constituent questions with wh-in-situ, but not with particle est-ce que and

inversion (Cheng & Rooryck 2000: 5). On the other hand, Shlonsky (2017) argues that
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wh-in-situ in French is derived from the feature movement rather than phrasal movement
along with the account of criterial freezing (i.e., when a nominal moves into a criterial
position, such as the positions of wh, focus, and topic, this nominal is not allowed to move
further; Rizzi 2006: 112; Shlonsky 2017: 359). This latter mainly aims to account for the
subject vs. non-subject asymmetry, occurring in the embedded in-situ question words.
Even though in-situ in French is theoretically constrained by the locality in the
morpho-syntactic level, such as negative or modal verbs (Cheng & Rooryck 2000) and
by strong island effects imposed on the embedded question words used as subjects,
empirical data from corpora and experiments are provided to argue against the local
constraints for wh-in-situ in French (Adli 2006). Moreover, the theoretical and empirical
standpoints also disagree on the optionality of in-situ in French. As argued by Cheng &
Rooryck (2000), question words in French do not optionally choose to either move or in-
situ. It is determined by the occurrence of polar questions morpheme (i.e., rising
intonation) in syntactic structure (see also Wu 2019). On the other hand, Adli (2006) lends
empirical supports to not only overrule the ungrammatical sentences illustrated in theories,
but also to argue that the optionality of question words correlates with registers, which is
somehow in line with Boucher (2010b: 104), who suggests that wh-in-situ in French is

pragmatically motivated.
2.4.5 Summary

The commonality of wh-in-situ in Mandarin and French have differences in certain
aspects. First, unlike Mandarin as a genuine in-situ language, French in-situ
questions have no question particle to satisfy the question feature checking (Cheng
& Rooryck 2000).

Second, in-situ is an option in French. Namely, French is situated between English
and Mandarin in terms of the positions of question words (Mathieu 1999: 441; Boucher
2010b: 104). English has the question words fronted while Mandarin has them in-situ.
Given the optionality in French, the question word qui ‘who’ used as subject can be
ambiguous when it comes to determining its syntactic mechanism, that is, whether such
a question word is moved or in-situ. It has been argued that question words used as subject

must move despite seemingly in-situ (cf. Shlonsky 2017 for more discussion). In contrast
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to French, in Mandarin, the question word used as a subject # shéi ‘who’ is determined

in-situ as base-generated.

Third, other detailed syntactic differences of in-situ questions between French
and Mandarin can also be attributed to the covert LF movement. From the overview
in Sections 2.4.3 and 2.4.4, under the framework of movement, French in-situ is more
constrained syntactically than Mandarin. Hence, wh-arguments and adjuncts are banned
to be in-situ by local interventions (e.g., negation) in French, but not in Mandarin
(Mathieu 2004: 1093, 1095). In addition, even wh-arguments are not allowed to be in-situ
within strong island, such as relative clauses (Obenauer 1994) or embedded questions
(Mathieu 1999: 443). However, Mandarin seems to escape from these locality effects,

only certain wh-adjuncts, such as & & zénme ‘how’ with manner reading and %1+ &

weishénme ‘why’ with causal reading, are constrained by strong islands. Table 17

summarises the syntactic constraints related to in-sifu issues in the two languages.

Table 17 Syntactic interventions of wh-in-situ in Mandarin and French

(The sign “V” indicates with intervention effect, “X” indicates no effect)

Mandarin French
Weak islands Wh-argument X v
(local
intervenors) Wh-adjunct X Vv
v
B t X . .
h-argumen (only with subject)

Strong islands vV

Wh-adjunct (only with a limited X
number of adjuncts)

Such differences between two languages can be attributed to not only their syntactic
properties, but also to the morphology of wh-elements and the nature of the variable
(Mathieu 1999: 444).

However, it should also be noted that the syntactic constraints argued for in-situ
questions in French are rejected empirically (cf. Adli 2006). Recently, Zimmermann &
Kaiser (2019) have reviewed these syntactic constraints imposed on wh-in-situ in French
and tended to corroborate mostly syntactic deductions with empirical findings in the
corpus of Contemporary Hexagonal French Literary prose writing (cf. Zimmermann &

Kaiser 2019: 134-137 for information about the corpus). It turned out that both
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ungrammatical and dubious sentences disallowed in theory are in fact licit. Although they
refuted the syntactic restrictions toward wh-in-situ in French, some of the restrictions
remain unattested in the corpus (cf. Zimmermann & Kaiser 2019: 146—147). The absence
of such instances is probably due to chance, indicating that it does not entirely support
the infelicity of in-situ in certain syntactic environments as suggested theoretically.
Therefore, the authors provided no firm conclusion with regard to those without empirical
evidence and they encouraged future research. In addition, they examined and analysed
in-situ questions based on morphological characteristics of verbs (e.g., tense, mood, and
passive voice) and syntactic properties (e.g., verb classes and subject types). Their results
showed that a definite subject might be the only requirement if question words remain in-
situ.

The discussion on in-situ questions appeared to be divisive, which might be
attributed to the scope of questions (Boucher 2010b: 124). In other words, some of the
theoretically unacceptable wh-in-situ are legitimate when they are used as echo questions,
or requests for clarification and confirmation. Studies have pointed out that French in-situ
is not only constrained at the syntactic level, but also pragmatically (Obenauer 1994;
Chang 1997: 45; Cheng & Rooryck 2000; Coveney 2011: 136-137). That is, in-situ
questions in French are allowed to occur with the context of presupposition and they do
not accept negative responses. However, it seems to me that pragmatic constraints are
less covered from previous studies. Only empirical studies argue against the proposition
that negative answers are not allowed (cf. Adli 2006 and Zimmermann & Kaiser 2019).
The level of presupposition between in-situ questions and wh-fronted questions has not
yet been discussed in empricial studies.

Throughout the overview of wh-in-situ in Mandarin and French, it can be seen that
both languages share the asymmetry of adjuncts (referential vs. non-referential) (Tsai
1994a: 131-135). However, when it comes to the syntactic mechanisms of accounting for
wh-in-situ, especially movement, there are more differences than similarities. While
islands have effects on both languages, Table 17 illustrates that the two languages
behave differently when dealing with syntactic islands. It seems easy to account for
the distribution of in-situ question words, but it is no easy task to fully capture the in-situ
syntactic mechanism within the same framework. This idea has also been brought up in

a recent contrastive study. Wu (2019) argues for a unified syntactic account for wh-in-
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situ in the two languages, namely a deletion of the copy in a higher syntactic position (i.e.,
specifier of CP). Despite the same syntactic derivation of wh-in-situ, Mandarin and
French have different motivations due to their distinguished requirement in the level of
Phonetic Form (cf. Wu 2019: 121-122). I will not get into any detail of the procedure,
yet I would point out the fact that differences might occur even when endeavouring to
account for the same linguistic phenomenon under a unified syntactic account, be it
movement or deletion.

Finally, although wh-in-situ is recognised in the nature of Mandarin questions, some
contexts do allow for overt wh-movement (i.e., wh-fronting) in Mandarin (Cheung 2014;
Liu 2019; Ren 2023). Moreover, the asymmetry between adjuncts and arguments is
documented (Tsai 1994a: 162—163). Given that wh-fronting is not directly relevant to this
dissertation, I will not discuss this issue further, whether monolingually or cross-lingually.
In the following section, I will discuss the topic of question particles, which is noted to
be correlated with the position of question words, such as wh-in-situ discussed in this
section (Baker 1970: 208). The following section will cover the overview of question
particle in individual languages. A cross-linguistic account of question particles will be

provided as well.

2.5 Question particles

In addition to wh-in-situ, Mandarin and French share another similarity in their
questions: they use particles. Therefore, the core of this section concentrates on the
common ground between the two languages.

Typologically, the particle is considered one of the marking strategies at the
morphological level, which also comprises tags, verbal morphology, and question words;
see Section 2.1.3 for more details. The topic related to particles has been studied from a
typological perspective (Dryer 2013a; Bailey 2010; Bailey 2013; Del Gobbo, Munaro &
Poletto 2015). However, from a monolingual perspective, the study of particles seems
more developed in Asian languages, while it has not received much attention in European
languages (Hancil, Post & Haselow 2015: 5). Taking the example of the two languages
studied in this dissertation, scholars in Mandarin have contributed abundantly on particles,
such as Li & Thompson 1981, Cheng 1977, Cheng, Huang & Tang 1996, Li 2006, Chu
2009, Simpson 2014, Pan & Paul 2016, Luo & Wu 2017, Fang & Hengeveld 2022, Pan
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2021, to just name a few. Compared with Mandarin, French has considerably fewer in-
depth studies on particles, such as Munaro & Pollock 2008 and Smirnova & Abeillé 2021.
Given the lack of in-depth research on French particles, there is, to the best of my
knowledge, hardly any contrastive study of Mandarin and French on this topic.
Accordingly, this section first aims to give an overview of the particles in Mandarin and
French and then provide a contrastive view.

Although the only focus here is the particles used in the questions, the term particle
can also refer to other elements, such as interjections, prepositions, and articles. In such
circumstances, the particle is a sort of word that is difficult to theoretically categorise into
a word class (Hancil, Post & Haselow 2015: 6) insomuch that Greenberg does not include
them in his typological generalization principle for word order (Paul 2014: 77-78).
Nevertheless, scholars propose a definition of particle as follows: “an invariant element
with a grammatical function that does not belong to one of the major grammatical
categories” (Bailey 2010: 25). A similar definition is also proposed by Simpson (2014:
156) and Hancil, Post & Haselow (2015: 9). They point out the characteristic of particles
as being formal, non-inflecting and monomorphemic (cf. Mulder & Thompson 2008: 183
and Thompson & Suzuki 2012: 668 for other tentative definitions). Hence, this relatively
loose definition may contribute to the term encompassing various elements, from
prepositions to interjections. Although there is not much similarity between them in terms
of grammatical function, each of them usually has a specific grammatical and pragmatic
meaning (Del Gobbo, Munaro & Poletto 2015: 359), such as up in the verb phrase give
up (Richards, Platt & Platt 1992: 265).

The particles in the following discussion in Mandarin and French fit well with this
terminology. They are invariant on the one hand; on the other hand, they not only have
a particular grammatical meaning, such as modifying the modality of a sentence, but
they may encode other pragmatic functions, such as showing the relevance to the
precedent context.

Therefore, given my primary focus related to questions, I will use question particle
as a cover term, as defined and applied in Luo & Wu (2017: 81), but without committing
to the fact that they can only be used in questions or that they assume the total contribution

of questioning, particularly the YE ne particle in Mandarin (see Section 2.5.1.4). Also, the

literature on question particles in Asian languages or in generative framework often uses
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the term sentence-final particle (Erlewine 2017; Fang & Hengeveld 2022; Paul & Yan
2022) or utterance-final particle (Chu 2009; Tseng & Jeong 2020) interchangeably
(Hancil, Post & Haselow 2015: 4), given the fixed final position of question particles. In
this dissertation, I adhere to a neutral term question particle in that the particles in French
may not be placed finally (cf. Dryer 1992: 102, indicating the particle’s position may vary
from one language to another based on the position of the verb).

This section will be organised as follows: I will begin with the frequently used
particles in Mandarin and pay special attention to those occurring in questions, such as

"% ma, & ba, ™ a, and "& ne. 1 will mainly discuss their syntactic distribution and

pragmatic functions. Following the discussion in Mandarin, my attention shifts to the
three particles in French, namely, est-ce que, ¢a, and donc. The discussion will similarly
focus on the syntactic and pragmatic levels. Finally, I will provide a summary of the main
insights discussed in the section, paying particular attention to the cross-linguistic

contrasts that emerge from this literature review.

2.5.1 Particles in Mandarin

In Mandarin, particles are monosyllabic items. They cannot be used independently.
However, they add extra structural and functional information to the sentences to which
they are attached (Yip & Rimmington 2021: 309). Some information related to particles

may be used to differentiate the modality of sentences (e.g., adding the "% ma particle

transforms a declarative sentence into a question). These particles all occur at the final
position of a sentence to the extent that they are often labelled sentence-final or utterance-
final particles in the literature (see above).

Among the various particles mentioned in the Mandarin literature (Chao 1968: 797—
814; Li & Thompson 1981: 238; Li 2006: 6; Chu 2009: 282; Pan 2021; Yip &
Rimmington 2021: 151; Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 879), six of them are frequently used,
namely, &) de, T le, " ma, "€ ba, "I a, and "E ne (Li 2007: 144; Fang & Hengeveld

2022: 879), as shown in (2.112) - (2.117).

(2.112) 4 T 20 # e
ta hui  shengqi de.
338G will  angry PTCL
‘He will get angry (that is what’s going to happen).’ (Chao 1968: 797)
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(2.113)

(2.114)

(2.115)

(2.116)

(2.117)

B b &Y BF A £ 0% T -
wanshang de Jjiaozi you  didn xian le.
night DE dumpling have a.little salty PTCL
‘The dumplings I had last night were a little salty!”’

(Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 882)

N £ 8 5E & 7
ni dong wo  de Visi ma ?
28G  understand  1SG  DE meaning PTCL
‘Do you understand what [ mean?’ (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 884)
a. 1R Ha =21 8 BE e, ?
ni mingbai wo  de yisi ba?

2sG  understand  1SG  DE meaning PTCL
“You understand what [ meant, right?”  (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 891)

b. #1M £ g, |

women zZou ba!

1pL g0 PTCL

‘Let’s go!” (Chu 2009: 285)
R ES E o 2
nd ben  shu  a?
which CL book PTCL
‘Which book is it then?’ (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 895)
a. #MK § T R - ES E % 7

Hufei mdi le nd Vi béen shi  ne?

Hufei buy ASP  which one CL book PTCL

‘Which book did Hufei buy?’ (Cheng 1991: 25)
b. #4 & = 1% 4 % °

tamen you san  tiao  niu  ne.

3pL  have three CL cattle PTCL

‘They have three cattle.’ (Li & Thompson 1981: 301)

The first two particles, &) de and T le, can also be used at the morphological level. For

example, #9 de particle can be used as a particle in a possessive structure, which links the

possessor with its possessee, as in (2.118). The T /e particle is used to modify an action,

known as T 1. It is a perfective aspect marker and indicates the completion of such an

action (Fang 2018: 590), as in (2.119).

(2.118) 4

&) Z
de shii

3G DE book
‘his book’ (Chao 1968: 795)
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(2.119) % = R T (T

wo huilai le.
1SG  back ASP
‘I have come back’ (Chao 1968: 799)

By contrast, when the particles &) de and T /e are used at the sentential level, they are
added to imply and signal the speaker’s attitude. For instance, the #9J de particle in (2.112)

reinforces the certainty of the speaker on the fact that the other person will surely get
angry. Without #) de, the sentence would become neutral, meaning that the speaker
enunciates a statement (Chao 1968: 797; Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 881).

The T le used at the sentential level has two functions, labelled as 7 2and T s.
The former T » is a perfect marker (also called mood auxiliary) indicating a new situation

or change of state (Li & Thompson 1981: 296-300; Fang 2018: 590, 598), as in (2.120).

(2.120) X & &L " Bl T (72
huoche  mdshang Jiu kai e
train immediately soon leave PTCL
“The train is leaving immediately’ (Li & Thompson 1981: 296)

The latter T 3used in (2.113) is a mirative marker (Fang 2018; Fang & Hengeveld 2022:
882—883). Adding the T 3 particle indicates that the utterance stated is newsworthy and

surprising. In addition to the worthiness highlighted, reminding the addressee is also
entailed. For instance, in example (2.113), the speaker reminds the addressee of not

putting too much salt next time. Although the particle 7 /e encodes several functions,
when 7 2 and T 3occur in the final position, as in (2.121), they can merge into one single

T le.

Q2% # T o (7 23)
wo e le.
1SG  hungry PTCL
‘I have become hungry. (Anything I can eat?)’ (Fang 2018: 598)

This example above shows that a state change began in the past and continues to the
moment of utterance. Also, the speaker tries to make the addressee notice the hunger.
Given the focus of the dissertation, I will not go into detail on how to disentangle the

three T le particles (cf. Fang 2018 for more information).
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The other four particles % ma,"@ ba, "1 a, and & ne, are concerned with the

sentential level, and their primary function is to modify sentences (see Del Gobbo,
Munaro & Poletto 2015: 364-365 for common properties of sentential particles).
Consequently, the four particles can be found in different sentence types, such as
declarative, interrogative, and exclamative (Li & Thompson 1981: 300-305, 307, 314—
317; Li 2006: 29; Fang & Hengeveld 2022). Most importantly, the four particles are all

allowed in questions. In particular, the *% ma and %E ne particles are often touched upon

when discussing questions, as they distinguish two question types (i.e., confirmation-
seeking and information-seeking questions) (cf. Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2). While each of
these four particles has a different degree of relevance to questions, they are all associated
with this type of sentence. Thus, the following subsections will detail their usage in

different sentence types in the order of % ma,"& ba, "F] a, and "E ne. Note that the

following discussion will be accompanied by a number of examples extracted from the
literature. However, some studies do not clearly indicate the source of the examples, such
as Han (1995) and Zhu (1999). By contrast, other studies are based on the authentic
language uses, such as Chao (1968: vii, xvii), Li & Thompson (1981), Kubler & Ho
(1984), Chappell (1991) use spoken data, while Chu (1998) and Li (2007) use written
data. Moreover, using a large-scale corpus is often seen in the study after 2000, as Li

(2006) using the CCRL and Fang & Hengeveld (2020; 2022) using CCL modern corpus.'°
11

2.5.1.1 Ma particle

The ma particle is considered a particle for polar questions, as in (2.114). This
particle takes effect when it comes to transforming declarative sentences into polar
questions (Han 1995: 114; Li 2007: 119; Pan 2021: 3). Accordingly, the polar question
in Mandarin is also termed (question) particle question or ma question in the literature

(Li & Thompson 1981: 547; Cheng 1984: §9).

10 CCRL stands for Chinese Corpus Retriever for Language Teaching and Research created by Department
of Computer Science and Technology, Beijing Language and Culture University (Li 2006: 4).

' The CCL modern corpus is the Peking Corpus compiled by the Center for Chinese Linguistics (CCL)
(Zhan et al. 2019). In the study of Fang & Hengeveld (2020; 2022), they use the subcorpus of modern
Mandarin, which covers both spoken and written Mandarin in various text types, including novels, plays,
stories, TV programs, movies, newspapers, cyber-text, and translated works.
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Although the usual character to use is % ma (Chao 1968: 801), other graphic
variants also exist, such as % in (2.122) and J# in (2.123), examples retrieved from the

Academia Sinica Balanced Corpus of Modern Chinese 4.0 (CKIP group 1998).

(2.122)  #k:E 2 EAR #  TE WM?
nandado Jiu zheyang hao  xiaqu ma?
don’t.tell.me just  this waste down PTCL
‘Don’t tell me that we are just going to continue like this?’

(2.123) & &b R W Y
ni ye rende ta ma?

2sG  also recognise 3G PTCL
‘Do you recognise her too?’

However, the distribution of different graphics is correlated with sentence types.
Namely, % ma is used in questions, whereas % ma is found in other sentence types, such
as declarative, exclamative, and imperative (Li 2006: 32). This complementary
distribution of ma in sentences also reflects pronunciation (Kubler & Ho 1984: 76; Li

2006: 67), although Li (2006: 47) does not provide examples with characters.

(2.124)a. Hongjian qu xuéxiao le ma? N
Hongjian go school PRF PTCL
‘Did Hongjian go to school?’
b. Hongjian qu xuéxiao le ma.\v
Hongjian go school PRF PTCL
‘(Obviously/certainly) Hongjian went to school.’ (Li12006: 47)

Comparing the two sentences in (2.124), the pitches are different on the last syllable (i.e.,
the constituent ma), indicated with an upper and falling arrow. In (2.124a), the sentence
ends with a particle associated with a rising pitch. This intonation-particle combination
shows that the speaker has no idea whether Hongjian attended school. By contrast, the
particle in (2.124b) is associated with a falling pitch, meaning that the speaker is relatively
confident that Hongjian went to school, given that this event is contextually self-evident.

Regarding the distinction of characters, although both characters may be used
interchangeably, as attested in Modern Chinese (examples (2.122) and (2.123)), even
diachronically, the link between characters and sentence types has gradually stabilised
(Pan 2021: 3-5), at least concerning their pronunciation. Without going into further detail,

I fully acknowledge and agree that the character ®% ma is for questions, while the

character %t ma is for other sentence types (especially for declarative sentences), despite
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the fact that there is as yet no consensus on the convention of character use, as suggested
by Chao (1968: 801).

A distinction is made between two ma particles according to sentence types (Kubler
& Ho 1984: 76; Chappell 1991: 43—44; Chu 1998): ma is a question particle while ma:
is a particle used in other sentence types (also known as a modal marker) (Chappell 1991:
39). The ma: particle has a presupposition function at the semantic level and an insistence
function at the pragmatic level (Chu 1998, as cited in Li 2006: 27), as attested in (2.124b):
speakers with impatience and disagreement insist on having their hearers accept a
presupposed fact. Given that the mas particle has no direct relevance to the discussion of
the question particle, my focus will be mainly on the maj.

As opposed to the two-way distinction of particle mai and ma>, Li (2006: 28)
suggests a unified ma particle. Even though ma as a particle used in polar questions seems
undebatable, she argues that this particle is merely a reinforcement to the speech act in
any sentence type. In declarative sentences, the ma particle shows a high degree of the
speaker’s commitment to the assertion. In other sentence types, such as questions and
imperatives, this particle represents a high degree of the speaker’s intention to have an
action carried out (Li 2006: 31-36). Because the ma particle functions in a similar way
across sentence types, she argues against the label of question particle ma (Li 2006: 29).
Similarly, Fang & Hengeveld (2022: 884) contend that the ma particle denotes an
interrogative force in that polar questions in Mandarin can also be marked by intonation.

In my opinion, one should distinguish between phonological and morphological
strategies for question marking, as does the literature in Mandarin (Li 2007: 117-118; Lin
2015: 238) and the typology of questions (cf. Section 2.1.3). Accordingly, the ma particle
is still legitimate for bearing an interrogative force in polar questions (Simpson 2014:
160), namely a question marker (Paul 2014), while Li (2006: 35) only considers it as a
degree marker. In addition, the two marking strategies should be differentiated regarding
the cline of interrogativity (Halliday & McDonald 2004: 336). Polar questions ending
with ma particle are found at the end of the strongest interrogativity, whereas polar
questions marked by intonation are the weakest (Li 2007: 121). Likewise, such a
difference also reflects on the face-threatening effect both marking strategies are subject
to. Due to the weakest interrogativity, a polar question marked by intonation is a

declarative form by appearance. Therefore, it is less likely to be treated as a ‘canonical’
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question. In other words, using polar question with declarative word order can be seen to
minimise the face-threatening risk caused by asking a question (Levinson 2012: 23).

Despite such distinction on the level of interrogativity and face-threatening effect,
phonetic and morphosyntactic strategies for polar questions in Mandarin are commonly
biased compared to the A-not-A structure, which is considered an unbiased question form.
Semantically, a polar question comprises either a positive or a negative statement required
to be confirmed or denied by the interlocutor. In other words, polar questions are already
positively or negatively biased when the enquirer enunciates them (Li 2007: 120).

Given that polar questions are easily found biased when seeking an answer, such a
characteristic makes them eligible for rhetorical questions (Li & Thompson 1981: 552;
Alleton 1988: 291; Caponigro & Sprouse 2019: 131). In Mandarin, the rhetorical
modality is mainly attested in negative polar questions (Chao 1968: 800; Yip &
Rimmington 2021: 170-171), as in (2.125). The rhetorical effect can become even more

potent by adding an adverb ¥ & ndndao (Alleton 1988: 278; Xu 2012; Yip &
Rimmington 2021: 171), as in (2.126).

(2125 % R 8 %E o ?

ni bu pa ldohii ma?

28G  NEG afraid tiger PTCL

‘Aren’t you afraid of tigers?’ (Chao 1968: 800)
(2.126) 4R S ZN 7 % 7

ni nandado bu xidng jia ma?

2sG  don’t.tell.me NEG  miss home PTCL

‘Don’t you really miss your family?’ (Yip & Rimmington 2021: 171)

Overall, the distinction between mai and ma> seems less relevant, since the primary
focus herein is the ma particle used in the questions. However, I think the distinction of
the two ma particles is still necessary, phonetically (Li 2006: 29, 47, 67), morpho-
syntactically (Kubler & Ho 1984: 76), and pragmatically (Chappell 1991; Chu 1998).

One is used in questions, while the other is used in different sentence types. As for
their characters, although the characters of two ma particles may not seem to be strictly
assigned to one sentence type, as shown in (2.122) and (2.123), to some extent there is a
tendency to distinguish the usage of two ma particles in writing, as attested in Taiwan

Mandarin in Kubler & Ho (1984: 76).
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Regarding pronunciation, it is true that such a difference should be attributed to the
whole sentence contour (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 883—884) since particles are usually
neutral and de-stressed. However, different sentence contours also influence the
intonation of the ma particle. Accordingly, the phonetic change under the influence of the
sentence contour indirectly distinguishes two ma particles.

By summing up the views from Kubler & Ho (1984: 76), Chappell (1991), and Li
(2006: 47), pragmatically, the ma particle attached to questions with high intonation
shows the intention of seeking confirmation from the addressee, while the other occurring
in other sentence types with low intonation is to express the impatience or disagreement
from the speaker and to highlight the obviousness of the presupposed fact that the
interlocutor has neglected.

Finally, the biased nature of polar questions with a ma particle or declarative form
makes polar questions one of the possible candidates of rhetorical questions. However,
they differ on the level of questioning to reduce the threat when facing the addressee.

In addition to the ma particle, the "& ba and *Fl a particles are attested in polar

questions (Zhu 1999: 237-238; Li 2006: 29; Luo 2013: 39), as in (2.127).

(2.127) M & 1 < /e ?
ni shi ta gege a/ba?
2SG  COP  3SG brother  PTCL
‘Are you his elder brother?’ (Luo 2013: 6)

They may occur in the same question type, but their occurrence in polar questions could
have a varied degree of certain functions and even leading to different effects in

pragmatics.

2.5.1.2 Ba particle

Compared to the ma particle, the ba particle seems less problematic in terms of
character. However, Chao (1968: 807) distinguishes two ba particles derived from
different etymology origins. The bal particle is a fusion of the word & bu ‘not’ and the
T a particle, while the ba2 particle is derived from the verb # ‘stop, finish’ (Tang 2015:
2). Following Chao (1968), Zhu (1999: 237) agrees that only the bal particle is related to

questioning but that the ha2 particle denotes an imperative function. Apart from these two
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studies, other scholars seem to agree on a unified ba particle. This view is also adopted
in the following discussion of the ba particle.

In terms of distribution, the ba particle occurs in declarative sentences, questions,
imperative sentences (Han 1995: 101-102; Li 2006: 30), exclamative sentences, and
prohibitive sentences (Fang & Hengeveld 2020: 290), as shown in the following examples
in (2.128).

(2.128) a. f#t ¥ed N E "2 o (Declarative)

ta zai bangongshi  ba.

3sG  PREP office PTCL

‘(Probably) He is in his office.’ (Li12006: 30)
b. 1 L NS "2 ? (Question)

ta zai bangongshi  ba?

3sG  PREP office PTCL

‘He is in his office, right?’ (Li2006: 30)
c. R "2, | (Imperative)

Jinldi ba!

come.in PTCL

‘(I suggest you) come in!’ (Li2006: 30)
d & X B #8 T "2 | (Exclamative)

ye tai mingxidn le ba!

as.well  too  obvious PTCL PTCL

‘It is so obviously unreasonable as well.”  (Fang & Hengeveld 2020: 290)
e. Al 7 T "2, (Imperative/ Prohibitive)

bie diao e ba.

do.not sling PTCL PTCL

‘Don’t sling (the rail) anymore.’ (Fang & Hengeveld 2020: 290)

It seems that the ba particle can occur in any sentence type, but opinions differ regarding
questions. The ba particle is generally added in polar questions (Chao 1968: 807) but
not allowed in wh-questions and disjunctive questions with A-not-A structures (Li &
Thompson 1981: 310). Nevertheless, certain studies provide evidence against such a use,
which is limited to polar questions (Chao 1968: 807; Zhu 1999: 237-238; Han 1995: 101—
102; Li 2006: 22, 30-31; Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 301), as in the following examples in
(2.129).
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(2.129) a. 4R 2K 2 B HE g, ?
ni daodi yao  gan  shénme  ba?
2SG  anyway want do what PTCL
‘What do you want to do, anyway?’ (Chao 1968: 807)
b. —# %0 & e, ?
yingong duoshdo qian ba?
altogether how.much  money  PTCL

‘How much altogether? Please tell me.’
(Zhu 1999: 237; Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 891)
c. FK w0 ox B?
daodi shéi  qu ba?
anyway who go PTCL

‘Who's going anyway?’ (Han 1995: 101)
d. 1% B 7S B A

ni shuo  bu shuo ba?

2sG  speak NEG speak PTCL

‘Are you going to tell me or not?’ (Han 1995: 102)

Although the occurrence of ba particle in both questions is documented, it is rarely used
as such (Han 1995:112). Instead, the ba particle occurs mainly in polar questions (Zhao

& Sun 2015: 125). Furthermore, very few co-occurrences of whi-word 4+ /& ‘what’ and

the ba particle are found in the CCL modern corpus (Fang & Hengeveld 2020: 301). The
examples in (2.129) are no longer questions but imperative sentences (Chao 1968; Zhu
1999; Han 1995; Li 2006: 33). Adding the ba particle seems to invite the addressee to
answer the question (Fang & Hengeveld 2020: 301), it is an imperative (a directive).
Example (2.129a) shows a directive meaning of ‘tell me, what do you...” (Chao 1968:
807), likewise in (2.129b). In addition, adding this particle amplifies the underlying
emotion of the speaker. The particle ba in (2.129¢) and (2.129d) shows the impatience
and anger of the speaker to such an extent as to force the hearer to respond if the latter
wants to avoid trouble (Han 1995: 111). Therefore, although some studies accept the use
of the ba particle in wh- and disjunctive questions, this may be due to differences in the
usage of Mandarin in different regions or differences based on the intuition of the
researchers. I think the comparable corpus of Taiwan Mandarin used in the present study
can provide another perspective regarding this usage.

Although the occurrence of the ba particle in declarative, questions, and imperative
seems unequivocal, its functions are highly debatable in the literature, including modal

meaning of uncertainty, estimation, soliciting agreement, suggestion, undetermined
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intention (Fang & Hengeveld 2020: 285, 2022: 892), hesitation, warning, friendly
sarcasm, and politeness (Chu 2009: 286-288). Moreover, there is no consensus on
whether this particle functions similarly across different types of sentences. In a
declarative sentence, as in (2.128a), the ba particle reduces the speaker’s commitment to
the statement to such an extent that the speaker welcomes any correction or rejection (Han
1995: 104-105). That is, adding the ba particle shows the speaker’s uncertainty and
creates an easy way for the addressee to disagree with that statement (Fang & Hengeveld
2020:284). Given the uncertainty encoded in the ba particle, the latter introduces a
function of request or advice in imperative sentences, as in (2.128¢) (Li 2006: 23, 33).

When ba particle occurs in polar question as in (2.128b), the speaker is soliciting
agreement from the addressee. It seems that the uncertainty of the speaker is the core
property of the ba particle, and other functions are derived from it (Chu 2009: 288).
However, I think the functions of this particle can be discussed from different angles in a
discourse. From the speaker’s point of view, the particle adds the speaker’s uncertainty
to the sentence. Standing from the perspective of the interaction, the solicitation of
agreement may be regarded as a hint of turn-taking. Therefore, two primary functions of
the ba particle are often mentioned: (1) to seek agreement from the hearer and (2) to show
the uncertainty of speakers (Kendrick 2018: 18—-19).

However, few studies argue for a unified function of the ba particle, such as
downgrading the speaker’s epistemic position. When using the ba particle, the speaker
demonstrates a lower level of knowledge regarding the statement than the addressee
(Kendrick 2018: 10). This function seems to show the uncertainty from the speaker. As
for Fang & Hengeveld (2020), they refute considering the ba particle as a mere epistemic
marker of uncertainty, given that its occurrence is not limited only to declaratives and
questions but also other sentence types (Fang & Hengeveld 2020: 289-290). They argue
that this particle is a pragmatic marker, namely a mitigator, meaning to reduce the
possible unwelcome perlocutionary effects on the addressee (Fang & Hengeveld 2020:
285). Also, note that the mitigating impact becomes specified in different situations, such
as attaining more politeness and leaving more space for negotiation (Fang & Hengeveld
2020: 303-304).

The functions of the ba particle seem to vary from one study to another. However,

after this overview, I wish to argue that its core function is to show that the speaker is still
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determining the statement. Therefore, this uncertainty further paints the sentences with
different discursive functions, such as suggestions, solicitation of agreement, and
politeness. In addition, regardless of the sentence types or illocutionary forces, given the
uncertainty indicated by the ba particle, this particle makes the sentence appear as
questioning to some extent. In a declarative sentence, the ba particle mitigates the
assertiveness of the statement, making it easier to be disagreed by the addressee (Fang &
Hengeveld 2020: 301-302). In an imperative sentence, the ba particle softens the tone
and has the directive speech act open for more space for negotiation, which becomes more
suggestive (Fang & Hengeveld 2020: 300). Accordingly, the speaker seeks a response
about the suggestion from the addressee and implicitly hopes the order to be carried out.
Hence, both declarative and imperative sentences with ba particle are facing a similar risk
as questioning, which is, being confirmed or rejected.

In polar questions, the ba particle not only encodes the uncertainty of the speaker,
but also mitigates the interrogative force and makes the question less inquisitive (Fang &
Hengeveld 2020: 300). On the scale of interrogativity (Halliday & McDonald 2004: 336;
Li 2007: 121), polar questions with the ba particle have slightly stronger interrogativity
compared polar questions using intonation, but it appears to be weaker compared to polar
questions with the ma particle. Accordingly, the ba particle is situated in the middle of
the scale. Although the degree of uncertainty becomes higher when the ba particle is used,
its mitigator function helps to tone down the interrogative force. Finally, it has been noted
that both ma and ba particles occur in polar questions to seek confirmation (Simpson
2014: 160). However, they are mutually exclusive (Han 1995: 113—-114). Not only do
they differ in the cline of interrogativity, but they also vary discursively in the degree of
predictability (Li 2006: 35). That is, when asking a ba question, the inquirer is highly
certain about the answer from the addressee (Li 2006: 35), while a ma question shows
that the speaker might be completely unaware of the answer. Given the higher
predictability and less inquisitive force of the ba particle, this type of question is often
correlated with tag questions, the answer of which is maximally predictable (Li &
Thompson 1981: 309-310; Chu 2017: 286; Yip & Rimmington 2021: 171; Pan 2021: 2).

Similar to ma and ba particles, the a particle is also used in polar questions.
However, its functions remain controversial, given its occurrence in a broader range of

sentence types (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 894—895).
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2.5.1.3 A particle

Among the Mandarin particles discussed in this section, only this particle contains
a single vowel. This particularity makes it much easier to fuse with the vowel that ends

in the preceding syllable (Chao 1968: 803; Zhu 1999: 238). Such a fusion creates variants

of the a particle mentioned in the literature, such as “f ya (= the word ending with the
vowel-a/-e/-i/-o/-ii + “F] a), *£ wa (= the word ending with the vowel -u + T a), #F na
(= the word ending with the vowel -n + " a). In addition, a fusion with the whole

preceding phoneme is also attested, such as %t la (= T le + " a) (Chao 1968: 796, 803;
Zhu 1999: 238, 240; Lu 1999: 46; Li 2007: 144; Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 894). Given

that these variants are due to the fusion with the a particle, they should share the same
characteristics and function with a single a particle.

Phonetically, unlike the ma particle, having two tones leads to the difference in
sentence type distribution and even two different characters (cf. Section 2.5.1.1), the a
particle can be pronounced with either high or low pitch, but with the same character and
no distinction among sentence types (Wu 2004: 128; Li 2006: 41, 43—-50; Chu 2009: 283).
However, Wu (2004: 178-179) suggests that notably low pitch occurs mostly in
interrogatives, while flat or rising pitch occurs in non-interrogatives situations.

The a particle has the widest distribution in sentence types in comparison to
other particles (Zhu 1999: 238; Li 2006: 37, 52-53; Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 894-895),

as shown in the following examples in (2.130).

(2.130)
a. #& 3t A A e &4 7] o (Declarative)

wo  bing méi  you  zuo - cuo a.

1SG  on-the-contrary NEG have do wrong PTCL

‘I didn’t do it wrong.’ (Li12006: 52)
b. 4% ZN % F ? (Polar question)

ni bu qu a?

2SG  NEG go PTCL

“You are not going?’ (Li12006: 52)
c. 9k F E ] ? (Wh-question)

nd béen  shu  a?

which CL book PTCL

‘Which book is it then?’ (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 895)
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d. & *= K % 7 ? (Disjunctive question)

ni qu bu qu a?

2SG  go NEG go PTCL

‘Do you want to go or not?’ (Zhu 1999: 238, my translation)
e. K% eE 7 | (Imperative)

dajia Jizhu al

everyone learn-by-heart PTCL

‘Everyone, please learn it by heart.’ (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 895)
f. R g N & H& B 7 | (Exclamative)

ni zhe xidozi hdo congming al

2SG  DEM little.kid  very clever PTCL

‘How clever you are as a such little kid! (Li2007: 149, my translation)

These examples above show that the a particle is generous in combining with different
sentence types. However, Wu (2004: 129) notes that the a particle primarily helps
construct confirmation questions. Such a claim is opposed to most studies arguing that
the a particle is not an indicator for questions (Li & Thompson 1981: 314; Li 2006: 38;
Luo 2013: 6). Moreover, Li (2007: 149) argues that the a particle is least likely to occur
in questions in comparison with other particles. Also, the author finds that the a particle
is the most strongly associated with exclamative sentences. Accordingly, this particle is
labelled as an assessment particle (Li 2007: 127). In my opinion, the point made by Li
(2007) should be that the function of the a particle is frequently related to exclamative
use, rather than that the a particle occurs more regularly in such a sentence type. Given a
wide range of distribution across sentence types, most discussions center on the functions
of this particle (Li 2006: 37).

Ten functions are listed in Chao (1968: 804-806): soften questions, vocative use,
commands, impatience, warning, pause for hearer, enumeration, etc. However, some of
these functions might contradict each other. For example, this particle softens questions,
but on the other hand, it encodes commands and warnings (Wu 2004: 127-128). In
addition, other studies also argue that some functions, such as vocative, command,
impatience, and warning, are not directly related to the particle itself but to other
constituents in the sentence (Li & Thompson 1981: 314-316; Fang & Hengeveld 2022:
895-896). Nevertheless, these studies agree that the a particle reduces the forcefulness of

the statement and softens the tone, which makes sentences less blunt. In other words, the
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a particle plays the role of mitigator to pragmatically reduce the potential face-threatening
effect (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 897).

However, Kubler & Ho (1984: 39) and Chu (2002: 4, as cited in Wu 2004:128)
suggest that the a particle is used to intensify the force contained in the utterance, such as
statement, exclamation, and interrogation. Moreover, Chu (2009: 284-285) suggests that
all other functions of the a particle are precisely derived from the core, namely expressing
the involvement of the speaker, namely, the speaker’s personal concern (Chu 2002: 4, as
cited in Wu 2004:128). This function conveys the speaker’s opinion and implies a closing
conversation (Li 2006: 47-48). This speaker-oriented function is also reflected in the
pitch of the a particle, which is often lower. This contrasts with the listener-oriented
function of a particle, which invites the addressee to respond and continue discussing.
The pitch of the particle in such a situation is high (Chu 2009: 284, 2017: 48).

Within the interaction in discourse, using the a particle increases the degree of
contextual relevance, especially from the speaker’s perspective (Li 2006: 42; Chu 2009:
283). Speakers using the a particle try to draw attention from the hearer and to make
themselves more actively engage in the conversation (Li 2006: 50-51). In my opinion,
such a function is exactly the core function of a particle, which is to show the speaker’s
personal concern. Not only does the speaker try to engage in a conversion, but adding this
particle also reduces the face-threatening effect when calling attention from the hearer.

To conclude, the a particle may have two main functions derived from its core
function. It reduces the forcefulness of a statement from the speaker’s position and
increases the degree of contextual relevance when speakers try to get involved in a
conversation. Likewise, the contextual function seems essential to the ne particle, which

will be discussed in the next section.

2.5.1.4 Ne particle

As discussed in Section 2.3.2, the ne particle can only be used in question types
other than polar questions. That is, only wh-questions and disjunctive questions (with

a & & haishi ‘or’ connective and an A-not-A construction) allow the occurrence of the

ne particle, as shown in examples (2.131).
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(2.131) a. 4R Pyt B N () ? (Wh-question)

ni weishénme  kaixin (ne)?
2sG  why happy PTCL
‘Why are you happy?’
b. 4% NP i $ic] () ? (Disjunctive question)
ni kaixin hdishi nanguo (ne)?
2sG  happy or sad PTCL
‘Are you happy or sad?’
c. NS ZN Bl (%) ? (Disjunctive question)
ni kaixin bu kaixin (ne)?

28G  happy NEG happy PTCL
‘Are you happy or not happy?’

However, the ne particle can also appear in other types of sentences, as in examples
(2.132): declarative in (2.132a), exclamative in (2.132b), and directive (imperative) in

(2.132¢).

(2.132)  a. #& ® 7 g - = WX % °
wo  hai  de xie  yi pian  lunwén ne.
IsG  still must write one CL dissertation PTCL

‘I still have to write a dissertation.’
(Li & Thompson 1981: 303; Li 2006: 11)

b. & 2 3| THESR By B A% 7 |

hai méi dao  xiaban’r de shihou ne!

still NEG arrive down.work  DE time PTCL

‘It is not time yet to get off work!’ (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 887)
c. A %’ AHE ~ WP

shuo ne weishénme  bu shuo?

say PTCL why NEG  say

‘Say, please, why not say it?’ (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 887)

Even though studies seem to agree that the ne particle can be used in both
interrogative and non-interrogative settings (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 885), scholars have
different opinions when it comes to the functions of the ne particle. Generally, the
opinions are divided into two camps: a unified function (Li & Thompson 1981: 300-307;
Li2006: 11-19) vs. multiple functions of the ne particle (Chao 1968: 801-803; Zhu 1999:
235-237; Lu 1999: 412-413; Chu 2009: 295; Paul 2014; Chu 2017: 50; Pan 2021; Paul
& Yan 2022; Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 890). In what follows, I will first review the

multiple functions of the ne particle.
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As two ne particles are distinguished based on sentence types (i.c., 7€ in questions
and exclamation vs. " in declarative sentences), Chao (1968: 801-803) argues for

several functions of the ne particle. Two functions are specific to questions, while three
functions are restricted to declarative sentences (i.e., continued state, assertion of
equalling degree, and interest in additional information). The ‘mild warning’ function is
attested in exclamative sentences. Following Chao (1968), other scholars, such as Han
(1995: 116-118) and Zhu (1999: 235-237), suggest two main functions for this particle.
One is to mark the ‘continued state’ in declarative sentences, like a progressive marker

(Han 1995: 116). This function is often accompanied by the durative aspectual marker #

zhe (Zhu 1999). However, such a function may not be due to the particle, but to the
aspectual marker (Li & Thompson 1981: 302—-303). The other function of the particle is
found in questions. Both studies point out that the use of the ne particle is similar to that
of the ma particle, as they often co-occur with uncertainty elements (Han 1995: 116).
Recently, Fang & Hengeveld (2022: 885-890) have reviewed the functions of the
ne particle proposed in the literature. They also argue for two different functions. One is
a marker of contradiction occurring in declarative, exclamative, and directive sentences,
and is labelled ne;. They also mention that the ne; can be used in questions (2022: 887—
888), as in (2.133). I think this example is an exception and may not be accepted by the
speaker of Taiwan Mandarin. Moreover, ma and ne co-occurrence is not allowed (Han

1995: 116; Zhu 1999: 237).

(2.133)

"8 17 £ Aer A AR &€ LBk (=
zanmen  xian zouba méi  kanjian  baba zhéngzai mang zhe
1pL first go PTICL NEG see father being busy PROG
& " ?

ne ma?

PTCL PTCL

‘Let’s go first. Don’t you see Dad is busy right now?’
(Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 887-888)

The other is ne> is used as a reinforcer in questions to enhance the interrogative
illocutionary in any type of question, except polar questions.
Unlike previous studies that distinguish functions based on sentence types, Chu

(2009: 295; 2017: 50) argues for two main functions of the ne particle, which apply to
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any sentence type. These two main functions are deduced from various functions of the
ne particle proposed in the literature (Chu 2009: 289-293). The first function is to require
the hearer to look for the contrast in the previous context by comparing it to what is said
in the current utterance. The second function is to ask the hearer to carry on the discourse.
The two functions of the ne particle are related to a higher level of discourse purpose, that
is, to increase the level of relevance of the previous context (Chu 2009: 298).

The reason that studies still distinguish the ne particle used in questions from other
sentence types is that the two ne particles evolved from two different characters and the
two characters were distributed according to sentence type (Qi 2002: 38). The character

M er, AR na, and L ni were found in questions, while the character "2 /7 was found in

declarative and exclamative sentences. However, after extensive mixing of characters in
use, the correspondence between character and sentence type no longer existed (Qi 2002:

40). Therefore, only one character for this particle (i.e., "€ ne) is preserved in modern

Chinese. This unification for the character of the ne particle could lead to its single
function, as argued in certain studies.

Hence, Li & Thompson (1981: 300-307) argue that in any sentence type, the ne
particle is used to respond to the hearer’s expectation (1981: 307). Discursively, based on
the hearer’s belief or expectation, the ne particle not only tries to connect to the previous
utterance but also to call the hearer’s particular attention to the information conveyed by
this sentence (1981: 300, 304-305). Likewise, in the case of questioning, the ne particle
is to express the meaning of ‘in connection with your claim and expectation, let me find
out...” (Li & Thompson 1981: 306) (see also Chu 1998; 2009 for the similar point of
view, suggesting that the ne particle is used to solicit participation or highlight the
relevance of background information). Similarly, Li (2006: 16, 21) considers that the ne
has only one function as an evaluative marker in both declarative sentences and questions.
When using the ne particle, the speaker evaluates the information that is potentially
unusual and particularly important. In other words, hearers must also pay attention to this
information.

No consensus has been reached on the function of the ne particle. Still, scholars are
trying, very often from different linguistic perspectives, to either suggest multiple
functions or to pinpoint a core function of the ne particle. The ne particle is complicated

not only in terms of its functions but also its status as a question particle.
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I label the particles discussed in this dissertation, namely ma, ba, a, ne, as question
particles, regardless of their contribution of interrogative force. However, the status of
the ne particle is still controversial in the literature (Luo 2013: 39; Pan 2021; Fang &
Hengeveld 2022: 885). Given its frequent co-occurrence with wh-questions and
disjunctive questions, the ne particle is labelled question particle (Huang, Y.-H. Audrey
Li & Li 2009: 237), wh-particle (Cheng 1991: 21; Wei 2022: 266). However, the ne
particle is syntactically optional in questions as shown in (2.131) (see Pan & Paul 2016;
Hsu 2020 for further discussion on the optionality of the ne particle), other studies name
it sentence-final particle without the connection to the question (Li 2006: 13; Pan & Paul
2016; Paul & Yan 2022).

Despite the disagreement, it is still reasonable to label the ne particle as a question
particle, as do Li & Thompson (1981: 305). They label ne as a question particle only
because it is used in disjunctive, wh-questions, and truncated questions. In addition, the
terminology of the ne particle may be unrelated to its contribution to the force of the
sentence, as Cheng (1991: 25) points out in a footnote. This ne particle, nonetheless, is in
fact closely related to the force of the question.

It is true that, unlike the ma particle, the ne particle does not function as an element
turning a declarative sentence into a question (Li & Thompson 1981: 305). However, the
ne particle often pertains to questioning and can be strongly associated with interrogative
(Halliday & McDonald 2004: 336, 341). It has been further argued that the core meaning
of the ne particle is an interrogative mood (Qi 2002: 43). The core meaning becomes
obvious, especially in a so-called truncated question or fragment question, as shown in
the part highlighted in bold in examples (2.134).

(2.134)a. (% # Z A %) AR % ?
(wo  hai  méi  kan  wadn), ni ne?
I1sG  still NEG read finish 2SG  PTCL

‘(I still haven’t finished reading it,) what about you?’
(Halliday & McDonald 2004: 336)

b. A:.... %3%F #H o &K W& R?
gaosu wo,  ni mama ne?

tell 1SG  2SG.POSS mother PTCL
‘Tell me where is your mother?’
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B: £ #HE-
zai loushang.
at upstairs
‘Upstairs’ (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 889)
The truncated question is formed with a structure of a constituent (e.g., nominal phrases,
verbal phrases, temporal phrases, and locational phrases) attached by the ne particle (Wei

2022: 267), as shown in examples (2.135). This type of question can also be a conditional

clause, with an overt conjunction v & rigud ‘if” in (2.135a) or without in (2.135b).

(2.135) a WHE K A Hb A W, 9

ruguo ni shi  zhéngzhi rénwu ne?

if 238G cop  politics  figure PTCL

‘What if you are a political figure?”’ (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 889)
b. A A = RE R?

you ren  bu tongyl ne?

have people NEG agree PTCL

‘And if there are people who do not agree?’ (Alleton 1981: 100)

In truncated questions, the question word can be unambiguously re-established from the
context (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 889), such as what about in (2.134a), where in (2.134b),
what will happen in (2.135a), what is to be done in (2.135b). Given the retrievability of
wh-words and the acceptability with the ne particle, they are often considered questions
reduced from wh-questions (Chu 2006: 16; Her, Che & Bodomo 2022: 14-16). Moreover,
such a truncated structure of conditional clause is highly conventionalised, given that the
ne particle is absolutely necessary (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 890). In addition to being a
question particle, this ne particle is used as a topic marker in truncated questions (Chu
2006: 16; Li 2006: 21; Wei 2013: 162; 2022: 274).

To conclude this sub-section, the functions of the ne particle and its status are still
an issue of debate. After reviewing the literature, first, I favour the distinction of the ne
particle between interrogative and non-interrogative sentences. In other words, there are
two ne particles. Although they are both written with the same character %E ne in modern
Chinese, they may differ in pronunciation. The ne particle in questions has a higher pitch.
In comparison, the other ne particle in non-interrogative scenarios has a relatively lower
pitch (Li 2006: 46). Also, I think they function differently in that they are two
distinguished particles. In questions, following Chu (2009; 2017), the ne particle is used

to show relevance with the previous context and gently require the hearer to continue the
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dialogue. In a non-interrogative situation, following Li (2006), it is an evaluative marker
to highlight the claim that seems unnatural or essential to the speaker. Concerning its
status, I do not agree with the argument that the ne particle is not a question particle only
because it is optional in questions, not to mention that this particle is required in truncated
questions. When it comes to the optionality of particles, I think the four particles
discussed above can all be optional to some extent. For instance, the ma particle, often
referred to as a typical question particle, can also be optional in polar questions. However,
the four of them can contribute additional information to questions.

The following subsection aims to summarise, after a brief description of the four
question particles, the most important points about each particle and their comparison in

terms of sentential distribution and pragmatic functions in questions.

2.5.2 Summary of four particles in Mandarin

Four particles in Mandarin, ma, ba, a, and ne, are all allowed in both interrogative
and non-interrogative settings. Despite the difficulty in determining their actual functions,
Table 18 below summarises their distribution in sentence types and their possible

functions in questions based on the review offered in Section 2.5.1.
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Table 18 Summary of four particles ma, ba, a, ne

ma ba a ne
Declarative v v v v
Exclamative 4 4 4 v
Polar question v 4 4 x
Wh-question x x v v
Disjunctive x x 4 4
Imperative v v v v
' To show the
To reinforce o
To show significance
the speech act ' _
( uncertainty of  To reduce the with the
ie.,
the speaker forcefulness previous

Function in  questioning) to ) .
less directly  and to increase  context and

questions obtain the o ‘
) and to solicit ~ the contextual  gently require
confirmation
agreement relevance hearers to
from the
from the hearer continue the
addressee )
dialogue

Given the focus of the dissertation, I want to draw attention to the distribution of the four
particles in questions. According to the two-way distinction of question types presented
in Section 2.3, the ma particle and the ne particle are mutually exclusive, as shown in
Table 18. As for the ba particle, it has the same distribution as the ma particle (Li 2006:
30), while the a particle is allowed in all sentence types.

The ma, ba, and a particles are all allowed in polar questions, but the functions
that they attribute to the polar question are different (Li 2006: 30). This could be due
to the varied degree of interrogativity, face-threatening, and predictability among the

three particles, as shown in Table 19.
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Table 19 Comparison of ma, ba, and a in polar questions

ma ba a
Interrogativity > =
Face-threatening > =
Predictability < =
Confirmation = >

As mentioned in Section 2.5.1.1, the ma particle encodes the strongest interrogativity
(Halliday & McDonald 2004: 336) in that the inquirer has a relatively low degree of
knowledge concerning the truth. In other words, the answer is maximally unpredictable
to the speaker (Li 2006: 35). Thus, polar questions with the ma particle would face a
higher face-threatening risk.

In contrast, the ba particle and the a particle both function similarly as a tag question
(Li 2006: 34-35; Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 896-897). Using either of them in polar
questions, the confirmation requested is minimised (Levinson 2012: 23) so as to mitigate
the face-threatening risk toward the addressee (Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 897). In terms
of the predictability to answers, Li (2006: 35) argues that the answer is maximally
predictable when the ba particle is used in polar questions. Although the a particle may
have no effect on predictability but performs an emotive or expressive function (Li 2006:
55), I would argue that the a particle has the same level of predictability as the ba
particle because both particles require no answer from the addressee (Han 1995:
115). The only difference between the two particles lies in that the a particle has a
prediction opposed to what has been stated in the question, given its expression of
astonishment (Paul 2014: 92), while the ba particle has a prediction identical to what is
said in the question, also meaning to wait for a positive confirmation (Paul & Yan 2022:
191). Therefore, the ba and a particles have predictability to the answer, but the polarity
of their predictions is different. In addition, they act differently regarding the degree of
confirmation. The ba particle is more confirmation-inviting than the a particle (Fang
& Hengeveld 2022: 896-897). In my opinion, this is may be one of the reasons why the
ba particle is similar to the ma particle in terms of syntactic distribution. Both ma and ba

are only allowed in polar questions (i.e., confirmation-seeking questions) not
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information-seeking ones, while the a particle can appear in both question types.
Accordingly, instead of genuinely seeking confirmation in polar questions, the a particle
generally checks whether having correctly heard what has been said (Chao 1968: 804;
Zhu 1999: 238; Han 1995: 115; Wu 2004: 138).

The a and ne particles both occur in wh-questions but function differently in
their discourse ‘deviance’ (Li 2006: 39, 50). Both particles convey different meanings
in a discourse that lacks of relevance and consistency in the context. The a particle
establishes the link with the previous context and calls the hearer’s attention to what is
being asked (Li 2006: 50), meaning Could anyone of you tell me...? (Li 2006: 55-56).
While the ne particle reinforces the relevance with the previous context and highlights
the importance of asking such a question, for example, How to...? This is really a question
(Li2006: 56).

In addition to comparative works on these particles, scholars have paid attention to
the sequence of co-occurrence of sentence-final particles in Mandarin (Zhu 1999: 234—
235; Li 2006: 61-63; Pan 2021: 8-10; Paul & Yan 2022: 180-181; Fang & Hengeveld
2022: 899-908). These works contributed to discussing the hierarchical order of the
sentence-final particles under the generative framework. Different versions of the
cartography have been presented, such as in Li (2006: 64—65), Huang (2007: 185), Paul
(2014: 83) based on the three distributional classes from Zhu (1999: 234-237); in
Simpson (2014), Pan (2018; 2022), Fang & Hengeveld (2022: 898, 908) based on the
framework of Functional Discourse Grammar (FDG), and among others. Given the focus
of the current study, without going into details on this topic, I only mention it to show
that the extensive work on particles in Mandarin is still developing despite a long history
of particle study in this language.

To conclude, this sub-section presented and explored the syntactic distribution and

their pragmatic functions of the four main question particles (i.e., °% ma, "& ba, " a, and
7& ne) in Mandarin. However, I have noted that much of the literature discussed in this

section is based on the spoken Mandarin on a small or unclear scale, and while some of
discussion of written Mandarin does come from corpora, none of them are specific to
Taiwan Mandarin. Therefore, I hope to show the use of question particles through the

corpus of novels in Taiwan Mandarin.
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In addition, my corpus study of the question particle will be mainly limited to a
discussion of syntactic distribution. However, by discussing the pragmatic functions of
individual question particles in Mandarin, this helps to account for some syntactic
patterns observed in the corpus. Moreover, the purpose of understanding their pragmatic
functions is also to establish the tertium comparationis with the French particle. It can
then lead to a more meaningful discussion and in-depth comparisons between the question

particles in Mandarin and French.

2.5.3 Question particles in French

Although the term particle appears more frequently in discussions of Asian
languages, it is also used when studying French questions, including est-ce que, ¢a, and
donc. In contrast to Mandarin, French particles are less diverse and are used differently.
However, when the particles in both languages are used in questions, they are formally
invariable and they are already or almost losing their original meaning. In addition,
question particles in Mandarin and French do have certain syntactic features (e.g.,
question type distribution) and pragmatic functions (e.g., to maintain the contextual
coherence) in common. Therefore, it is reasonable to label est-ce que, ¢a, and donc as
question particles, although this is not the case in every study.

The following sub-sections are dedicated to the discussion of French particle est-ce
que, ¢a, and donc in terms of their use in questions. The examples used in the literature
and their quantitative analyses are based on different sources. Some of the literature study
spoken French (Coveney 1996; Hansen 2001: 479; Quillard 2001: 58—-59; Druetta 2002:
69; Druetta 2011: 26; Dekhissi 2013: 74, 81; Adli 2015: 179—-180; Lefeuvre 2020: 24),
while other studies focus on written French (Lefeuvre 2006; Guryev 2017: 123—-133;
Lefeuvre 2018; Reinhardt 2019; Rossi-Gensane et al. 2021; Smirnova & Abeillé 2021;
Guryev & Delafontaine 2022: 55-56; Benzitoun 2022: 7).12 13

12 Although these studies use spoken French, the register of the spoken data may be different. It includes
the conversations ranging from informal contexts (e.g., friends, family) to formal settings (e.g., radio
debates, university lectures). In addition to spontaneous spoken data, dialogues from the movies are also
considered in Dekhissi (2013). Certain corpora are clearly documented in the studies, such as the Corpus
of spoken French G.A.R.S d’Aix-en-Provence used in Druetta (2002; 2011), Spoken French sub-corpus of
amultilingual database Sgs used in Adli (2015), and a small spoken corpus ESLO2 used in Lefeuvre (2020).
13 The source of the written French is relatively homogeneous. The corpus Frantext is extensively used to
study the written French, as in Rossi-Gensane et al. (2021), Lefeuvre (2006; 2018), Smirnova & Abeillé
(2021), and Benzitoun (2022). A smaller scale corpus of ten XXIst century detective novels was also built
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2.5.3.1 Question particle ‘Est-ce que’

One of the possible marking strategies for French questions includes the use of
particles (cf. Section 2.2.2). The most well-known particle used in French is est-ce que
‘is it that’. This particle contains a verb est (i.e., the third person singular of the verb étre
‘be’), a demonstrative pronoun ce, and a complementiser gue (Dryer 2013a). This particle
is derived from the grammaticalization of the inversion of a cleft structure (De Boer 1926:
314; Druetta 2011: 28; see Munaro & Pollock 2008: 563 for different opinions). However,
certain constraints on its usage indicate that its grammaticalization has not yet been
completed (Druetta 2018: 25). For instance, this est-ce que particle can only be followed
by clauses with finite verbs, but not infinitive structures, as in (2.136) (Druetta 2018: 26).
In addition, other constituents can still be inserted between the est-ce and que (Druetta

2011: 28), as in (2.136).

(2.136)a.* Est-ce que partir demain ?
PTCL leave.INF tomorrow
Intended for ‘Leaving tomorrow?’ (Druetta 2018: 26)
b. Est-ce donc que tu I aimes ?
PTCL SO COMP 25G it like
‘So do you love it?’ (Druetta 2011: 28, my translation)

Moreover, Paul (2014: 81-82) argues against the fact that est-ce que is a particle because
such a structure can appear in a negative form (i.e., n’est-ce pas que). Despite the
controversy on the status and the constraint of using the est-ce que particle, this latter is
largely considered as a question particle in French questions (Wagner & Pinchon 1962:
537; Harris 1998: 237; Hansen 2001: 471; Coveney 2011: 120; Morin 2017: 21; Druetta
2018: 25; Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 11-13). Therefore, I think it is reasonable to regard
the est-ce que as a question particle, but also to acknowledge that it is moving toward a
full-fledged particle, which distinguishes it from genuine particles.

According to the World Atlas of Language Structures (WALS) documentation
(Dryer 2013a), the est-ce que particle is categorised under the section of the polar question.
However, unlike the two particles ma and ne in Mandarin that distinguish question types,

the est-ce que particle in French is not only allowed in polar questions but also in wh-

and used in Reinhardt (2019: 249). In contrast to formal written French, the text messages are also studied
using Le Corpus Suisse de SMS in Guryev (2017) and Guryev & Delafontaine (2022).
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questions and disjunctive questions (Abeill¢ & Godard 2021: 1402), as shown in the

following examples (2.137) repeated from section 2.2.2.

(2.137)a. Est-ce qu’ elle  va au cours ? (Polar question)

PTCL 3G go PREP class

‘Is she going to class?’ (Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 12)
b. Ou  est-cequ’ elle  va ? (Wh-question)

where PTCL 3G go

‘Where does she go?’ (Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 12)
c. Est-ce queje continue ou est-ce que j' arréte ? (Disjunctive question)

PTCL 1SG continue or PTCL 1SG stop

‘Do I go on or do I stop?’ (Coveney 2011: 113)

Although the est-ce que particle is categorised by Dryer (2013a) as a question particle
that occurs at the beginning of the sentence, it does not appear in the sentence-initial
position when it is used in a wh-question, as shown in (2.137b). However, some tendency
of co-occurrence with question words and some constraints are observed. For instance,
the est-ce que particle is rarely used with the question word oz ‘where’ (Rossi-Gensane
et al. 2021: 170). In addition, it is not allowed to co-occur with quoi ‘what’ and quel

‘which’ used as an adjective, as in (2.138).

(2.138)a. * Quoi est-ce que tu veux?
what PTCL 2SG  want
Intended for “What do you want?’ (Druetta 2018: 36, my translation)
b. * Quel est-ce qu’ est ton nom ?
which PTCL COP  POSS.2SG name

Intended for “What is your name?’ (Druetta 2018: 36, my translation)

Given its occurrence in questions, the est-ce que particle is often treated as a marker
for questions in Modern French. In other words, this marker in French works similarly to
the ma particle in Mandarin, which turns affirmative into interrogative (Hansen 2001: 471;
Druetta 2011: 29). This may seem logical and plausible in the case of polar questions.
However, when it comes to wh-questions, the est-ce que particle must have functions
other than altering the modality, given that wh-words can already mark the interrogative
force. Diachronically, the est-ce que particle is first attested in wh-questions and later
found in polar questions (Foulet 1921; Rouquier 2002: 98; Rouquier 2003: 339;
Marchello-Nizia et al. 2020: 1228). Prior to grammaticalization, the particle was
considered a reinforcement marker and was primarily used to emphasise the emotional

value in utterances, such as surprise and admiration (Togeby 1974: 126; Jensen 1990:
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232). In addition, the abundant usage of the est-ce que particle has been attested with the
co-occurrence of the question word que in Ancient French (Rouquier 2002: 101), even in
Modern French (Terry 1970: 481-482; Druetta 2002: 71-72; Larrivée & Guryev 2021:
15). Such frequent co-occurrences result from the deficit properties of the question word
que in phonology and syntax (Terry 1970: 482; Rouquier 2002: 102; Munaro & Pollock
2008; Druetta 2021: 31; Druetta 2018: 37). As the time progressed, the est-ce que particle
started to expand into other question words, such as pourquoi ‘why’, comment ‘how’, ou
‘where’ (Foulet 1921: 257; Marchello-Nizia et al. 2020: 1229). Moreover, it is assumed
that the est-ce que particle used in the polar question originated from the structure qu ‘est-
ce que (Foulet 1921: 265; Togeby 1974: 60). Consequently, it seems unlikely that the est-
ce que particle is used to change the modality of a sentence given its first attestation in
wh-questions and later usage in polar questions. Hence, I argue that the est-ce que particle
in polar questions is not only a modality-altering particle as it seems at first sight, but also
has the function of emphasizing the personal emotion. Otherwise, it would be difficult to
account for the marking choices among polar questions because the inversion is also
available in French when altering the modality in addition to the particle (Larrivée &
Guryev 2021: 12; Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1403).

Regarding the choices to form a question in French, the use of the est-ce que particle
seems to be favoured in the everyday spoken language (Druetta 2002: 67, 2011: 29).
When using the est-ce que particle, not only the interrogative modality can be easily and
immediately caught by the addressees, but a declarative word order following the particle
is also less cognitive demanding for speakers (Guryev & Delafontaine 2022: 64).
However, the frequency of the est-ce que particle varies from one study to another. As
observed Larrivée & Guryev (2021: 15-16) and Guryev & Delafontaine (2022: 61), the
frequency documented from previous studies on the spoken French can range from 2 %
to 20 % in polar questions. In the same vein, the occurrence of the est-ce que particle in
wh-questions can go from minor as attested in a corpus of movie (Dekhissi 2013: 113) to
nearly half of the usage as observed in a spoken corpus of interviews (Coveney 1996:
118). In writing, the est-ce que particle is relatively rare in both polar and wh-questions,
as shown in a corpus of text messages (Guryev 2017: 197; Guryev & Delafontaine 2022:
58) and a corpus of contemporary French novels (Reinhardt 2019: 249-260). In addition,

a few small-scale corpus studies based on Frantext corpus focus on a specific wh-word,
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such as ou ‘where’ and combien ‘how much’. Their results show that the co-occurrence
of these specific question words with the est-ce que particle is close to zero (Rossi-
Gensane et al. 2021: 170; Benzitoun 2022: 8).

In addition to the est-ce que particle, French has other strategies to mark polar and
wh-questions, such as intonation and inversion (cf. Section 2.2.2). The choice between
these strategies may be conditioned by two linguistic perspectives: sociolinguistic
(including socio-stylistic and socio-demographic factors) and cognitive-pragmatics
(including communicative and linguistic aspects) (Quillard 2001; Coveney 2011: 112;
Rossi-Gensane et al. 2021; Guryev & Delafontaine 2022: 63).

From a sociolinguistic perspective, the three marking strategies for French
questions (i.e., inversion, declarative form, and the est-ce que particle) are often compared
in terms of their formality (Wagner & Pinchon 1962: 539; Coveney 1989: 143-145), as

shown in Figure 10.

Marking strategy Inversion est-ce que particle Declarative form
Formality Formal Neutral Informal
Grammatical system Standard grammar Dialectal grammar g

Figure 10 Marking strategies within the degree of formality and grammatical system

Figure 10 shows that these three marking strategies are situated differently on the socio-
stylistic spectrum of formality. The inversion and the declarative form are found at the
two ends of the extreme (i.e., formal vs. informal), while the est-ce que particle is situated
in the middle. Note that the use of particles is somehow less elegant or considered a worry
of contamination from spoken language in writing (Wagner & Pinchon 1962: 540;
Grevisse & Goosse 2007: 498-499; Coveney 2011: 124). Similarly, on the scale of
grammatical system, it shows the contrast between two extremes: standard school
grammar, which imposes the standard and formal use of the language (e.g., inversion and
the est-ce que particle) and spontaneous dialectal grammar, which covers more informal
use (e.g., declarative form) (Rowlett 2007: 9; Zribi-Hertz 2011: 240; Guryev &
Delafontaine 2022: 53). Nevertheless, such a sociolinguistic distinction based on
formality may be too simplistic (Hansen 2001: 465). Therefore, studies argue that
cognitive-pragmatics may equally account for the marking strategy choices in French

questions.
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Regarding cognitive-pragmatics, studies mainly focus on the interaction between
the speaker and the hearer in different contexts. Such an interaction is believed to strongly
influence on the marking choices (Hansen 2001: 515). Hence, the choice of morpho-
syntactic marking for questions may be related to certain aspects of interaction, including
the interrogative intensity (Terry 1970), as shown in (2.139) and the level of potentiel
interactif ‘interactive potential, as shown in (2.140) (Guryev & Delafontaine 2022).

(2.139)Interrogative intensity
The est-ce que particle > Inversion > Declarative order

The est-ce que particle has a stronger intensity. Speakers choosing the particle in the
question demonstrate more interest in knowing the answer from the addressee (see
Coveney 1989: 293 for different opinions), while using inversion means the speaker is
less curious about the answer. Compared to inversion, given that using declarative order
has a higher degree of predictability toward the answers of the addressee (Haan & Van
Heuven 2003: 67), it must have the weakest interrogative intensity. Questions with
declarative form are used in general to elicit confirmation (Abeill¢, Crabbé & Marandin
2012), while the other two marking strategies are more interrogative-oriented and serve

as actual questions (Guryev & Delafontaine 2022: 70-71).
(2.140) Interactive potential
Declarative order > Inversion = The est-ce que particle

The interactive potential is defined as the ability of variants to make interaction
easier in an ordinary speech context, such as a private, dialogue-like, and spontaneous
interaction between interlocutors that are close to each other (Guryev & Delafontaine
2022: 54). On the scale, the declarative order has higher interactive potentiality in that it
is preferred in informal conversations. Therefore, it is a variant of strong interactive
potential. By contrast, inversion and the est-ce que particle have a lower or moderate
degree of interactive potential. In other words, they are less preferable in such a context.
Accordingly, they are both weak variants (Guryev & Delafontaine 2022: 63, 65).

In addition, the interactive potential links to the factor of ‘face-work’ (i.e.,
politeness). This factor is also relevant in terms of the choice because an act of
questioning is full of potential face-threatening, especially from the speaker’s perspective.

Hence, the speaker often prefers using questions with declarative order for private
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conversations with socially equal or close interlocutors, whereas inversion and the est-ce
que particle are used in more distant, unequal situations (Hansen 2001: 477). Therefore,
questions with the est-ce que particle give a sense of expressing politeness in spoken
language (Coveney 1989: 344; Coveney 2011: 141), not to mention that inversion is often
considered as formal language use, as shown previously on the scale of formality.

In the communicative framework, other factors are also taken into account, such as
the information conveyed and the role of the speaker and addressee (Hansen 2001: 474—
478; Abeillé, Crabbé & Marandin 2012: 2). It should also be noted that the nature of the
subjects (e.g., first, second or third person; singular or plural) and the tenses of the verb
both have an impact on the choice of marking strategies in questions (Wagner & Pinchon
1962: 541; Terry 1970: 482; Hansen 2001; Grevisse & Goosse 2007; Coveney 2011; Adli
2015; Guryev 2017; Guryev & Delafontaine 2022: 73—75). Moreover, media can play a
role, such as subtitling (Coveney 2011: 135) or text message (Guryev & Delafontaine
2022: 76).

2.5.3.2 Question particle ‘¢ca’ and ‘donc’

In addition to the est-ce que particle, there are two other potentials question particles
in French: a pronoun ¢a ‘that’ (cela in written form) and a conjunction donc ‘then’. Both
are explored and discussed in corpus-based studies (Lefeuvre 1999: 167-168; Lefeuvre
2006: 82—83; Lefeuvre 2018; Reinhardt 2019; Lefeuvre 2020; Smirnova & Abeillé 2021)
and slightly touched upon in syntactic studies of the generative framework (Obenauer
1976: 114; Cheng & Rooryck 2000). Recently, Smirnova & Abeillé (2021) have
specifically investigated both particles based on a contemporary corpus of written French
(Frantext database) and labelled them as two discourse particles in French questions.

Compared to the est-ce que particle, the use of ¢a particle is relatively limited.
On the one hand, it is only found in wh-questions; on the other hand, it always follows
question words (Obenauer 1976; Cheng & Rooryck 2000; Smirnova & Abeillé 2021:
240), as in (2.141).

(2.141)a. Quicga? (who)
b. Quandc¢a? (when)
Ouca? (wWhere)

d. Pourquoi¢a ? (why)
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e. Comment¢a?  (how) (Lefeuvre 2018: 183)

However, the question words que ‘what’, determiners quel ‘which’, and /equel ‘which
one’ are not allowed in such a structure. It should also be noted that the co-occurrence of
the quoi ‘what’ and the ¢a particle has a low frequency (Lefeuvre 2018: 190-191;
Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 244, 246). In addition, given that wh-¢a structure lacks of
verbs, it is generally categorised as a verbless question, which is common in the spoken
language (Druetta 2011: 30; 2018: 33-35), or to a lesser extent in the discourse of written
language (Lefeuvre 2018: 184).

There are two types of verbless wh-questions. One is a question word followed by

a noun (wh-N) as in examples (2.142).

(2.142)a. A4 quand ton mariage ?
PREP when 2SG.POSS marriage
‘When is your marriage?’ (Lefeuvre 2018: 183, my translation)
b. Dans quel dessein ?
PREP what purpose
‘In what purpose?’ (Grevisse & Goosse 2007: 490, my translation)

The other is a question word followed by the ¢a particle (wh-¢a structure). In addition to
the bare form as in (2.141), it can be followed by a fragment (wh-¢a-fragment structure)

asin (2.143).

(2.143) Qui ca les autres ?
who PTCL ART  others
‘Who are the others?’ (Druetta 2018: 34, my translation)

Both verbless questions (i.e., wh-N and wh-¢a) are not only attested in spoken French,
but they also appear in the dialogues of written French. Based on the results from the
studies using Frantext (Lefeuvre 2018: 183—184; Smirnova & Abeillé¢ 2021: 252-253),
the wh-¢a is used more frequently than the wh-N in the dialogue of texts. This might be
because the wh-¢a structure can easily occur in a verbal question, being placed in-situ in

(2.144) or fronted in (2.145).

(2.144)Tu as vu qui  ¢a (cet  apres-midi) ?
2SG  have see.PTCP who PTCL this  afternoon
‘Who did you meet this afternoon?”  (Cheng & Rooryck 2000, my translation)
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(2.145)Comment ¢a je la vois plus?
how PTCL 18G hersee  no.more
‘How is it possible that I cannot see her anymore?”’

(Druetta 2018: 34, my translation)
I will mainly discuss the verbless questions with the ¢a particle, as my interest of study is
the ¢a particle.

The syntactic structure of wh-¢a is perceived formally as a combination of a wh-
word functioning as a predicate followed by a pronominal subject ¢a (Lefeuvre 2018: 188;
Lefeuvre 2020: 29) or a relation between a rheme (i.e., wh-word) and a theme (i.e., the ¢ca
particle) (Lefeuvre 1999: 277; Druetta 2018: 34). However, Smirnovaa & Abeillé (2021:
244) argue that the ¢a particle is never a subject. The wh-¢a and wh-ca-fragment are short
questions derived from an ellipsis (also see Coveney 2011: 141). The wh-¢a question, as
in (2.141), is wh-sluicing. The wh-¢a-fragment question, as in (2.143) is wh-stripping.
Following the Direct interpretation approach (Culicover & Jackendoff 2005: 235; Kim &
Kim 2023), Smirnovaa & Abeillé (2021) suggest that each wh-¢a projects its syntactic
structure, as shown in (2.146): unary in (2.146a) or binary in (2.146b).

(2.146)
a. b.
S [QU+] S [QU+]
| N
NP [QU+] Adv [QU+] NP
NP[+QU] Part Adv[QU+] Part Det N
| | | o
Qui ca ? Comment ca des caisses ?

(Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 253)

Without going into the details of the syntactic derivation, I will pay more attention to the

function of the ¢a particle in such an elliptical question. Although studies may disagree

on the syntactic derivation of such an elliptical structure, there may be consensus on the
discourse function brought by the ¢a particle and this type of question.

Given its nature as a demonstrative pronoun, the ¢a particle has two specific

features. One is that it does not require a well-defined antecedent, and the other is that it

behaves indifferently to the categorical status of such an antecedent (Riegel, Pellat &
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Rioul 2009: 377). In other words, this ¢a particle can refer to any possible candidate of
the antecedent in previous discourse as long as it is relatively relevant and salient to what
it is saying in the following (Cadiot 1988: 191). The two particularities of the ¢a particle
assist in establishing and identifying the anaphoric relation with one or more constituents

or propositions in the context, such as the response to A in example (2.147).

(2.147)A: Quelqu'un  me I’ a dit.
someone 18G.0BJ it have.3SG say.PTCP
‘Someone told me that.’
B: Qui ca?
who PTCL
‘Who?’ (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 250)

This anaphoric relation can not only link to the closest element but also to more than one
referent with similar semantic value (Lefeuvre 2018: 199-200). In addition, the
information of the contextual referent can be implicit, explicit, or even have no correlation
with the wh-¢a structure (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 249). When the information may be

ambiguous, it is necessary to add a fragment to specify the referent, as in (2.148).

(2.148)A: Iis ont arrété Paul.
3pL  have arrest.PTCP  Paul
‘They have arrested Paul.’
B: Qui ca, ils?
who PTCL 3PL
‘Who they?’ (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 252)

In this example, the pronoun ils ‘they’ added in B helps to identify the referent. Hence,
the referent of ¢a is the subject ils ‘they’ in the statement of A but not the object Paul.
Accordingly, on the one hand, the ¢a particle facilitates the link between co-references;
on the other, the added fragment can focalise the referent in the cases where the
identification work cannot easily be done (e.g., when multiple candidates are likely to be
the referent in the previous context).

In conversations, the wh-¢a question often appears as a reactive utterance instead
of a starter (Coveney 2011: 142; Abeillé¢ & Godard 2021: 1116). Its reactive role has two
functions: information-seeking and clarification-seeking (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 250).
The first function is to seek the exact information related to the wh-word, as in B in

(2.149).
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(2.1499)A: J° ai dit que  Thérese  était ailleurs.

1SG  have say.PTCP COMP Thérése COP.IMPARF elsewhere
‘I said that Thérése was somewhere else.’
B: Ou ca ?
where PTCL
‘Where?’ (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 251)

In the context, the question ou ¢a ‘where’ shows that the speaker is looking for the details
of a place not explicitly mentioned by the interlocutor A. Accordingly, the type of wh-
word in the wh-¢a structure determines the content of the response that the inquirer is
seeking, such as pourquoi ¢a ‘why’ for a justification, comment ¢a ‘how come’ for an
explanation (Lefeuvre 2018: 200).

The information-seeking function is also found when the question is formed with the wh-

¢a-fragment, as shown in B in (2.150).

(2.150)A: Avec ces personnes-la, j’ ai été obligé

with DEM.PL  people-there 1SG  have be.PTCP require.PTCP
d’ étre confronté de me battre
PREP cop confront.PTCP PREP ISG.REFL  fight
physiquement |...]
phsycially
‘With these people, I was obliged to be confronted to fight physically [...]°

B: Avec euh  Ou ca, a r école primaire ?
with euh  where PTCL PREP ART  school primary
‘With, euh...Where, in elementary school?’

A: Au college.
PREP junior.high.school
‘In junior high school.’ (Druetta 2018: 35)

B in (2.150) is seeking information on the place related to the statement that A has
mentioned. This relation is connected by the ¢a particle in that the particle correlates with
the previous context. In addition, the fragment added here a [’école primaire ‘in
elementary school’ is not a reprise but one of the anticipated responses (Druetta 2018:
34). However, wh-¢ca-fragment structures is more likely to be used as a reprise question
(Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 252), which is the second function of wh-¢a questions.

The second function is asking for a clarification of the content that appeared in the
prior utterance (Noh 1998: 604). Accordingly, this type of wh-¢a is also known as a
reprise question or echo question (Druetta 2018: 34; Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 261). The

effect of reprise can also be attributed to the function that the ¢a particle brings in
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discourse, namely the co-reference to the previous statement (Druetta 2018: 34; Lefeuvre
2018: 197). The referent of the reprise is often a definite noun phrase (Smirnova & Abeillé
2021: 251), as Jean-Paul Sartre in (2.151).

(2.151)A: Jean-Paul Sartre s’ y exergait bien a
Jean-Paul Sartre REFL there practice.IMPARF  well  PREP
la boxe.

ART  boxing
‘Jean-Paul Sartre was practicing boxing.’

B: Qui ¢a?
who PTCL
‘Who?’ (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 251)

The effect of reprise becomes clearer when the fragment is added, as in B in (2.152).

(2.152)A: Avant, au moins, il y avait les mariages [ ...].
before atleast 3SG  there have.IMPARF ART  marriages
‘Before, at least, there were marriages.’

B: Avant?  Quand ¢a, avant?
before when PTCL before
‘Before? When before?’ (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 252)

Generally, the second function is more dominant in wh-¢a and wh-¢a-fragment
structures (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 265). This has to do with the pragmatic function of
the ¢a particle, namely, to correlate with the preceding context. In addition to the two
functions, the question of wh-¢a structure encodes an emotion of surprise from the
speaker as a reaction to the previous utterance (Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1115).

The donc ‘then’ particle has the same syntactic distribution as the ¢a particle. Both
particles must follow the wh-words, and they are not compatible with que ‘what’,
determiner quel ‘which’ and lequel ‘which one’ (Obenauer 1976: 114; Abeillé & Godard
2021: 1115). However, compared to the ¢a particle, the donc particle can easily co-occur
with the question word combien ‘how much’ and quoi ‘what’ (Smirnova & Abeill¢ 2021:

246), as in (2.153).

(2.153)a. Qui donc ? (who)
b. Quoi donc ? (what)
c. Pourquoi donc? (why)
d. Oudonc ? (where)
e. Combien donc ? (how much) (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 246)
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Unlike the ¢a particle, wh-donc appears mainly in a verbal construction and is often

fronted, as in (2.154).

(2.154)a. Qui donc avait parlé ?
who PTCL have.IMPARF talk.PTCP
‘Who had talked?’ (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 246)
b. Quand donc serais-je grand ?
when PTCL COP.COND-1SG  big
‘When will I grow up?’ (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 246)

Regarding verbless constructions, wh-donc appears more frequently by itself as in (2.153),

instead of adding another fragment as in B in (2.155).

(2.155)A: Tu as mis des  gens la-haut ?
2SG  have put.PTCP ART  people up-there
‘Did you put people up there?’
B: Ou donc, la-haut ?
where PTCL up-there
‘Where up-there?’ (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 259)

Concerning the syntactic structure of wh-donc, it is an adverb added onto the wh-
word (Lefeuvre 2006: 82—-83; Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1115). It is also regarded as a
discourse particle, as in the case of ¢a. Accordingly, Smirnova & Abeillé (2021: 260)
argue that the derivation of the wh-donc is in an elliptical form based on the Direct

interpretation approach (see (2.156)).

(2.156)a. b.
S [QU+] S [QUH]
| /\
NP [QU+] Adv [QU+] NP
NP[+QU] Part Adv [QU+]  Part
| | | |
Qui donc ? Ou donc la-haut ?

(Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 260)
Despite the same derivation structure as wh-¢a, the wh-donc is often a non-genuine
question, mainly when wh-donc is fronted in a verbal structure, as in (2.154). Such

questions tend to have a rhetorical and self-addressed purpose (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021:
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256). However, an elliptical wh-donc is often used as a reprise question (Smirnova &

Abeillé 2021: 258-259), as in (2.157).

(2.157)A: Comment elle s’ appelle ?

how 3G REFL call

‘How is she called?’
B: Qui donc ?

who PTCL

‘Who?’
A: La vache.

ART cow

‘The cow.’ (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 259)

The pragmatic function of wh-donc in both verbal or elliptical structures shows that the
donc particle marks the continuation of the discourse instead of correlating with the

preceding context (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 261).

2.5.4 Summary of particles in French

The term particle seems rarely used in French literature when referring to the three
items discussed above (i.e., est-ce que, ¢a, and donc). However, I think they are legitimate
to be labelled as such, given that they are primarily invariable and gradually or
already losing their original semantic meaning when being used in questions. Despite
the occurrence in questions, the three particles differ in terms of syntax, semantics, and
pragmatics.

Regarding their syntactic distribution, they are either free or strongly restricted to
one question type. The est-ce que particle is allowed in any question, while the ¢a and
donc are both limited to wh-questions. In addition, the est-ce que is required to occur in
verbal constructions, where the verb is tensed, whereas the ¢a and donc particles appear
in both verbal and verbless constructions.

When it comes to semantics, the est-ce que particle is no longer an inversion of a
cleft after the grammaticalization, but a relatively fixed structure assumed to mark
interrogative force. As for the ¢a and donc particles, they still preserve their original
meaning, but these meanings may have little contribution to the wh-¢a and the wh-donc
questions. Derived from a demonstrative pronoun, the ¢a particle helps to link the

anaphoric relation with the previous context. Such an effect can ensure contextual
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coherence (Lefeuvre 2018). As an adverb marking a conclusion or a result (Hansen 1997:
165), the donc particle used in question indicates the continuation of the discourse.

Pragmatically, the difference is first found at the register level. The est-ce que is
mostly neutral, while the ¢a and donc particles are informal or at least frequently found
in spoken language (Lefeuvre 2006: 91; Grevisse & Goosse 2007: 490). Second,
regarding interrogative intensity, the est-ce que particle seems to be the strongest among
them. The ¢a particle has stronger interrogative intensity when used to seek information,
whereas it becomes weaker when used for clarification. Likewise, the donc particle may
be the weakest on the level of intensity because it often occurs in rhetorical questions and
self-addressed situations.

Overall, the topic of question particles in French often remains under-researched as
most previous studies have focused on all the structural variations of questions, wh-
questions in particular. The topic on question particles has received less attention,
possibly also because the grammaticalization of particles is still in progress. I think ¢a
and donc may be in the middle of their grammaticalization since their original meanings
still have an impact when used as particles. However, est-ce que may be almost at the end
of the process, but not yet fully grammaticalized. Regardless of their progress in
grammaticalization, studies have shown that they are particles-to-be (De Boer 1926: 314;
Druetta 2011: 28, 2018: 25). Although the scholars do not yet agree using the term
particle, they have strived to study both oral and written sources to gain a detailed
understanding of French particles. Comparing their quantitative results for the est-ce que
particle in particular, this particle is not distributed similarly in spoken and written
language, and even in different spoken contexts (e.g., formal, informal). While the nature
of the data may play a role in the quantity of the particles, the studies show a relatively
consistent qualitative analysis of the question particles, including their pragmatic
functions and the interrogative intensity. Table 20 summarises the three question particles

in French based on their syntactic distribution, interrogative intensity and functions.
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Table 20 Summary of the three question particles in French

est-ce que ca donc
Polar question v x x
Wh-question v v v
Disjunctive question v x x
Register Neutral Informal
Interrogative Intensity Strong Strong / Weak Weak
Reinforce the Identify the referent Mark the
interrogative in precedent context  continuation
Function in questions
intensity and show to enhance in the
politeness contextual coherence discourse

2.5.5 A tentative conclusion on question particles from a cross-linguistic perspective

After reviewing the question particles in Mandarin and French, Mandarin has a
wide range of particles, whereas French does not. Such a difference may be attributed
to the constraint concerning phonetic variations in tonal languages (Fang & Hengeveld
2022: 886). Due to the lack of phonetic variations in pitches and contours, a set of multiple
particles can help tonal languages, such as Mandarin, to express certain discourse
functions that are usually achieved by virtue of intonation in non-tonal languages, such
as French (Hancil, Post & Haselow 2015: 18; Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 886). Although
only a small number of question particles are recognised in French, they have drawn
attention from scholars, especially in the case of est-ce que. In addition, the ¢a and donc
particles have also gained interest in corpus-based research. The fact that they are not
fully grammaticalized as particles accounts for the lack of discussion and the controversy
that they can be labelled as particles (Hancil, Post & Haselow 2015: 5-6). In brief, the
variety of particles and the way in which linguists recognise their morphological
categories are very different in Mandarin and French.

Nevertheless, they do share common features when used in questions. To the
best of my knowledge, the studies of particles (Bailey 2013; Hancil, Post & Haselow
2015; Del Gobbo, Munaro & Poletto 2015), including question particles (Dryer 2013a;
Luo & Wu 2017), have been conducted on the scale of typology, but a cross-linguistic

study in Mandarin and French has not yet been carried out. Therefore, based on the
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insights gained from the literature review, in this summary section, I aim to offer an
overview of the contrasts and similarities of question particles in terms of syntactic
distribution and discourse functions.

Syntactically, Mandarin makes a clear distinction between the use of the ma, ba,
and ne particles depending on the question type. The ma and ba are restricted to
confirmation-seeking questions, whereas the ne is only used in information-seeking
questions (wh- and disjunctive questions). Conversely, the a particle applies to any
question type in Mandarin. Likewise, the use of the est-ce que particle in French can be
used across question types. However, the other two particles, ¢a and donc, are restricted
to wh-questions. The summary of the syntactic distribution of the particles in the two

languages is shown in Table 21.

Table 21 Syntactic distribution of question particles in Mandarin and French

Mandarin French
ma ba a ne est-ce que ca donc
Polar v v v X v X X
Wh x x v v v v v
Disjunctive x x v 4 v x x

Cross-linguistically, the ma and ba particles are distributed exactly opposite to the ¢a and
donc. The former is only used in polar questions, while the latter, as the ne particle in
Mandarin, is limited in information-seeking questions. As for the a and est-ce que
particles, they have the most flexibility to appear in any type of question. However, noted
that all these question particles are syntactically optional.

In terms of their functions in questions, given that all particles can be optional in
both languages, their fundamental function is to reinforce the interrogative force.
However, the literature indicates that they differ from each other in terms of interrogative
intensity. The ma and the est-ce que particles both have the strongest intensity because
such questions show stronger curiosity as to elicit responses from the addressees. The
intensity of other particles is weaker because they are mainly used for clarification and
seeking agreement from the interlocutor, not for questioning. In discourse, particles, such
as a and ne in Mandarin and ¢a in French, contribute to contextual coherence. They

maintain coherence between questions and their previous statement. In addition to linking
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the context, the donc particle serves as a marker of continuation. Similarly, the ne particle
is used to ask the hearer in a less harsh way to carry on the conversation, given the
politeness encoded in the ne particle (Alleton 1981: 98; Luo & Wu 2017: 88).

Thanks to the previous studies in Mandarin and French respectively, which have
argued the syntactic distribution and pragmatic functions of question particles based on
the spoken or written corpus, I can make a preliminary argument and draw a theoretical
conclusion on the syntactic and functional comparisons between the question particles
used in Mandarin and French. However, no cross-linguistic corpus-based study has been
carried out on this aspect. Therefore, on the basis of this initial theoretical comparison, I
now aim to take a closer look at the similarities and differences in the use of question
particles from both syntactic and pragmatic perspectives, using a bidirectional parallel

corpus of contemporary novels in Mandarin and French.

2.6 Summary of Chapter 2

This chapter provided an overview of three key topics in Mandarin and French (i.e.,
taxonomy of question, wh-in-situ, and question particles), which will be further explored
in the bidirectional parallel corpus analysis.

The first part of this chapter (Sections 2.1 to 2.3) focused on question types and
their morphosyntactic structures from both typological and monolingual perspectives.
While a three-way distinction of question types is commonly found in the literature, a
dichotomic view of question types from Her, Che & Bodomo (2022) offers a more
plausible and efficient framework. According to this view, all languages distinguish
between two question types at the highest level: confirmation-seeking and information-
seeking questions. However, languages differ at the morphosyntactic level, as evidenced
by the experimental results from Mandarin and French. Mandarin is able to distinguish
these two question types through the use of adverbs and question form, whereas
French does not display such morphosyntactic differentiation. More specifically,
polar question in French can only be distinguished prosodically.

The second part (Section 2.4) focused on the position of question words, with
particular attention to wh-in-situ, a feature shared by both Mandarin and French. In both
languages, the licensing of wh-in-situ involves similar syntactic mechanisms, such as LF

(Logical Form) movement and binding relations. Despite these structural and
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theoretical parallels, the nature of wh-in-situ differs between two languages. In
Mandarin, wh-in-situ is a default syntactic structure, whereas in French it is an optional
construction. Furthermore, the two languages impose different syntactic constraints on
wh-in-situ. In Mandarin, both wh-arguments and wh-adjuncts are generally not sensitive
to local intervenors. In contrast, both types of wh-elements in French are subject to
locality effects. Additionally, while only a subset of wh-adjuncts in Mandarin is affected
by strong island constraints, such constraints do not appear to apply to wh-adjuncts in
French.

The final part of the chapter (Section 2.5) examined the syntactic distribution and
pragmatic functions for four particles in Mandarin and three in French. Syntactically, the
particles in Mandarin are distributed according to question type, whereas the
particle est-ce que in French can occur with all types of questions. From a pragmatic
perspective, the particles in both languages share several common functions, such as
reinforcing interrogative force, mitigating the forcefulness, and enhancing contextual
relevance and discourse coherence.

The chapter has provided a theoretical foundation for the three core topics
investigated in this dissertation. The literature review here offered several insights that
will help the analysis of authentic data in Chapter 4 and 5. Moreover, the interaction
between theoretical accounts and corpus-based evidence enables a more comprehensive
understanding of the contrastive properties of questions in Mandarin and French. After
reviewing this theoretical groundwork, Chapter 3 introduces the bidirectional parallel

corpus employed in this study and details its structure and design.
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Chapter 3 Data and Methodology: The design, compilation and analysis of a
bidirectional parallel corpus

This chapter focuses on the corpus used in the dissertation, namely the comparable and
parallel corpora of novels in Taiwan Mandarin and French. First, I will start with an
overview of corpus-based cross-linguistic studies and understand how corpus is being
used to investigate different topics, particularly with questions. Then, I will describe the
compilation of the corpus used in the present cross-linguistic study of questions and
explain the rationale for selecting the novels. Finally, I will present the methods used for
parallel alignment of source texts and their translation, extraction of target sentences (i.e.,

questions) and the details of the coding process.

3.1 Corpus-based contrastive studies: tools, languages and topics

Following the discussion regarding the theoretical framework and methodology in
Chapter 1, in contradistinction to comparative syntax focusing mostly on theory,
contrastive studies are often associated with empirical bases and applied linguistics
(Hasselgard 2020: 184), with the initial aim of drawing attention to interlinguistic
similarities and differences in the context of second language teaching and learning in
particular (McArthur et al. 1992: 261; Konig 2012: 3; Johansson 2007: 1). However, due
to ineffective results in second language teaching and learning after 1970s, it was not until
the late 1990s that the contrastive studies experienced a revival of interest and began to
attract attention once again (Hasselgard 2020: 185; Ramon Garcia 2021: 395). Such a
change is due to the development of the large databases (i.e., corpora). Given that these
corpora provide access to authentic data and empirical adequacy in the investigation of
languages (Gomez Gonzilez & Doval-Suarez 2005: 26), contrastive studies largely
benefit from these corpora (Granger 2010; Izquierdo & Sanz-Villar 2023: 2). Comparable
and parallel corpora, in particular, prove very useful in highlighting differences and
similarities between languages (Anthony McEnery & Xiao 2007: 18; Granger 2010). The
usefulness of these two kinds of corpora derives from the nature of their composition.

A comparable corpus is constructed by collecting texts from different languages
according to a shared sampling frame, ensuring the comparability. However, it is
acknowledged that achieving full comparability of a comparable corpus might be rarely

possible across languages (Aijmer & Lewis 2017: 4). The sampling frame is considered

150



comparable in that texts are selected based on the same criteria: genres, formality, and
time of publication, etc. (Tognini-Bonelli 2001: 59-62; Johansson 2007: 9; Aijmer 2008:
276; Ajjmer & Lewis 2017: 3). For example, genres refer to “situationally defined text
categories”, including fiction, broadcast, and article, which reflect different
communicative situations, purposes, and function of the text (Biber 1994: 245). The
dimension of formality concerns linguistic variation across registers, for instance,
scientific writing vs. private letters, and parliamentary debate vs. coffee-table
conversation (Rissanen 2007: 57). Furthermore, the time span of publication depends on
the research focus. A short range may be used for precisely defined research questions on
contemporary language use, whereas a longer period is more suitable for investigations
of language change (Claridge 2008: 243). These sampling criteria help ensure that a
comparable corpus is balanced and representative in terms of the language varieties and
genres it contained (Anthony McEnery & Xiao 2007: 21). Despite these important
considerations, constructing a comparable corpus seems easier to assemble since some
existing corpora can be used already (Aijmer 2008: 277).

In addition to comparable corpus, another major type of corpus used in contrastive
studies is the parallel corpus. This type of corpus comprises bilingual or multilingual
source texts and their translations (Johansson 2007: 9; Aijmer 2008: 276; Granger & Lefer
2020b: 167), and is often referred to as a translation corpus. Depending on text
availability and the research objectives, parallel corpora can be further distinguished by
monodirectional (e.g., English original to Mandarin translation) or bidirectional (e.g.,
English original to Mandarin translation and Mandarin original to English translation)
(Lefer 2020: 258-259). Although a parallel corpus does not require the same stringent
comparability criteria as a comparable corpus, several challenges arise during its
compilation. These include issues related to text availability, metadata collection,
alignment, and multilingual linguistic annotations (Lefer 2020: 267-271). The issue of
text availability often results from asymmetry and imbalance between translation
directions: fewer texts may be translated from one direction to another, or certain text
types may exist only in one of the two directions. Metadata collection is also essential, as
it involves gathering information about the text (e.g., authors, translators, publisher, genre,
publication date) and translator’s profiles (e.g., professional vs. volunteer). Such

information helps researchers understand the contextual characteristics of the parallel
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texts. Alignment, which enables the identification of translation equivalents at different
linguistic levels (e.g., lexical and syntactic) is another crucial issue. However, it is not a
straightforward task, since translators may split or merge sentences, making sentence-
level correspondence difficult to establish. Finally, the multilingual linguistic annotation
facilitates more sophisticated studies using multilingual corpus. Nonetheless, challenges
persist regarding the choice between language-neutral and language-specific annotation
schemes (Johansson 2007: 306).

Despite comparability requirements for comparable corpora and the challenges
inherent in compiling parallel corpora, each type contributes uniquely to contrastive
studies due to the nature of its textual composition. Comparable corpora, which consist
of naturally occurring language data, allow researchers to identify cross-linguistic
similarities and differences independently of translation influence. In contrast,
parallel corpora enable the examination of mutual correspondences and divergence
between languages through the systematic comparison of original texts and their
translations. Nevertheless, certain drawbacks have been encountered when using only one
of the corpora for cross-linguistic studies (see the discussion in Granger & Lefer 2020b:
169—-170). For a comparable corpus, it can show the distinctiveness from the two
independent linguistic systems, respectively, but it is hard to achieve a perfect
comparability of corpus and cannot easily identify the elements to be compared. By
contrast, using a parallel corpus, it is easier to identify the prima facie equivalents
(Tognini-Bonelli 2001: 134) in the two languages, but the translation languages can be
inevitably influenced by the source texts and by translators (Aijmer & Lewis 2017: 3;
Granger & Lefer 2020b: 170). Therefore, Johansson (1998; 2007: 33-34) suggests
combining parallel and comparable corpora within a single bidirectional parallel corpus
model. This integrated method (also called Johansson procedure, De Baets, Vandevoorde
& De Sutter 2020: 87) has received widespread recognition and is still one of the main
trends in contrastive studies (Granger & Lefer 2020a: 18). By integrating comparable and
parallel corpora, contrastive studies can draw on the strengths of each corpus type.
Comparable corpora reflect the general language use of each language, allowing
researchers to ‘safely’ identify the similarities and differences between the languages
under comparison (Johansson 2007: 10). Meanwhile, parallel corpora provide a reliable

tertium comparationis (i.e., translation equivalence), which refers to items in two
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languages conveying more or less the same meaning (Hasselgérd 2010: 6; Granger &
Lefer 2020b: 169) Therefore, this method offers a balanced foundation for conducting
contrastive studies.

When applying the integrated method, there are two possible approaches
(Johansson 2007: 33; Granger & Lefer 2020b: 171). One approach is to start with
comparable and then parallel, or vice versa. Only the type of research and the type of
linguistic items investigated can determine the choice of approach (Granger & Lefer
2020b: 171; Hasselgard 2020: 190). For instance, contrastive studies often start with a
comparable corpus analysis and then proceed with a parallel corpus analysis. Firstly, a
comparable corpus serves the purpose of offering a full linguistic description and
contrasting the patterns found in each language. Subsequently, a parallel corpus
highlights the cross-linguistic correspondences of lexical items, lexical-syntactic patterns
or grammatical structures investigated (Lefer 2020: 262). Indeed, by integrating
advantages of both comparable and parallel corpora, this approach facilitates the growth
and expansion of corpus-based contrastive studies (Hasselgird 2020: 193), which, in turn,
can be seen as enabling more systematic cross-linguistic comparisons.

As the field of corpus-based contrastive studies has developed over the past 30 years,
studies have attempted to depict its progress over time from various perspectives,
including the topics discussed and the languages compared. Given the focus of the
dissertation, the following discussion will be mainly based on the investigations carried
out by Hasselgérd (2020). This study provides a comprehensive overview of the evolution
in the field thanks to a detailed survey of the publications in the journal Languages in
Contrast published by John Benjamins. She first confirms the increasing number of
corpus-based studies since the 1990s (see also Defrancq 2015: 1). One possible
explanation for this trend is the growing interest in the use of multilingual corpora
(Johansson 2012: 4-5). As for the predominant topics in the field, the discussion on
discourse, lexis, and syntax are frequently addressed in corpus-based contrastive studies
(Hasselgard 2020: 195). Regarding the languages being compared, the majority of
corpus-based studies focus on English paired with either the Germanic or Romance
languages. However, a rise is also attested when comparing other languages to English.
The findings suggest that the contrastive studies have grown quite adept at incorporating

corpora into their research. Nevertheless, the diversity of language pairs examined
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remains somewhat restricted, largely within a ‘comfort zone’ where English is the
dominant language. Moreover, questions remain an understudied topic in corpus-based
contrastive research, as noted by Curry & Chambers (2017: 327) and further evidenced
with the limited number of studies reviewed by Axelsson (2020: 238-239). Due to the
focus of the study, in the following paragraphs, I review the few corpus-based studies
devoted to questions.

Considered as the first corpus-based investigation of questions, Wikberg (1996)
examines question types and structures (e.g., declarative form, tags, clef sentences) on
the basis of the English-Norwegian Parallel Corpus (ENCP). He highlights the overuse
of tags in Norwegian translation from English due to the lack of equivalent use of tags in
Norwegian. In addition, questions in declarative form show considerable formal variation
when translated into another language, which includes inversion and declarative
sentences that convey suggestions or statements (Wikberg 1996: 24). Following this study,
there are studies of questions focusing on the comparison of different language pairs and

on question-related topics, as summarised in Table 22.

Table 22 Selected corpus-based studies on questions

Study
Language English-Norwegian
_ Question types and structures
Topic i i
(pragmatic and discourse levels)
English-Norwegian Parallel Corpus
Corpus
(ENPC)
Wikberg (1996) Corpus type Written
- Overuse of tags in Norwegian
_ translation
Main findings o .
- Variation of questions in
declarative form in translation
Language English and Czech
Mala (2007) Topic Negative polar questions
Corpus Parallel corpus of Czech and English
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Corpus type Written

- Czech negative questions are
mostly translated into English
with an inversion

- The Czech negative questions
are reflected in English in the

Main findings

sentence types prototypically

associated with a discourse
function other than a question,

such as statement,

exclamation, and directive

Mal4 (2010)

Language English and Czech

Topic English declarative polar questions

Corpus Parallel Czech - English corpus

Corpus type Written

- Both in English and in Czech,
the contextual boundness of
declarative is often introduced
by additive or contrastive
conjunctions and conjuncts

- The unmarked English
declarative questions are

Main findings translated with bias markers in
Czech counterparts

- Czech declarative questions
containing bias markers can
translated with the
constructions other than
declarative questions in

English
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Axelsson (2009)

Language

English and Swedish

Topic

Tag questions

Corpus

English-Swedish Parallel Corpus
(ESPC)

Corpus type

Written

Main findings

- The most typical Swedish
translation is a declarative
tagged with invariant

- The most typical Swedish
source is a declarative question
with the modal particle, which

1s multifunctional

Gomez Gonzalez

(2014)

Language

English, Spanish and Portuguese

Topic

Canonical tag questions

Corpus

International Corpus of English-Great
Britain (ICE-GB) and Reference
Corpora for Spoken Romance
Languages (C-ORAL-ROM) for
Peninsular Spanish and for European

Portuguese

Corpus type

Spoken

Main findings

- Canonical tag questions are
more common in Spanish and
Portuguese

- The main type of canonical tag
consists of a declarative form
followed by a tag across three
languages

- Canonical tag questions in
English show less flexibility in

terms of functions (e.g.,
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informational, regulatory) than
their Spanish and Portuguese

counterparts

Buysse (2017)

Language

English and Dutch

Topic

Question tags

Corpus

English-Dutch parallel corpus

Corpus type

Written

Main findings

Most English constant polarity
tags have a correspondent in
Dutch, although there is a lack
of specific shared feature
between two languages
English canonical question
tags are translated into Dutch
with the interjection and modal
particle

The modal particle in Dutch
has two different functions
according to its syntactic

position

Curry &
Chambers (2017)

Language

English and French

Topic

Functions of questions

Corpus

Multilingual comparable corpus of

research articles

Corpus type

Written

Main findings

French uses more questions
than English
French uses the functions,

‘framing the discourse’ and
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‘organizing the text’, more
than English
- French has more varied forms

of questions than English

Language English-Swedish
Topic All question types
Corpus English- Swedish Parallel Corpus
Corpus type Written

- The question type is more
often changed in translations
from English into Swedish,
except for polar questions

- Translation patterns specific to
one of the languages, such as

Axelsson (2020)

modal particles in Swedish and

) . wh-fragments such as those

Main findings ‘ . ‘
with what about in English

- Declarative questions are
different phenomena between
English and Swedish

- Both underuse and overuse of
several question types can be

attributed to source-language

influence

Most studies are based on corpora compiled from written data (e.g., novels) to
investigate question-related phenomena, with particular focus on tag questions and
declarative questions. They primarily employ parallel corpora and their findings
successfully demonstrate how questions or specific questions (e.g., tags and declarative
questions) are translated across languages, both structurally and functionally.
Nevertheless, corpus-based contrastive studies of questions still have considerable room

for further development, both in thematic scope and the range of language pairs examined.
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Even though corpus-based contrastive studies have been developing for more than
thirty years and an increasing number of multilingual corpora have become available to
researchers, the range of languages and the selection of topics explored remain relatively
narrow, suggesting potential areas for future research. Similarly, corpus-based studies of
questions mainly focus on two specific forms (i.e., declarative questions and tags), as
noted by Axelsson (2020: 239). One possible reason for the limited number of corpus-
based studies on questions may be the relative typological proximity of the languages
most often selected, typically European languages. While these languages yield valuable
insights into both structures and function of questions in translations, their structural
similarities in questions (e.g., a declarative form and inversion) may reduce the likelihood
of identifying salient cross-linguistic contrasts, which are often of particular interest in
contrastive studies (Salkie, Aijmer & Barlow 1998: vi; Ramén Garcia 2021: 394). In other
words, the inclusion of typologically diverse languages may help reveal broader patterns
and unexplored contrasts.

Therefore, in view of the relevant issues raised in the field, such as topic and
linguistic diversity, the focus of this dissertation centres on the topic of questions. The
comparison is based on the language pair, Taiwan Mandarin and French. On the one hand,
this topic aims to fill the gap that has been neglected for a long time. On the other hand,
the choice of this language pair for comparison directly addresses the underrepresentation
of Mandarin in corpus-based studies (Izquierdo & Sanz-Villar 2023: 4), thereby filling a
notable gap in the field. Furthermore, the typological differences between Taiwan
Mandarin and French offer an opportunity to examine how question forms are realised
across structurally diverse languages, thus contributing to a deeper understanding of

cross-linguistic variation.

3.2 Corpus design and compilation

Comparable and parallel corpora of Chinese (Xiao & Hu 2015: 38) mostly represent
Mandarin Chinese from Mainland China rather than Taiwan Mandarin. It has long been
attested in Chinese linguistics that the Mandarin Chinese spoken in these two
geographical areas differs not only phonologically and lexically, but also syntactically
(Cheng 1985; Kubler 1985: 157; Xiao & Hu 2015: 38; Sandel, Yueh & Lu 2017: 123).

Accordingly, given the focus of the present research on Taiwan Mandarin and French, I
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decided to compile my own bidirectional parallel corpus of novels from both languages.
Following the design of the bidirectional parallel corpora proposed in contrastive studies,

Figure 11 presents graphical representation of the corpus used in this dissertation.

French
translations

Mandarin
originals

French
originals

Mandarin
translations

Figure 11 Design of bidirectional parallel corpus of Taiwan Mandarin and French

novels

This bidirectional parallel corpus consists of four sub-corpora: original novels
published in Taiwan Mandarin (Mandarin originals) and in French (French originals),
along with their translations into the other language, that is, Mandarin translations and
French translations. This bidirectional parallel corpus can be explored through three
analytical approaches. First, the bilingual comparable approach (indicated as link 1)
compares the two sets of original texts in Mandarin and French. Second, the bidirectional
parallel approach (indicated as link 2) operates in two directions: from Mandarin
originals to French translations and from French originals to Mandarin translations.
Finally, the monolingual comparable approach (indicated as link 3) also functions
bidirectionally. This approach is typically used in translation studies to compare original
and translated language (original vs. translated Mandarin and original vs. translated
French).

The self-built bidirectional parallel corpus contains novels, that is written language

and written representation of fictional dialogues. The main reason for this is that spoken
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or audio-visual data is not easily accessible for the language pair Taiwan Mandarin and
French. In addition, questions occur less frequently in spoken language in general
(Zimmermann & Kaiser 2019: 133). The specific criteria used to select in the bidirectional
parallel corpus are delineated in the following subsections. I will detail and discuss the
selection criteria applied for the novels included in the corpus, starting with Taiwan

Mandarin novels.

3.2.1 Selection of Taiwan Mandarin novels

As part of Sinophone literature, Taiwan literature has evolved through distinct
historical periods, influenced by its unique location at the crossroads of the west Pacific
Ocean (Wang 2007: vii—x; Lin & Li 2023: 1-2). In addition, the historical specificity and
diversity of Taiwan, reflected in its colonial past, multilingual society, and complex
cultural identity, have made Taiwan literature more distinctive and differentiated from
other ‘Chinese literatures’ (Pino & Rabut 2024a: 123, 131). From the Japanese
colonization, the post-war Nationalist control to the island’s democratization, the field of
Taiwan literature has grown into a place full of opportunities for openness, change, and
growth; a place where different ethnic groups and communities interact (Pino & Rabut
2024b: 14).

The concept of Taiwan literature emerged in the early 1980s (Tang 1999: 379, 382).
In the past, Taiwan literature occupied a peripheral position within Sinophone literature
(Pino 2006: 164), and especially in the context of World literature, to which its access
and recognition have long been limited due to the dominance of works from European
and North American (Lin & Li 2023: 5). However, Taiwan literature has endeavoured to
create meaningful relations with other cultures and literatures through translation into
other languages and adaptation into various forms, such as a theatrical production (Chiu
2018: 13—17). This conforms with the definition qualifying as World literature, i.e., a
mode of circulation, reading, and interaction with other literary works from different
countries and regions (Damrosch 2003: 4-5; Chen 2016: 177-178; Chiu 2018: 13-15).
To achieve this goal, the translation of Taiwan literature into other languages has
therefore become essential (Lin & Li 2023: 12). In addition to English, three European
languages (i.e., German, French, Italian) are the most common target languages for

translation of Taiwan literature (Pino 2006: 155-156; Pino & Rabut 2024b: 15).
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Regarding translations for the Francophone public, the first French translation of
Taiwan literature was published in 1979, that is a short story, "Sayonara, Zaijian" by
Huang Chun-ming (Pino 2006: 158; Lin-Rosolato 2011: 18; Gaffric 2011: 147). However,
it was not until after 2000 that the translation of Taiwan literature became widely
recognised (Pino & Rabut 2024a: 122). Moreover, it was a time when the rate and number
of publications largely surpassed those during the previous 21 years (1979-2000) (Pino
2006: 163—164). Such a phenomenon can be seen as a consequence of Translation policy.
This includes factors determining which text-types are selected for translation during a
given period (Toury 2012: 82). Hence, increase in the translation of Taiwan literature can
be attributed to the efforts of editors, publishers, translators, literary critics, scholars,
foundations, medias, and government (Lin-Rosolato 2011: 20-21; Gaffric 2011: 152;
Pino & Rabut 2024b: 14). Together, they play a decisive role in determining which works
are translated and published in French. In addition, several crucial factors, such as
geopolitical issues (e.g., Taiwan’s special relationship with Mainland China), historical
perspectives (e.g., traces of colonization by different authorities in Taiwan), and ideology
(e.g., Sinocentric vs. anti-Sinocentric perspectives), also shape the selection of literary
works. These factors may limit the diversity of works selected (Lin & Li 2023: 6; Pino &
Rabut 2024a: 125). This, in turn, can possibly affect the choice of works to be included
in a corpus aimed at linguistic analysis, especially when a corpus with good cross-
linguistic comparability is needed.

Consequently, despite a steady trend of Taiwan Mandarin works being published in
French over the past ten years (Rivet 2024: 177), the various factors mentioned above
still play a role in the translation of Taiwan literature. This has resulted in a relatively
limited range of works available for my bidirectional parallel corpus. In addition, due to
the synchronic perspective taken here, I decided to exclude works published prior to 2010,
despite their recent translation into French. After carefully considering various options, |
selected a total of six novels, mostly in the fantasy and detective genres, all originally

published in Taiwan Mandarin after 2010, as shown in Table 23.
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Table 23 Selection of novels in Taiwan Mandarin and their translations in French

Source Translated
Title (Taiwan Mandarin) Title (French)
Genre
(Author) (Translator)
(Year published) (Year published)
RRA
Fivdinré L’homme aux yeux a facettes Fiction. fantas
W ;; o (Gwennaél Gaffric) - ir;nmemy’
(=) (2014) v
(2011)
o FAAR
Siiid zhéntd Rue du dragon couché
yia %en‘ an (Emmanuelle Péchenart) Fiction, detective
(BB )
(2019)
(2011)
R A £ 69 B Aty 67
Tianaidoshine de moshishi Le Magicien sur la passerelle
ranquaos ;I;E ‘_,e TOSTUSTH (Gwennaél Gaffric) Fiction, fantasy
(*H @ (2017)
(2012)
P / ‘/ hinzhe La guerre des bulles
aomiz anziensg (Gwennaél Gaffric) Fiction, fantasy
(% 394)
(2017)
(2014)
Wb+ | |
e ey Le sniper, son wok et son fusil _. . .
Chdofan jijishou . Fiction, detective,
— (Alexis Brossollet) noir fiction
(7 B ar) (2021)
(2019)
i
Guidifa Ghost Town
;;i H; C’lfg (Emmanuelle Péchenart) Fiction, fantasy
(RS %) (2023)
(2019)

Two main criteria were used to ensure the comparability of the bilingual corpus:
publication time (only novels originally published after 2010 were selected) and genre
(limited to fantasy and detective fiction). In addition, the inclusion of the six novels was
also influenced by domestic reception and recognition by French publishers.

First, the degree of domestic reception is reflected in the reviews, search

frequency, and recognition through winning or being nominated for prizes. A survey was
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conducted using two book review platforms, aNobii,'* one of the most common review
platforms in the Sinophone area (Lin & Chiu 2010: 273), and Openbook,'® founded by
the Taiwan Reading Association (Chiu 2023: 68). Table 24 and Table 25 show the

reception of the selected novels based on the reader ratings and the number of relevant

entries retrieved through keyword searches for works and their authors.

Table 24 Reception survey of selected Taiwan Mandarin novels

aNobii Openbook
HRARA 80 reviews 48 entries
Fuyadnrén 4.5/5 (565 ratings)
A FARR 68 reviews 69 entries
Stjia zhéentan 4/5 (394 ratings)
RAG £ & 7 6 108 reviews .
) 179 entries
Tiangidoshang de méshushi 4.5/5 (817 ratings)
BARBRF 0 review .
. 5 entries
Paomo zhanzheng 3/5 (5 ratings)
%) iR # F 1 review :
C o . 38 entries
Chdofan jijishou 4/5 (15 ratings)
R H 1 review )
) 108 entries
Guidifang 4.5/5 (33 ratings)

According to the survey of novels, the novels are rated on average four out of five points,
with an average of 74.5 searches per novel. Notably, two novels have more than one
hundred relevant entries: Tianqidoshang de moshushi and Guidifang. The popularity of
the novel Tianqidoshang de moshushi is attributed to its television adaptation. In contrast,
the great visibility of the novel Guidifang can be attributed to the queer issue it addresses,
which is relevant to the legalization of same-sex marriage in Taiwan in 2019. Although
the other four novels do not have higher number of entries, they are generally well-rated,
except for the novel Paomo zhanzhéng. According to Fangming Chen, a scholar of
Taiwan literature, the relatively low rating of this novel may be attributed to its title and
content being too ‘children’s fairy-tale’. Nevertheless, its thematic focus coincides with
a significant social event in Taiwan (i.e., the Sunflower Student Movement in 2014).

Through its use of social satire and anti-utopian narrative techniques, the novel Paomo

14 https://www.anobii.com/zh-Hant (Date of last visit: January 2, 2025)
15 https://www.openbook.org.tw/ (Date of last visit: January 2, 2025)
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zhanzhéng offers a profound reflection on contemporary Taiwan society and its political
movements. Despite receiving limited attention in terms of ratings, the novel holds
considerably great value and merits inclusion in the corpus as a representative work of

modern Taiwan literature.

Table 25 Reception survey of the authors from Taiwan

Author Openbook

%9 3% Wu Ming-yi 623 entries
FR.% % Kevin Chen 122 entries

7k B 3L Chang Kuo-li 81 entries
% 34% Kao Yi-feng 40 entries

# 2t 2R Chi Wei-jan 10 entries

Regarding the authors, Wu Ming-yi is undoubtedly the most sought-after author, given
the popularity of his works in Taiwan literature. He is followed by Kevin Chen, who has
publicly come out as queer author and whose works reflect gender issues in contemporary
Taiwanese society. The relatively high number of entries (n = 81) for Chang Kuo-li is
likely due to the diversity of his works, which span poems, screenplays, novels, and travel
literature. In contrast, the lower number of entries for Kao Yi-feng may be attributed to
his smaller body of published novels. However, all three of his novels have been
shortlisted for major literary awards, such as Taiwan Literature Golden Laurel Award (&

N=A

B RE N RA I tdiwan changpian xidoshuo jingdidn jidng) and Taipei International
Book Exhibition Book Prize (& 3t B% & & K 8% taibéi gudji shiizhdn dajiing). Finally,
the author Chi Wei-jan has only ten entries, possibly because his works are mainly for
theatre rather than fiction. It is worth noting that the novel Sijia zhéntan is his debut work
in fiction. However, including an author like him enrich the corpus by adding diversity in
authorship. His background as a playwright may contribute to distinctive narrative
structures and dialogue that reflect more colloquial language use in fiction.

Although the reception of these works and authors in domestic literary communities
varies from one novel to another and from one author to another, the fact that their novels
have been translated into other languages indicates that these works are circulating
spatially and culturally in the space of World literature (Chiu 2018: 17). In other words,

these five Taiwanese authors and their works have expanded their horizon to the whole
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world, as the genres and topics of these novels illustrate the uniqueness of Taiwan
literature.

Accordingly, genre appears to play a decisive role in determining whether these six
novels are selected for translation into French, as French publishers tend to specialise in
or prefer particular literary genre. Sijia zhéntan (Publisher: Calmann-Lévy/ Collection:
Calmann-Lévy Noir) and Chdofan jijishou (Publisher: Gallimard/ Serie noire) are
published in a collection of noir series in France. Paomo zhanzhéng is published in
Mirobole, which aims to showcase literary works in the fantasy genre. In addition to genre,
the issue of homosexuality in Guidifang (Publisher: Seuil) may be linked to one of the
dominant themes in modern Taiwan literature, namely queer issue (Lin & Li2023: 6). As
for Fuydnrén (Publisher: You Feng) and Tiangidoshang de moshushi (Publisher:
Asiatheéque/ Collection: Taiwan Fiction), their selection may result from the decision of
the publisher, possibly influenced by an orientalist perspective or by a collection’s
viewpoint that provides a vision of Taiwan from its cultural vitality and social richness
(Pino & Rabut 2024a: 136).

Finally, note that translators also play an important factor in introducing Taiwan
literature to Francophone readers. Among the six selected novels, there are only three
different translators. This limited number of translators can be partly attributed to the
linguistic diversity in Taiwan, which is also reflected in its literary works. Such a
multilingualism increases the complexity of translation, as most French translators are
trained primarily in Mandarin Chinese (Gaffric 2011: 141, 143—144) and may not be
familiar with other languages present in Taiwan literature.

Overall, despite the growing number of French translations of Taiwan literature, the
selection of the six Taiwan Mandarin novels examined above is based on a relatively
limited amount of works. This likely reflects the choices made by several actors, such as
the financial support from the government, publishers, and translators. In addition, the
domestic reception of the works and the authors also play a significant role. Both works
and the authors may be received differently based on the frequency of entries, but their
thematic concerns and the recognition they have received from literary awards in Taiwan
suggest that they can be considered representative of the main characteristics of Taiwan

literature during this period.
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3.2.2 Selection of French novels

French literature undoubtedly has a more extensive history than Taiwan literature,
given that the earliest text of French literature dates to the end of 9" century (Bergez et
al. 1995: 11). With such a long history, French literature is rich in genres and themes.
Due to its great diversity and the status of French as a /ingua franca in Europe during the
17" and 18" centuries (Wright 2016: 134), French literature has long circulated
throughout the world and has been translations into various languages.

During the Japanese colonization in Asia, Taiwan began to engage with foreign
literatures, particularly Japanese literature, through translation (Chen 2016: 189). As for
French literary works, although some have been gradually translated and imported into
Taiwan’s literary market, it was not until the 1990s that they were directly translated from
French without going through a pivot language, such as English or Japanese (Editor group
2016: 142). By now, Taiwan is the fourth biggest market in Asia for French literature,
preceded by Japan, China, and South Korea.'® According to an academic survey of
foreign literature translated into Taiwan Mandarin and government reports on publication
and trends (National Central Library 2022; 2023), French literature normally occupies the
first three largest languages translated in Taiwan, after English (Tsay & Dong 2009: 40,
41, 43). Hence, the high visibility of French literature in Taiwan can be attributed to the
institutional support from different organizations. For example, /e programme franco-
taiwanais d’aide a la publication Hupinching provides funding for the work of translating
French into Taiwan Mandarin; 7 the Bureau International de [’Edition francaise
participates in different book fairs and promotes French publication worldwide; the
Association Taiwanaise des Traducteurs de Frangais organises workshops for translators
in Taiwan (Editor group 2016: 145-146).

Despite the great success and reception of French literature in Taiwan’s market,
compared to Taiwan literature in the Francophone world, the Mandarin translation of
French literature in Taiwan appears to be criticized for its lack of diversity and
consistency. This is mainly due to the publishing policy oriented by marketing (Tsay &
Dong 2009: 48; Editor group 2016: 146), which is largely shaped by the preference of the

readers in Taiwan. According to an online report, Taiwanese readers are considerably

16 Le marché du livre frangais traduit & Taiwan : https:/voila.tw/livres-fi/livres-francais-traduits-a-taiwan/
17 Le domaine du livre a Taiwan :https:/france-taipei.org/Le-domaine-du-livre-a-Taiwan
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open to heterogeneous subjects, and the two main publications from French literature in
Taiwan are novels and youth literature. '® Although it means that the selection of the
French novels for the bidirectional parallel corpus may be less restricted than in the other
translation direction, maintaining the comparability of the corpus necessitates applying
consistent selection criteria. Therefore, I applied the same selection criteria as for the
novels from Taiwan Mandarin based on the time of publication (i.e., originally published
after 2010) and genre (i.e., fantasy and detective) for the selection of French novels, as

shown in Table 26.

18 Le marché du livre frangais traduit & Taiwan : https:/voila.tw/livres-fi/livres-francais-traduits-a-taiwan/
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Table 26 Selection of novels in French and their translation in Taiwan Mandarin

Source Translated
Title (French) Title (Taiwan Mandarin)
Genre
(Author) (Translator)
(Published year) (Published year)
W#T A

Le voleur d'ombres

Tou yingzi de rén

(Marc Levy) i Fiction, fantasy
(2010) (Duan Yun-ling)
(2011)
Gataca LM e E
(Franck Thilliez) Zuopiezi q’e shayi Fiction, detective
2011) (Chang Chiao-wen)
(2012)
,/‘)7 ‘Q& é’] 1% 7}5 3
Un avion sans elle MX%‘V _ dﬁ& &___
(Michel Bussi) ez.y ou ta ej? Yt Fiction, detective
(2013) (Liang Sophie)
(2014)
HED
Jingling shaonii

La vie des elfes

(Wu Qing-zhu/

(Muriel Barbery) . Fiction, fantasy
Duan Yung-ling/
(2015) . y
Nian Geng-jia)
(2015)
- . ZR—4%
Trois jours et une vie oo . .
. . Santian yishéng Fiction, detective,
(Pierre Lemaitre) _ . .
(Miao Yung-hua) noir fiction
(2016)
(2018)
2%
L'Anomalie Yichd
(Hervé Le Tellier) iehang i Fiction, fantasy
(Chen Yung-Wei)
(2020)
(2024)
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Although market trends and the reception from Taiwanese readers play a crucial role in
the selection of French literary works for publication in Taiwan, publishers in Taiwan
also closely follow literary trends in France. Accordingly, half of the French novels
translated and published in Taiwan after 2007 are works by the best-selling authors in
France (Liao 2019: 74-75), such as Marcy Levy, Michel Bussi, Muriel Barbery, and
Pierre Lemaitre (Bessard-Banquy, Ducas & Gefen 2021: 488). In addition, literary works



that have won literary awards, such as Le prix Goncourt, are usually translated into
Taiwan Mandarin, such as L'4dnomalie. In fact, the reception and recognition of works
and authors in France serve as important criteria for selecting which titles to translate
and publish in Taiwan. Therefore, to better understand how the popularity and critical
reception of French works in France affect their chance of being translated into Taiwan
Mandarin, I conducted a survey on two of the largest French social networks for book
readers, Babelio and Booknode (Einman 2018: 192; Deley 2019: 109, 111).!%:2° Table 27
shows the number of reviews and ratings of the six authors.

Table 27 Reception survey of the authors from France

Author Babelio Booknode Total
13,044 reviews 4,698 reviews 17,742 reviews
Franck Thilliez 4.17/5 8.01/10 12.18/15
(102,785 ratings) (9,568 ratings) (112,353 ratings)
7,015 reviews 7,421 reviews 14,436 reviews
Marc Levy 3.69/5 7.71/10 11.4/15
(86,623 ratings) (12,891 ratings) (99,514 ratings)
9,708 reviews 2,954 reviews 12,662 reviews
Michel Bussi 3.91/5 7.61/10 11.52/15
(67,591 ratings) (5,764 ratings) (73,355 ratings)

Pierre Lemaitre

8,317 reviews
4.16/5
(67,896 ratings)

1,363 reviews
7.8/10
(2,580 ratings)

9,680 reviews
11.96/15
(70,476 ratings)

1,858 reviews

168 reviews

2,026 reviews

Herve Le Tellier 3.66/5 7.32/10 10.98/15
(14,326 ratings) (430 ratings) (14,756 ratings)
1,565 reviews 433 reviews 1,998 reviews
Muriel Barbery 3.78/5 7.47/10 11.25/15
(18,564 ratings) (810 ratings) (18,997 ratings)

19 https://www.babelio.com/ (Date of last visit: January 15, 2025)

20 https://booknode.com/ (Date of last visit: January 15, 2025)
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Based on the total number of reviews and the ratings from the two websites, the authors
considered best-sellers differ greatly in their level of online visibility. The gap can reach
over ten thousand reviews when comparing Marc Levy (n = 14,436) and Muriel Barbery
(n = 1,998). However, their average ratings still confirm their popularity as best-selling
authors, with the exception of Hervé Le Tellier, whose rating is likely due to the visibility
gained after receiving Le Prix Goncourt. Secondly, regarding their work included in the
corpus, they also receive various degrees of recognition based on the reviews and the
ratings from the readers, as shown in Table 28.

Table 28 Reception survey of selected French novels

Novel Babelio Booknode Total
1,441 reviews 152 reviews 1,593 reviews
L'Anomalie 3.65/5 4/5 7.65/10
(12,396 ratings) (394 ratings) (12,790 ratings)
986 reviews 411 reviews 1,397 reviews
Un avion sans elle 4.01/5 4/5 8.01/10
(10,876 ratings) (745 ratings) (11,621 ratings)

Trois jours et une vie

720 reviews
3.82/5
(4,604 ratings)

118 reviews
3.5/5
(214 ratings)

838 reviews
7.32/10
(4,818 ratings)

Le voleur d'ombres

343 reviews
3.72/5
(3,126 ratings)

438 reviews
4/5
(719 ratings)

781 reviews
7.72/10
(3,845 ratings)

359 reviews

155 reviews

514 reviews

Gataca 4.27/5 4.5/5 8.77/10
(4,051 ratings) (354 ratings) (4,405 ratings)
106 reviews 15 reviews 121 reviews
La vie des elfes 2.73/5 3/5 5.73/10
(364 ratings) (30 ratings) (394 ratings)

From this table, only the two novels, L ’Anomalie and Un avion sans elle, have received
over a thousand reviews. The former won Le Prix Goncourt in 2020, while the latter
received Les Prix des Maisons de la presse — Roman in 2012. Although the other works

may not be as widely known to the public, they are rated on average above 7 points out
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of 10, except the novel La vie des elfes. Based on some of the reviews, readers approached
this book with expectations built on author’s prior popularity and success.

Finally, the pivotal role of Taiwanese publishers in the promotion and
diversification of French literature is also undeniable. This contribution stems from their
strategic positioning and keen marketing intelligence. Taiwanese publishers not only
closely track the sales and recognition of French literature in France (Liao 2019: 98), but
also paying attention to the evolution of the tastes of Taiwanese readers. In addition, the
publication efforts are partially facilitated by institute support, with financial resources
and aid provided by both government and local associations. This extended backing has,
to a certain extent, contributed to the diversification of French literature publications of

in Taiwan, where the local market continues to dictate publishing policies.

3.2.3 Summary on the selection of novels for the bilingual corpus

In the previous two sub-sections, I have explained the rationale for selecting of the
novels in both languages. The selection reflected the publication and translation
strategies that determine which works are considered marketable or representative. These
strategies are shaped factors, such as government support, publishers, translators, and
domestic recognition. Although these factors play an essential role in the publishing
industries of both Taiwan and France, the two countries hold slightly different
perspectives on importing literature from each other. For Taiwanese publishers, French
novels translated into Taiwan Mandarin tend to be well-known domestically, namely,
they are often bestsellers or works by bestselling authors. In contrast, French publishers
welcome Taiwanese novels that have gained recognition within Taiwan while also
foregrounding the uniqueness of Taiwanese culture and society. Such differing
publication and translation strategies, where Taiwanese publishers prioritise commercial
success, while French publishers focus on cultural representation, have indeed
highlighted the particularity of each other’s literature for local readers. Nevertheless, they
have also, to some extent, limited the diversity of literary choices, and consequently, the
range of materials available for this study. Practical constraints, such as institutional
resources for obtaining texts, further shaped the selection. To maintain a certain level of
comparability for the self-built corpus, given the limited availability of novels translated

from Taiwan Mandarin into French, I focused on works from the fantasy and detective
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genres. Moreover, since this study adopts a synchronic approach to questions, only works
originally published after 2010 were included. Following Krzeszowski (1990: 26) for
ensuring the comparability of corpora in cross-linguistic research, the two selection
criteria (i.e., genres and publication time) serve to guarantee the comparability of
the present corpus. These considerations, combined with the need to maintain
comparability across genres and publication periods, guided the choice of the twelve
novels included in the corpus. Other factors, such as authorship and translators, may also
influence the study’s outcome and will be taken into account during analysis.

Following the two selection criteria, this self-built bidirectional parallel corpus
consists of twelve original novels, six in Taiwan Mandarin and six in French. Given that
this dissertation is methodologically positioned as a corpus-based study, the corpus needs
to be available in electronic format to undergo automated analysis. The next section
presents some of the technical aspects of the dissertation, namely, the preparation of the

data, including corpus digitalization and alignment, and data extraction and coding.

3.3 Data preparation: digitalization, alignment, extraction

Several steps were taken to prepare the data. First, I digitalised the twelve original
novels and their translations using the OCR function embedded in Google Document.
Second, I aligned the original texts with their translations using the software editor
InterText (Vondticka 2014). Then, all original and aligned texts were uploaded to Sketch
Engine (Kilgarriff et al. 2014). Third, given that these texts were not tagged for parts of
speech and a question mark helps directly identify questions in writing (Kearsley 1976:
358), Flock & Geluykens (2015) suggest eliciting questions by identifying sentences
containing question marks. However, given that question words (e.g., who, what, where)
and word order change (i.e., subject-verb inversion) can already be used as indicators of
questionhood, questions are not always marked with a question mark. Moreover, a
question mark does not necessarily cover all the sentences and fragments that function as
questions (Axelsson 2020: 241). In other words, the results of extraction targeting
question marks may not be comprehensive. However, this method is still commonly
practiced, as seen in Wikberg (1996), Curry & Chambers (2017: 335), and Axelsson
(2020). In addition, since the question mark used in Modern Mandarin was imported from

western writing style on the second half to the end of 19" century (Yuan, Guan & Yue
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2002: 281-283; Lin & Lin 2008: 107-108), the prescriptive use of question marks in
Mandarin and French is relatively similar. In both languages, the use of a question mark
does not always indicate a sentence functioning as a genuine question; it may also appear
in rhetorical questions (National Languages Committee 2008: 10; Abeill¢ & Godard 2021:
2200-2201). Accordingly, I used the advanced Concordance function (search on the
character: ?) in Sketch Engine to automatically extract all the sentences containing
question marks. The results are shown in Table 29 for original languages and Table 30

for translated languages.

Table 29 Question marks in the original Mandarin and French

Mandarin French
Raw frequencies 3,921 4,224
Relative frequencies
per 100,000 tokens 762 652
Corpus size (tokens) 514,540 647,180

Table 30 Question marks in translated Mandarin and French

Mandarin (translation)  French (translation)
Raw frequencies 4,433 4,188

Relative frequencies
per 100,000 tokens

Corpus size (tokens) 601,139 697,504

737 600

Finally, after extracting all sentences with question marks from the four sub-corpora
(original Taiwan Mandarin, original French, translated Taiwan Mandarin, and translated
French), I proceeded to data coding for three dimensions: question type, morphosyntactic

structure, and register.

3.4 Data coding: question type, morphosyntactic structure, register

With the questions extracted from the corpus, I coded them for their question types,
morphosyntactic structures, and registers in fiction. Before delving into the data
coding scheme I used, it is important to stress that some automatically retrieved examples
were excluded from the final dataset used in this study. One category is questions in other

languages, such as Taiwan Southern Min in (3.1), and English in (3.2) and (3.3).
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(3.1) E& &% 7
gudatsé  tsinn?
how.much money

‘How much is it?’ (R A& L&Y AT &P Tiangidoshang de méshushi)
(3.2) One night only? (M 8IBE F Chdofan jijishou)
(3.3) Beautiful men in uniforms? (L’ ’Anomalie)

The dataset also excludes interjections that occur with question marks, since such cases
are difficult to categorise, such as " a, "& wéi ‘hello (phone greeting)’ in Mandarin; Aein,
pardon ‘sorry’, allé ‘hello (phone greeting)’, oui ‘yes (phone answering)’ in French. The
next three sub-sections present the coding scheme for the three dimensions: guestion type,

morpho-syntactic structure, and register.

3.4.1 Question type

The first dimension question types follows the conventional three question types
distinction.
Following Stivers & Enfield (2010: 2621-2622), the coding scheme for question

type is based on the logical semantic structure and pragmatic intention:

Polar question Question that makes relevant affirmation/confirmation or
disconfirmation

e.g., Are you a student?

Wh-question Question that seeks the identity of one element, such as person,
place, time

e.g., Who stole my newspaper? (Stivers & Enfield 2010: 2621)

Disjunctive question  Question that includes the proposal of a restricted set of
alternative answers in their formulation

e.g., Do you want corn or flour tortillas?

(Stivers & Enfield 2010: 2622)

In addition, as shown in Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2, certain unique morpho-syntactic
structures or constituents are also efficient to determine the type of question in Mandarin

and French. For instance, in Mandarin, the % ma particle only appears in polar questions;
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the A-not-A structure and VP-Neg are exclusive to disjunctive questions. In both
languages, a connective or is used in disjunctive questions, and question words are mainly
reserved for wh-questions. The coding for morphosyntactic structures is presented in the

next section.

3.4.2 Morphosyntactic structure

The second dimension, morphosyntactic structures, involves morphological and
syntactic marking strategies mentioned in Section 2.1.3. Within a single language, each
question type may have its own marking strategies (e.g., question words, disjunctive
constructions) and sometimes one marking strategy can be shared among different
question types (e.g., particles). Across languages, they can employ language-specific
strategies, such as A-not-A structure in Mandarin and inversion in French. By contrast,
both languages can also share the same strategy as observed in polar questions with
declarative word order. These polar questions are not formed with any conventional
morpho-syntactic marking strategy, such as inversion or particles. When expressed in
spoken language, these polar questions rely on intonation instead of conventional
morphosyntactic marking strategies. Even though it is not easy to ascertain whether these
polar questions are truly marked with intonation in the texts, unless through certain
narrative description (Leech & Short 2007: 258), I have taken these cases into account
and coded them as No inversion (declarative) in both languages. This code means that
these polar questions have the same word order as declarative sentences (or without
inversion, from a French-language perspective). In the following paragraphs, 1 will
present the coding criteria for morphosyntactic structures in both languages in two tables.
Each table is followed by a brief explanation of the corresponding coding criteria and by
an illustrative example retrieved from the corpus.

The coding for morphosyntactic structures in Mandarin questions is shown in

Table 31.
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Table 31 Coding for morphosyntactic structures in Mandarin questions

Polar Wh Disjunctive
- Or
- A-not-A
- No inversion - No particle - VP-Neg
(declarative) - Particle - A-not-A +
- Particle Particle

- Or + Particle

Polar questions in Mandarin were coded according to two criteria. The first, No inversion
(declarative), designates questions that retain declarative word order and lack any

morphosyntactic marking, as shown in (3.4).

(G4 # K iBK?

hai  bu tuixiu?
yet  NEG retire
‘Still not retired?’ (W -8 F Chdofan jijishou)

The second criterion is Particle, meaning that the polar question is followed by one of the

particles (e.g., ma, ba, a), as shown in (3.5) with a particle ma.

(3.5) AR Vo e %7

ni xianshéng kaiché ma?
28G  husband drive PTCL
‘Does your husband drive?’ (#0 FARIR Sijia zhéntan)

Wh-questions in Mandarin were also coded for two criteria. The first criterion is
No particle, meaning the wh-question is not followed by any particle (e.g., ne, a), as

shown in (3.6).

(3.6) %  EE e ?

ni zénme zhidao?
2SG  how know
‘How did you know?’ (7R85 Paomo zhanzhéng)

The second criterion, Particle, is for the wh-questions followed by either a or ne particle,

as shown in (3.7) with the ne particle.

(3.7) i 1+ 8 g ?

ta zhong shénme  ne?
3G plant what PTCL
‘What did she plant?” (B A Fuyanrén)
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Disjunctive questions have five criteria. The first one Or shows that disjunctive

questions use a connective or (e.g., 3& & hdishi), as shown in (3.8).

(3.8) BEREF R EBRE Y
ydnjing  da haishi xido?
eye big or small
‘Eyes, big or small?’ (RIF Guidifang)

Note that certain cases without an explicit connective were also coded as Or. For instance,
the two options are juxtaposed without a connective, as seen in (3.9) with % &) ndnde
‘male’ and % #9) niide ‘female’, and in (3.10) & shi ‘be’ and & fo ‘not’.

(3.9) KB E  Bw K&?

jiashi shi  ndnde niide?
driver cop mal female

‘Is the driver a man or a woman?’ (F FABR Sijia zhéntan)
(3.10) & & % B R HE?

shi  fo gai gen  ta shuo  shénme?

COP NEG should PREP 3SG say  something

‘Should I say something to him?’ (R3CF Guidifang)

The second criterion is a distinctive structure for disjunctive questions in Mandarin. That

is an A-not-A structure, such as & 7R & shibushi in (3.11).

(3.11) & RE - A ?
zhe  jiujing shi-bu-shi moshu?
DEM after.all COP-NEG-COP magic
‘Is this magic or not?’ (R A& L&Y BT 65 Tiangidoshang de moshiishi)

The third criterion is another distinctive structure, namely VP-Neg. This structure shows
an ellipsis of the verb from its negative part, but it retains the negation morpheme, such

as % méi in (3.12).

(3.12) #& % 3| R 2

daodi chadao  méi?
after.all find.out NEG
‘Have you found out yet?’ (W #rA88 F Chdofan jijishou)

In addition to the three criteria, I coded disjunctive questions followed by particles (e.g.,

& ne, "1 a), as Or+particle in (3.13) and A-not-A+particle in (3.14).
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(B.A3) A HEE & o8 ow EE £ o# w R?

na suanshi ~ wo  de xin  haishi ta de xin  ne?

DEM consider 1SG  DE heart or 3SG  DE heart PTCL

‘Is that my heart or his?’ (R A& L&Y AT &P Tiangidoshang de méshushi)
(3.14) A”A oA & B Rl 6 %’ ?

YOou-meéi-you mingque de shijiandian  ne?

have-NEG-have  specific  DE time.point PTCL

‘Is there a specific point in time?’ (R3F Guidifang)

When coding morphosyntactic markings, other pieces of information were also
coded, such as the question word in wh-questions (e.g., who, what, where, when, how) in
both languages and the particle used in Mandarin (e.g., ma, ba, a, ne, a). Although the
analysis of morphosyntactic structures primarily focuses on questions with typical (i.e.,
complete sentential) forms, coding fragment questions (cf. Sections 2.5.1.4) ensures that
additional data are available for potential future studies. Accordingly, fragment questions
were also coded for their morpho-syntactic structures (e.g., verb phrase, noun phrase,
prepositional phrase, insubordination phrase, and tags) and for the use of particles.

Regarding French, the coding is similar to that of Mandarin, except for inversion

and in-situ, as shown in Table 32.

Table 32 Coding for morphosyntactic structures in French questions

Polar Wh Disjunctive

- No inversion (wh-

subject/ object/
. No inversion adv§rb1al) - No inversion + ou
declarative) - Inversion (wh- - Inversion + ou
eclarative - :
( v object/ adverbial) | _  particle est-ce que
- Inversion - In-situ

. +ou
- Particleest-ceque | . pyticle est-ce que

- Particle ¢a
- Particle donc

Polar questions in French can be expressed through three morphosyntactic

strategies. The first, No inversion (declarative), is shown in (3.15).
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(3.15) Tu veux —un café ?

2SG  want ART coffee

‘Would you like a coffee?’ (L ’Anomalie)
The second criterion is Inversion as in (3.16). The different types of inversion (cf. Section

2.2.2) are not coded in this study.

(3.16) Peut-on se rencontrer ?
can-3SG  REFL meet
‘Can we meet?’ (Un avion sans elle)

Finally, the third criterion is Particle est-ce que as in (3.17).

(3.17) Est-ce que vous la reconnaissez ?
PTCL 2PL  3SG.FMN recognise
‘Do you recognise her?’ (Gataca)

As for the coding of wh-questions, the situation is more complex given that various
structures are attested in the literature (cf. Section 2.2.2). I have selected the four most
frequent ones and two extra particles for the present analysis. In addition, the function of
question words is also coded, such as wh-subject, wh-object, and wh-adverbial.

The first criterion is No inversion, meaning that the question words are placed initially

and followed by a declarative order, as in (3.18) - (3.20).

(3.18) Qui t' a dit ¢a ? (wh-subject)
who 2SG.OBJ] have tell.PTCP that
‘Who told you that?’ (Trois jours et une vie)

(3.19) 4 quoi  tu joues ? (wh-object)
PREP what 2SG play

‘What are you playing at?’ (Le voleur d’ombres)
(3.20) Comment c' est  possible ? (wh-adverbial)

how DEM COP  possible

‘How is this possible?’ (Un avion sans elle)

The second criterion is /nversion, meaning the question word is followed by an inversion,

regardless of the type of inversion, as shown in (3.21) and (3.22).

(3.21) Que veux-tu  faire plus tard ? (wh-object)
what want-2SG do much late
‘What do you want to do later?’ (L’ Anomalie)

(3.22) Quand cela  est-il arrive ? (wh-adverbial)
when DEM COP-33G  happen.PTCP
‘When did this happen?’ (Gataca)
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The third criterion /n-situ represents a phenomenon where a question word is found in the
same position as the answer. Namely, the question words are found at the end of the

sentence, as quelle année ‘which year’ shown in (3.23).

(3.23) Vous étes en quelle année ?
2SG  CcOoP  PREP which year
‘What year are you?’ (Trois jours et une vie)

The fourth criterion is the est-ce que particle, which is only used with a fronted question
word, as shown in (3.24). This criterion also includes the form est-ce qui (Coveney 2011:

117; Reinhardt 2019: 260), as shown in (3.25).

(3.24) Qu'  est-ce que tu crois ?

what PTCL 238G  believe

‘What do you think?’ (Un avion sans elle)
(3.25) Qu' est-cequi n' est  pas  pareil ?

what PTCL NEG COP NEG same

‘What's not the same?’ (La vie des elfes)

The last two criteria are related to the discourse particle, ¢a ‘that’ as in (3.26) and donc

‘then’ as in (3.27).

(3.26) Comment c¢a, un policier?

how PTCL ART police

‘What do you mean, a policeman?’ (Gataca)
(3.27) Pourquoi donc?

why PTCL

‘Why is that?’ (L’ Anomalie)

French disjunctive questions follow the same morphosyntactic criteria as polar
questions. However, they usually include the connective ou ‘or’ to join two nominal or

sentential options. Accordingly, the first criterion is No inversion + ou, as shown in (3.28).

(3.28) Tu ne crois pas  ou tu en es sur ?
2SG NEG believe NEG or 2SG it COP  sure
“You don't believe it or you're sure about it?’ (Le voleur d’ombres)

The second criterion is Inversion+ ou, as shown in (3.29).

(3.29) Faisait-elle partie du réve ou de la réalite ?
do.IMPARF-3SG  part ART dream or PREP ART reality
‘Was it part of a dream or reality?’ (Trois jours et une vie)
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Disjunctive questions using the third criterion Particle est-ce que + ou are not attested in
original French in the corpus. However, such usage is suggested in the literature, as

illustrated in example (3.30) (see Section 2.2.2).

(3.30) Est-ce que je continue ou est-ce que j’ arréte ?
PTCL ISG  continue or PTCL ISG  stop
‘Do I go on or do I stop?’ (Coveney 2011: 113)

Like in the coding of morpho-syntactic structures for Mandarin questions, wh-
words and particles (i.e., est-ce que, ¢a, and donc) were also coded for French questions.
In addition, fragment questions in French (cf. Section 2.5.3.2) were also coded according
to their morphosyntactic structures as noun phrase, verb phrase, prepositional phrase,
insubordination, tags (e.g., hein, c ’est ¢a, n’est-ce pas; Abeill¢, Crabbé & Marandin 2012:
3). Since the present study focuses on the morphosyntactic structures of fully formed
questions, fragment questions were mainly coded for particle analysis, specifically the ¢a

and donc particles.

3.4.3 Register

The third coding dimension is register (narrative vs. dialogue), following the
approach used by Ebeling & Ebeling (2020) to distinguish different language style in
fiction. Linguistic studies have noted variations in language use across different registers,
such as fiction, news, and academic writing (Biber 1995: 18-23; Biber et al. 1999: 4, 29—
35). However, the situation may seem more complicated within a specific register, such
as fiction (Biber & Conrad 2019: 132). This register, on the one hand, is detached from
the real world by constructing its fictional world. On the other hand, the world knowledge
is somehow required in such a fictional context. Consequently, the language produced in
fiction should not merely be an aesthetic choice but it can truly show the function of real
language use. To such an extent, a distinction between narration and speech seems
reasonable (Egbert & Mahlberg 2020: 74). Moreover, it is reasonable to assume that
dialogues reflect, to some extent, the use of question in spoken language such as
spontaneous conversations, as pointed out Guillot-Barbance, Pincemin & Lavrentiev
(2018: 54). They argue that these spoken scenes in fiction are explicitly presented as a
reproduction of spoken words and represent the passages of direct speech in the texts,
either fully or partially. However, I also recognise that dialogues in fiction may not

completely correspond to the daily spontaneous conversations produced by speakers,
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since they are elaborated in advance for fictional characters by authors (Lefeuvre 2020:
23). Nonetheless, I think that the application of the register distinction within fictions can
at least compensate for the lack of spoken data in the present corpus and provide valuable
insights for the contrastive study of questions.

Accordingly, following previous research on the topic (Egbert & Mahlberg 2020:
74; Ebeling & Ebeling 2020: 289-290), I distinguished between narrative and dialogue
in fiction based on punctuation. In Mandarin, questions are marked with a quotation
mark in the dialogue, as shown in (3.31). As for French, questions are presented with
several different punctuation marks in dialogues (Abeillé & Godard 2021: 2205, 2206,
2208, 2209): a long dash, as in (3.32); a quotation mark, as in (3.33); or a colon, as in
(3.34).
B3y " E BB OR?,

zhe  zénme yong?

DEM how use
‘How does this work?’ (F B A Fuyanrén)

(3.32) — Que  veux-tu  jouer ?
what want-2SG play
‘What do you want to play?’ (La vie des elfes)

(3.33) « Comment est-ce possible ? »
how COP-DEM possible
‘How is it possible?’ (L’ Anomalie)

(3.34) CW: Connaissez-vous cette chanson ?
know-2SG DEM  song
‘CW: Do you know this song?’ (L’Anomalie)

The above examples are coded as dialogue for register, because they represent direct and
free direct speech, whose words and syntactic structures are reported exactly as uttered
by the original speakers in the fiction (Semino & Short 2004: 12). In addition, in the (free)
direct speech, the words considered as the quoted verbatim are presented within a
quotation mark, such as inverted commas (Ebeling & Ebeling 2020: 289-290), as shown
in (3.35) for direct speech and (3.36) for free direct speech.

(3.35) “The bastards,” she cursed. (Ebeling & Ebeling 2020: 289)

(3.36) “The filthy stinking fascist bastards.” (Ebeling & Ebeling 2020: 289)

The only difference between both speech presentation is the presence of the reporting

clause, such as she cursed in (3.35) for direct speech. By contrast, free direct speech
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contains no reporting clause and it presents the words of character or original speaker
with no apparent “interference” from the narrator or reporter (Semino & Short 2004: 10—
11). However, as pointed out by Leech & Short (2007: 258), certain extreme cases of free
direct speech might not contain any punctuation. For the sake of coding consistency, any
questions not marked by the above punctuations used in Mandarin and French (i.e., long
dash, quotation mark, and colon) and clearly not part of a dialogue are coded as narrative.
Note that free indirect speech can be ambiguous, since it combines deictic and other
features associated with direct and indirect speech (Semino & Short 2004: 13). Despite
its ambiguity, such a speech form is coded as narrative in this study. There are several
reasons for this. First, free indirect speech is typically found in the context of narrative
reports (Leech & Short 2007: 261). Second, although it is the closest indirect speech form
to direct speech, readers can feel the narrator intervening between them and the character
(Semino & Short 2004: 14). Also, it is hard to identify such a hybrid speech form in the
text. Moreover, no standardised linguistic features clearly define the context in which free
indirect speech can occur (Leech & Short 2007: 264). Finally, an empirical study shows
that it is the least frequently occuring form of speech presentation in fiction (Semino &
Short 2004: 13, 82). Thus, I coded free indirect speech as a form of narration.

In addition to the two categories dialogue and narrative, another category other is
used to cover cases that are not part of dialogue or narrative, such as sentences in a text

message, the iteration of a text, and the headline of a news report.

3.5 Data coding: interrater reliability

The coding for the three dimensions outlined above in Mandarin and French was
checked with interrater reliability (Spooren & Degand 2010; Lange 2011). This is to
ensure the robustness of the coding scheme used in the current dissertation. The process
of interrater reliability assessment in both languages involved another coder (one for each
language) and included the following steps: (1) a comprehensive briefing on the coding
scheme, including its categories and examples, (2) a trial with 20 sentences randomly
extracted from the dataset, and (3) a discussion after the trial. After resolving and
discussing any problems encountered during the trial, the raters in both languages were
given a sample set of data. A Mandarin native rater from Taiwan, who is a PhD student

in linguistics in Belgium, coded 20% of the sentences (7 = 790) randomly sampled from
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the original Mandarin dataset; a Belgian-French native rater, who is a postdoctoral
researcher in linguistics, coded 20% of the sentences (n = 850) randomly sampled from
the original French dataset. The following sub-section is divided into three parts. Each
part presents the results of the interrater reliability by reporting the agreement rate and
the kappa statistic score. The kappa score, used as a benchmark, indicates the strength of
the agreement, as shown in Table 33 (Landis & Koch 1977: 165; Artstein & Poesio 2008:
576).

Table 33 Kappa statistic score and the correspondent strength of agreement (Landis &

Koch 1977)
Kappa statistic Strength of agreement
<0.00 Poor
0.00 - 0.20 Slight
0.21-0.40 Fair
0.41 -0.60 Moderate
0.61 —0.80 Substantial
0.80—-1.00 Almost perfect

3.5.1 Question type

First, the results of the coding for question types are shown in Table 34 for

Mandarin and Table 35 for French.

Table 34 Results of interrater reliability for question type in Mandarin

Coder 1
Question type Polar Wh Disjunctive Excluded Total
Polar 337 11 6 3 357
Wh 7 317 0 2 326
Coder 2 — -
Disjunctive 8 2 87 0 97
Excluded 0 1 0 9 10
Total 352 331 93 14 790

Out of 790 questions, 14 questions were removed from the calculation of interrater
reliability according to the coding criteria, as they were interjections and questions in
other languages. Thus, the results of the two coders have 96% of agreement on question

types in Mandarin (k = 0.93). This kappa indicates an almost perfect agreement.
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Table 35 Results of interrater reliability for question type in French

Coder 1
Question type Polar Wh Disjunctive Excluded Total
Polar 453 4 1 1 459
Wh 17 353 0 0 370
Coder 2
Disjunctive 5 0 11 0 16
Excluded 0 0 0 5 5
Total 475 357 12 6 850

Among the 850 cases, six of them were excluded based on the coding criteria. Hence,
they were not included in the calculation of interrater reliability. The results of the two
coders reach 97% agreement on question types in French (k= 0.93). This kappa indicates

an almost perfect agreement, as was the case for Mandarin above.

3.5.2 Morphosyntactic structure

The coding for morphosyntactic structures was checked with interrater reliability
and the procedure was the same as outlined above for question type. However, only the
cases with agreement on the coding of question type are considered here. The results are
shown and separated by languages and three question types. In addition, given that the
focus is on questions with typical forms, fragment questions are categorised as ‘others’
when calculating interrater reliability for structures.

As for Mandarin, the results on morphosyntactic structures are presented in Table
36 for polar questions, in Table 37 for the wh-questions, and in Table 38 for disjunctive

questions.

Table 36 Results of interrater reliability for morphosyntactic structures in Mandarin

polar questions

Coder 1
Question structures No 1nvers.10n Particle Others Total
(declarative)

No inversion
115 2 6 123

(declarative)
Coder 2 Particle 1 141 10 152
Others 8 2 52 62
Total 124 145 68 337
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The coding of the morphosyntactic structures for Mandarin polar questions reaches 91%

agreement (k=0.86). This kappa indicates an almost perfect agreement.

Table 37 Results of interrater reliability for morphosyntactic structures in Mandarin wh-

questions
Coder 1
Question ) .
No particle Particle Others Total
structures
No particle 212 0 4 216
Particle 3 25 3 31
Coder 2
Others 11 1 58 70
Total 226 26 65 317

The coding of the morphosyntactic structures for Mandarin wh-questions reaches 93%

agreement (k=0.84). This kappa indicates an almost perfect agreement.

Table 38 Results of interrater reliability for morphosyntactic structures in Mandarin

disjunctive questions

Coder 1
Question A-not-A
uestio Or A-not-A VP-Neg +  Others Total
structures .
particle
Or 7 0 0 0 1 8
A-not-A 1 72 0 0 0 73
VP-neg 0 0 2 0 0 2
Coder 2 A-not-A +
oder 2 A-not-A 0 0 2 0 2
particle
Others 0 1 0 0 1 2
Total 8 73 2 2 2 87

The coding of the morphosyntactic structures for Mandarin disjunctive questions has
97% agreement (k= 0.87). This kappa indicates an almost perfect agreement.

As for French, the results are shown and separated by question types, in Table 39
for polar questions, in Table 40 for wh-questions, and in Table 41 for disjunctive

questions.
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Table 39 Results of interrater reliability for the morphosyntactic structures in French

polar questions

Coder 1
. . . Particl
Question Inversion No 1nvers.10n article Others Total
structures (declarative) est-ce que
Inversion 75 1 0 0 76
No lnversolon | 11 0 5 217
Coder 2 (declarative)
Particle est-ce que 1 0 7 0 8
Others 0 1 0 151 152
Total 77 213 7 156 453

The coding of the morphosyntactic structure for French polar questions has 98%

agreement (k=0.96). This kappa indicates an almost perfect agreement.

Table 40 Results of interrater reliability for the morphosyntactic structures in French
wh-questions

Coder 1
uestion No Particle Wh-
s(t)ructures Inversion inversion est-ce que in-situ OthersTotal
Inversion 146 0 0 0 0 146
No inversion 4 44 0 2 0 50
Coderz ~ rarticle 1 0 44 0 0 45
est-ce que
Wh-in-situ 0 1 0 19 0 20
Others 0 2 0 0 90 92
Total 151 47 44 21 90 353

The coding of the morpho-syntactic structure for French wh-questions has 97%

agreement (k=0.96). This kappa indicates an almost perfect agreement.

Table 41 Results of interrater reliability for the morphosyntactic structures in French
disjunctive questions

Coder 1
sgziigizs Inversion + ou No inversion + ou  Others Total
Inversion + ou 6 0 0 6
Coder 2 No inversion + ou 0 2 0 2
Others 0 0 3 3
Total 6 2 3 11
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The coding of the morphosyntactic structure for French disjunctive questions reached
agreement between the two coders. However, the number of disjunctive questions is
relatively lower in this reliability test compared to the other two question types to the
extent that the calculation of Cohen Kappa value may not be reliable. Therefore, I only
present the results here with raw frequencies for the morphosyntactic structures of

disjunctive questions.

3.5.3 Register

In addition to question types and morphosyntactic structures, questions are also
coded for registers (i.e., narrative and dialogue) and interrater reliability was checked.
Similarly, the cases that were excluded from the dataset according to the coding criteria
(14 in Mandarin; 6 in French) were not considered in the calculation of reliability. The

results are shown in Table 42 for Mandarin and in Table 43 for French.

Table 42 Results of interrater reliability for register in Mandarin

Coder 1
Register Dialogue Narrative Other Total
Dialogue 527 12 2 541
Narration 32 198 4 234
Coder 2
Other 0 0 0 0
Total 559 210 6 775

Note that one case was initially excluded by coder 2, thus only 775 cases were considered
in the calculation of reliability. Hence, the coding for register in Mandarin questions has

94% agreement (k=0.84). This kappa indicates an almost perfect agreement.

Table 43 Results of interrater reliability for register in French

Coder 1
Register Dialogue Narration Other Total
Dialogue 593 18 0 611
Narration 5 212 2 219
Coder 2
Other 0 11 3 14
Total 598 241 5 844

The coding of the register for French questions has 96% agreement (k=0.89). This kappa

indicates an almost perfect agreement.
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3.5.4 Overall results of interrater reliability

Overall, the coding scheme for the three dimensions reaches a high level of

agreement between the two coders, as shown in Table 44 for Mandarin and Table 45 for

French.
Table 44 Overall results of interrater reliability in Mandarin

Dimension of coding Agreement Kappa score

Question type 96% 0.93
Morphosyntactic structure

Polar question 91% 0.86
Wh-question 93% 0.84
Disjunctive question 97% 0.87
Register 94% 0.84

Table 45 Overall results of interrater reliability in French

Dimension of coding Agreement Kappa score
Question type 97% 0.93
Morphosyntactic structure
Polar question 98% 0.96
Wh-question 97% 0.96
Disjunctive question 100% NA
Register 96% 0.89

As a result, the coding scheme in Mandarin and French achieves perfect agreement,
indicating that the coding scheme is robust and the results of coder 1 (i.e., the author
of this doctoral research) are confirmed to be reliable. Regarding disagreements
between the two coders, the final decision was made after a discussion with the other
raters in Mandarin and in French, respectively. If necessary, a third person (a Taiwan
Mandarin native PhD student and a Belgium-French native professor in linguistics) was
asked for confirmation. Thus, after the discussion (and, when necessary, the consultation

with a third person), the remaining cases without full agreement are retained in the dataset
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for the following comparable and parallel analyses. In the following sub-section of this

chapter, I will briefly present the statistical tests that used in the analyses.

3.6 Data analysis: statistical tests

The statistical analyses were carried out in the open-source statistical software R (R
Core Team 2024), including both descriptive and inferential statistical analyses. More
specifically, two generalised linear models (GLMs) were applied for inferential statistical
analyses of both comparable and parallel data. One was Poisson regression, implemented
via the g/mer function (Bates et al. 2015). It is used to analyse count data (e.g., frequency
of question marks) while accounting for random variability across sources (e.g., authors
and works), as this model is appropriate for modelling count-based outcomes (Winter
2020: 218). The other inferential model was a Bayesian multinomial mixed-effects
model using the brm function (Biirkner 2021). This model is particularly suited for
analyses involving more than two categorical outcome categories (e.g., question types).
In the current study, the only dependent variable was the number of occurrences of the
topic under investigation. Fixed effects were included, such as languages, literary genres
(fantasy vs. detective), translation status (i.e., source vs. target), while the model also
accounted for random intercepts for grouping factors, such as authors, translators, and
works. The R-code for these models is provided in the Appendix. In addition to the two
main generalised linear models, chi-square tests of independence were also included in
the detailed discussion of each topic (i.e., taxonomy of questions, wh-in-situ, and
particles). These tests were used in Chapter 4 for comparable results across languages and
in Chapter 5 to examine both parallel patterns between translation pairs and monolingual
comparison between non-translated and translated languages. This small-scale
inferential statistical analysis was used to examine whether the observed frequencies
differ significantly from expected frequencies. It served as a tool to assess associations

between categorical variables more closely.

3.7 Summary of Chapter 3

This chapter provided an overview of the role of corpora in cross-linguistic studies
of questions. The overview highlighted the need to broaden the scope of corpus-based
research on questions, as most studies are restricted to certain types of question structures,

such as declarative questions and tag questions. Only recently has Axelsson (2020)
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conducted a more comprehensive corpus-based contrastive study by examining the entire
question systems of English and Swedish. Pursuing a similar objective, the present study
aims to provide a thorough investigation of the question systems of Taiwan Mandarin and
French by means of a bidirectional parallel corpus. The design of this corpus was
presented in Section 3.2, together with the rationale for novel selection in the two
languages. The corpus material was uploaded on Sketch Engine, which was subsequently
used to automatically extract all sentences containing question marks. These instances
were then coded according to the annotation scheme introduced in Section 3.4, with
respect to question type, morphosyntactic structure, and register in fiction (narrative vs.
dialogue). The coding scheme was validated through interrater reliability checks. The
results reported in Section 3.5 demonstrated the robustness of the coding scheme
developed in the study. Finally, the last section of the chapter outlined the statistical
analyses employed, ranging from small-scale tests (e.g., chi-square tests of independence)
to regression modelling (i.e., Poisson and Bayesian regression models).

This chapter has provided the methodological foundation upon which the study is
based. On the basis of the bidirectional parallel corpus compiled for the study, the analysis
proceeds from three complementary perspectives: bilingual comparable, bidirectional
parallel, and monolingual comparable. The next chapter begins with a contrastive
comparison of the two languages under scrutiny (i.e., Taiwan Mandarin vs. French),

adopting a bilingual comparable approach.
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Chapter 4 Comparable analysis of questions in Taiwan Mandarin and French

This chapter first provides a broad overview of distribution of questions, followed by a
detailed contrastive analysis of questions in Mandarin and French, based on bilingual
comparable data from fiction. All observations therefore refer to the use of these
sentences in novels, rather than to general linguistic tendencies. It is divided into six
subsections. Section 4.1 examines the frequency of question marks across authors, novels,
and genres. Section 4.2 presents the distribution of questions in terms of their question
types, morphosyntactic structures, and registers. Sections 4.3 to 4.5 discuss three topics
in greater detail based on the overall results of the comparable analysis: the taxonomy of
questions and question particles, while the wh-in-situ phenomenon is analysed only for
French, as it constitutes the default structure in Mandarin. Section 4.6 summarises the key
findings of each topic and presents the hypotheses and expected findings for the parallel

analyses presented in Chapter 5.

4.1 Opverall frequency of questions in comparable corpus data

The bidirectional parallel corpus used in this study can be used as a comparable
corpus that contains six original novels in Taiwan Mandarin and six others in French. All
instances containing question marks were extracted with the advanced Concordance
function in Sketch Engine (Kilgarriff et al. 2014), searching for the character “?”. The

results are shown in Table 46.

Table 46 Question marks extracted from the bidirectional parallel corpus

Taiwan Mandarin French
(original) (original)
Raw frequencies 3,921 4,224
Relative frequencies
per 100,000 tokens 762 653
Corpus size (tokens) 514,540 647,180

A chi-square test of independence revealed a significant difference in the frequency of
question marks in Taiwan Mandarin and French (3 (1) =11.272, p< .001), indicating
that questions occur more frequently in Mandarin than in French novels. The higher
frequency in Taiwan Mandarin may reflect language-specific tendencies to use questions
to perform certain indirect speech acts (e.g., requests, suggestions, or permissions).

Alternatively, it may be related to non-linguistic factors, such as size of each novel, the
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author’s style, or the distribution of genres (detective vs. fantasy) in the corpus. While the
present study cannot directly address the first possibility, it examines whether genre-
related variation plays a role in shaping the observed distribution of question marks. Table
47 presents the frequency of question marks together with metadata for each novel in
Taiwan Mandarin and French, including information about the author, work, genre, and
text size.

Table 47 Metadata and frequency of question marks for the novels in Taiwan Mandarin

and French (raw and relative frequencies)

Novels in Taiwan Mandarin

Raw frequency

Text size of question
Author Work Genre (number mark
of tokens) (per 10,000
tokens)
= Yl 7
TR 3 i S %% 5 Detective 70,395 868
Chang Kuo-li Chdo Fan Jii Ji Shou (123)
BETR o FARAR : 1,117
) o Detective 113,488 ;
Chi Wei-jan S7.Jid Zhen Tan v (98)
BRE DR 685
% Di F t
Kevin Chen RMTy Gui Di Fang  Fantasy 99,742 69)
7% 9] BIARBF 519
Fantas 73,973
Kao Yi-feng Pao Mo Zhan Zhéng Y (70)
28 3 . 483
N B A Fu Ydn Ré Fantas 1
Wu Ming-yi 2R u Ydan Rén y 98,816 (49)
LR AL e Rite 249
Wu Mine-vi Tian Qido Shang De ~  Fantasy 56,281 (44)
umey M6 Shit Shi
Novels in French
. . 1,450
Franck Thilliez Gataca Detective 173,688 (84)
: . . . 1,204
Michel Bussi Un avion sans elle Detective 153,598 (78)
Hervé Le Tellier L'Anomalie Fantasy 99,591 (665 67)
Marc Levy Le voleur d'ombres Fantasy 70,879 (35733)
Pierre Lemaitre Trois jours et une vie  Detective 67,852 (3 4054)
Muriel Barbery La vie des elfes Fantasy 81,271 (22396)
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Building on these descriptive results, a Poisson regression was applied using the glmer
function (Bates et al. 2015) to analyse the number of question marks (i.e., dependent
variable) across genres, works, and authors in each language. The fixed effect is genre
(i.e., detective vs. fantasy). Given that one author essentially corresponds to one work,
only “work” is treated as a random effect in the statistical analysis. In addition, the text
size (number of tokens) of each novel was included as an offset to adjust for differences
in frequency of question marks. The model outputs are summarised in Table 48 and Table

49 for Taiwan Mandarin and French, respectively.

Table 48 Poisson regression output for frequency of question marks in Taiwan Mandarin

Predictor Estimate Standard Error z value p value
(Intercept) -4.5094 0.1226 -36.773 <.0001***
Genre Fantasy -0.6575 0.1513 -4.346 <.00071#**

Formula= glmer (Count ~ Genre+ (1 | Work), family = poisson, offset = log(Total),
control = glmerControl(optimizer = "bobyqa"), data = .)

Table 49 Poisson regression output for frequency of question marks in French

Predictor Estimate Standard Error z value p value
(Intercept) -5.0115 0.1801 -27.828 <.0001 ***
Genre Fantasy -0.3560 0.2555 -1.394 0.163

Formula= glmer (Count ~ Genre+ (1 | Work), family = poisson, offset = log(Total),
control = glmerControl(optimizer = "bobyqa"), data = .)

Based on the statistical results, the occurrence of question marks differs significantly
across genres in Taiwan Mandarin (z = -4.346, p <.0001), but not in French (z= -
1.394, p = 0.163). In other words, when text size is taken into account, the frequency of
question marks is significantly lower in fantasy novels than in detective novels in
Taiwan Mandarin. Regarding the effect of individual works, the estimated variance of
the random effect is small (0.029 in Taiwan Mandarin and 0.096 in French), indicating
that differences between works or authors have little influence on the frequency of
question marks. Thus, the occurrence of question marks appears to be unaffected by the
selection specific novels or authors, although the random effect variance is somewhat

larger in French than in Taiwan Mandarin.
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Since the relative occurrence of question marks is higher in Taiwan Mandarin than
in French, and given that genre has been shown to influence the distribution of question
marks in Taiwan Mandarin, I further examine cross-linguistic differences by analysing
the occurrences of question marks within each genre (i.e., detective vs. fantasy) separately.
Specifically, this analysis aims to determine whether the higher frequency observed in
Taiwan Mandarin at the initial stage persists when genre is controlled. The results for
detective novels are shown first in Table 50.

Table 50 Metadata and frequency of question marks for the detective novels in Taiwan
Mandarin and French (raw and relative frequencies)

Raw frequency of

Text size tion mark
Language Author Work (number questio
(per 10,000
of tokens)
tokens)
7k B 3L %> er AR B F 70395 868
Taiwan  Chang Kuo-li  Chdo Fan Jii Ji Shou ’ (123)
Mandarin BT AR FoFARIE 113.488 1,117
Chi Wei-jan Si Jia Zhén Tan ’ (98)
Franck 1,450
Thilliez Gataca 173,688 (84)
. . . 1,204
French Michel Bussi Un avion sans elle 153,598 (78)
Pierre . . 304
Lemaitre Trois jours et une vie 67,852 (45)

A Negative binomial regression model was employed instead of a Poisson model in order
to address the issue of overdispersion (Winter 2020: 227). This model shows an adequate
fit (dispersion = 1.47), as dispersion is smaller than 1, confirming that the estimates are
reliable, as shown in Table 51.

Table 51 Negative binomial regression output for frequency of question marks in
detective novels in Taiwan Mandarin and French

Predictor Estimate Standard Error z value p value
(Intercept) -4.502 0.186 -24.21 <.001
Language French -0.472 0.24 -1.964 0.144
Formula= glm(QuestionMarks ~ Language, family = negative.binomial(theta =

theta hat Detective), offset = offset, data = Q_Mark Detective)
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The results indicate although the frequency of question marks is a slightly lower in French
detective novels than Taiwan Mandarin, the difference is not statistically significant (3
=-0.472, z=-1.964, p = .144). In other words, the overall pattern in which question
marks are more frequent in Taiwan Mandarin novels than in French does not hold
within the detective genre. For the fantasy novels, the same statistical model was
applied to examine the effect of languages. Table 52 presents the information about the

fantasy novels in both languages.

Table 52 Metadata and frequency of question marks for the fantasy novels in Taiwan
Mandarin and French (raw and relative frequencies)

Raw
Text size  frequency of
Language Author Work (number  question mark
of tokens)  (per 10,000
tokens)
Fﬁ :Eg: 7[? ﬁ,i’&; ﬁ v \ - 685
A Gui Di F.
Kevin Chen upTang 99,8 (69)
2 3 BRBF 519
. . < s - 73,973
: Kao Yi-feng ~ Pdo Mo Zhan Zhéng (70)
Taiwan
Mandarin 2 e 3%
F G - 483
) Bk A Fu Ydan Ré 1

Wu Ming-yi 2K 1 Ydn Rén 98.816 (49)

% h R k=
Wu Mine-vi Tian Qido Shang De 56,281 (44)

v ey MG Shis Shi
Hervé Le , . 657
Tellier L'Anomalie 99,591 (66)
, 373
French Marc Levy Le voleur d'ombres 70,879 (53)
: : 236
Muriel Barbery La vie des elfes 81,271 (29)

The outcome of the Negative binomial regression model indicates a perfect model fit
(dispersion = 1.277), suggesting that the parameter estimates are robust, as shown in

Table 53.

197



Table 53 Negative binomial regression output for frequency of question marks in
fantasy novels in Taiwan Mandarin and French

Predictor Estimate Standard Error z value p value
(Intercept) -5.15 0.149 -34.47 <.001
Language [French] -0.164 0.228 -0.719 0.504

Formula = glm(QuestionMarks ~ Language, family = negative.binomial(theta =
theta hat Fantasy), offset = offset, data = Q_ Mark Fantasy)

The pattern is similar to that observed for the detective novels. The frequency of
question marks does not differ significantly between the two languages (f = -0.164,
z=-0.719, p = 0.504). Taken together, the results from the two Negative binomial models
suggest that there is no significant cross-linguistic difference in the frequency of
question marks within either the detective or the fantasy genre.

Overall, the frequency of questions marks appears higher in Taiwan Mandarin than
in French, with relative frequencies of 762 and 653 per 100,000 tokens, respectively. This
difference may initially suggest a language-specific preference for using questions.
However, it may also be influenced by non-linguistic factors, such as the size of each
novel, author’s style, or the genre of the novel. To examine these possibilities, several
regression models were applied to assess the effect of non-linguistic factors on the
distribution of question marks.

First, two Poisson regression models were conducted separately for Taiwan
Mandarin and French, with work and genre included as predictors. The results show that
the effect of work variety is minimal. In Taiwan Mandarin, however, a significant
difference is found between the genres (z = -4.346, p <.0001), while in French genre
has no significant effect. Next, two negative binomial regression models were applied
within each genre to test cross-linguistic differences in question mark frequency. The
results indicate that within both detective and fantasy novels, there is no significant
difference between Taiwan Mandarin and French. This suggests that the overall
higher frequency of question marks observed in Taiwan Mandarin does not persist once
genre is controlled and is therefore unlikely to reflect a language-specific preference.
Rather, the initial cross-linguistic difference appears to be associated with differences in
corpus composition, as well as language-internal, genre-related variation in Taiwan

Mandarin, although the present analyses do not establish a direct causal link between
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these factors and the observed cross-linguistic pattern. Given the importance of genre in
affecting the distribution of questions, it should be taken into account when analysing

patterns of language use in cross-linguistic corpus studies.

4.2 The distribution of questions in registers, question types, and
morphosyntactic structures

Following an overview and analysis of the distribution of question marks from
comparable data, this subsection presents the results of the coding for question types,
morphosyntactic structures, and registers in Taiwan Mandarin and French novels. After
closer examination of questions from these perspectives, contrastive insights are provided
in Section 4.2.4. The study excluded non-qualifying cases, such as interjections and
questions expressed in other languages (see Section 3.4 on data coding). Therefore, a total
of 82 cases in Mandarin and 28 cases in French were removed from the subsequent
analysis. The discussion begins with the results of the register coding, which offer a more
holistic view of how questions are distributed between the two registers (i.e., dialogue
and narrative). This analysis serves as the foundation for the examination of question

types and morphosyntactic structures in the following sections.

4.2.1 Register

Table 54 and Figure 12 present the overall distribution of questions across registers,
followed by the discussion of the difference between the two main registers (dialogue

Vs. narrative).

Table 54 Question mark distributions in the two registers

Taiwan Mandarin French
Raw Frequency % Raw Frequency %
Dialogue 2,765 72 2,959 70.5
Narrative 1,037 27 1,201 28.6
Other 37 1 36 0.9
Total 3,839 100% 4,196 100%
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Figure 12 Question mark distributions in the two registers

The distribution of questions across registers is broadly similar in Taiwan Mandarin and
French. In both languages, questions in dialogue account for over 70% of the data,
whereas fewer than 30% of the questions are found in narrative. Within each
language, the difference in frequency between registers is statistically significant in both
Taiwan Mandarin (3% (2) = 2976, p < .0001) and French (%> (2) = 3096.2, p < .0001). The
results of adjusted residual in Table 55 show that the question marks have significantly
higher occurrence in dialogue than expected (adjusted residuals > 2), while the
occurrence of question marks is significantly lower in narrative than expected (adjusted

residuals < -2). No significant difference is found in the category Other.

Table 55 Adjusted residuals for question mark distributions across registers

Taiwan Mandarin French
Dialogue 13.8 14.1
Narrative -10.2 -11
Other -0.6 -0.7

Given the significant differences between the two registers, the results presented in the

next two subsections (4.2.2 on question types and 4.2.3 on morphosyntactic structures)

are also differentiated by register.
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4.2.2 Question type

The questions extracted from the bidirectional parallel corpus were classified into

polar, wh-, and disjunctive questions, following the traditional three-way distinction.

Results are presented in Table 56 and Figure 13.

Table 56 Question types in Taiwan Mandarin and French

Taiwan Mandarin French

Raw Frequency %  Raw Frequency %

Polar questions 1,756 45.7 2,328 55.5
Wh-questions 1,617 42.1 1,793 42.7

Disiunct
1Sjunetive 466 12.1 75 18
questions
3,839 100% 4,196 100%
Taiwan Mandarin French

60%
2328(55.5%)

1756(45.7%)

1617(42.1%) 1793(42.7%)
40%

Count in %

20%

466(12.1%)

75(1.8%)
0% . . - .
Polar Wh Disjunctive Polar Wh Disjunctive
Question Types

Figure 13 Question types in Taiwan Mandarin in French
Polar questions are the most frequent question type in both languages, followed by
wh-questions and disjunctive questions. Notably, a substantial difference between the

two languages emerges in the distribution of polar and disjunctive questions, with a

discrepancy of nearly 10%, whereas the proportion of wh-questions remains largely
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similar. In addition to the overall distribution of question types, I also examine their

distribution across different registers, as presented in Table 57 and Figure 14.

Table 57 Question types in Taiwan Mandarin and French by registers

(raw and relative frequencies)

Taiwan Mandarin

Dialogue Narrative Other Total
Polar questions 1,341 397 18 1,756
q (76%) (23%) (1%) (100%)
Wh-auestions 1,100 501 16 1,617
q (68%) (31%) (1%) (100%)
Disjunctive 324 139 3 466
questions (70%) (30%) (0.64%)  (100%)
2,765 1,037 37 3,839
French
Polar questions 1,815 497 16 2,328
q (78%) (21%) 0.7%)  (100%)
Wh-auestions 1,118 657 18 1,793
q (62%) (37%) (1%) (100%)
Disjunctive 26 47 2 75
questions (35%) (63%) (2.7%)  (100%)
2,959 1,201 36 4,196
Taiwan Mandarin French
1815 (78%)
1341 (76%)
" 1100 (68%) 1118 (62%)
5 Registers
EEE Dialogue
B Narrative
657 (37%) Other
501 (31%) 497 (21%)
397 (23%)
324 (70%)
139 (30%) 26 (35%)
8 (1%) © 99/’ 3 (0.64%) s 8 (1%) _-472((623.07%
Polar D|SJunct|ve Polar Disjunctive

Question Type

Figure 14 Question types by registers in Taiwan Mandarin in French by registers
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Polar questions exhibit a similar distribution pattern in Taiwan Mandarin and
French, with over 75% of occurrences in dialogue and approximately 22% in narrative.
Wh-questions also occupy a substantial proportion in dialogue in both languages.
However, their frequency is slightly higher in dialogue in Taiwan Mandarin (68%)
compared to French (62%), whereas in narrative, wh-questions are more frequent in
French (37%) than in Taiwan Mandarin (31%). By contrast, the distribution of
disjunctive questions reveals an opposite trend across the two languages. While a
majority of disjunctive questions in Taiwan Mandarin appear in dialogue (70%), in
French they are more common in narrative (63%) than in dialogue (35%). Overall, despite
minor differences in the distribution of wh-questions, the register patterns are largely
similar across question types, with most questions clustered in dialogue, except for
disjunctive questions in French.

To assess the influence of internal variable (i.e., works) and its interaction with
registers and genres on question type distribution, a Bayesian multinomial mixed-effects
model was fitted using the brm function (Biirkner 2021). The dependent variable (i.e.,
question type) was categorical with three levels, and the independent variables, used as
fixed effects, were register and genre. Reference levels were set to ‘Disjunctive question’
(question type), ‘Dialogue’ (register), and ‘Detective’ (genre), with random intercepts for
work, which serves as proxy for authorship, as each work approximately corresponds to
a single author. The model outputs are shown in Table 58 and Table 59 for Taiwan
Mandarin.

Table 58 Multinomial mixed-effects model output for question types in Taiwan
Mandarin (Random effect: work)

Question type Posterior mean of 95% CI
yp standard deviation (lower, upper)
Polar 0.87 [0.37,2.16]
Wh 0.7 [0.28, 1.6]

Formula= brm (formula = Type ~ Register + Genre + (1 | Work), data =data MD]1, family
= categorical ())
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Table 59 Multinomial mixed-effects model output for question types in Taiwan
Mandarin (Fixed effects: register and genre)

95% CI
Posterior
Question type Predictor (lower,
mean

upper)
Intercept 1.38 [-0.22, 2.66]
Register: Narrative -0.16 [-0.39, 0.09]

Polar

Register: Other 0.61 [-0.58, 2.17]
Genre: Fantasy 0.08 [-1.51, 1.98]
Intercept 1.33 [0.19, 2.44]
- Register: Narrative 0.35 [0.11, 0.58]
Register: Other 0.74 [-0.48, 2.32]
Genre: Fantasy -0.27 [-1.72, 1.07]

Formula= brm (formula = Type ~ Register + Genre + (1 | Work), data =data MD]1, family
= categorical ())

As shown in Table 58, distribution of question types varies significantly across novels
in Taiwan Mandarin (Posterior mean of standard deviation = 0.87 for polar questions
and 0.7 for wh-questions; 95% confidence intervals do not include zero). Accounting for
work-level variation as a random effect, as shown in the formula under Table 59, both
intercept-based comparisons (i.e., the reference levels) indicate that polar and wh-
questions occur more frequently than disjunctive questions in dialogue within detective
novels. However, only the difference between wh- and disjunctive questions is
statistically significant. In narrative, polar questions are less frequent than disjunctive
questions, whereas wh-questions occur more often. Notably, only the contrast between
wh- and disjunctive questions is statistically significant, as the 95% CI does not include
zero. Therefore, the variation across novels exerts a stronger influence on the
distribution of question types. In addition, the register narrative appears to have a
significantly greater impact on the distribution of wh-questions.

The results of the regression analysis for French are shown in Table 60 and Table
6l1.
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Table 60 Multinomial mixed-effects model output for question types in French
(Random effect: work)

Question type Posterior mean of 95% CI1
yp standard deviation (lower, upper)
Polar 0.34 [0.02, 1.2]
Wh 0.26 [0.01, 0.87]

Formula= brm (formula = Type ~ Register + Genre + (1 | Work), data = data FR1, family
= categorical())

Table 61 Multinomial mixed-effects model output for question types in French
(Fixed effects: register and genre)

Outcome 95% CI
Predictor Posterior mean
Comparison (lower, upper)
Intercept 4 [3.37, 4.64]
Register: Narrative -1.8 [-2.33, -1.28]
Polar

Register: Other -1.97 [-3.42, -0.09]

Genre: Fantasy 1.15 [0.14, 2.27]

Intercept 3.53 [2.97, 4.1]
- Register: Narrative -1 [-1.53, -0.49]
Register: Other -1.28 [-2.75, 0.57]

Genre: Fantasy 1.22 [0.36, 2.22]

Formula= brm (formula = Type ~ Register + Genre + (1 | Work), data = data FR1, family
= categorical ())

Table 60 shows that the distribution of question types varies significantly across works,
although the low estimated standard deviations values (0.34 for polar questions and 0.26
for wh-questions; 95% confidence intervals do not include zero) suggest only a limited
impact on the use of question types. Compared to Taiwan Mandarin, French novels
exhibit even less variation in the distribution of question types. After controlling for
the variety of novels, the intercept results in Table 61 indicate that polar and wh-questions
are significantly more frequent than disjunctive questions, particularly in dialogue within
detective novels. Across registers, polar and wh-questions occur less often in narrative
and more frequently in dialogue than disjunctive questions, as discussed above (see

p. 201).
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The regression models for both Mandarin and French suggest that variation across
works influences the distribution of question types. Even when controlling for this
variation as a random effect, significant differences emerge across registers and genres.
In Mandarin, wh-questions occur significantly more frequently than disjunctive questions
in dialogue within detective novels. In French, polar and wh-questions both dominate
dialogue in detective novels, and their distribution differs significantly from that of
disjunctive questions.

Cross-linguistically, the variation across works appears to exert a stronger
influence on the distribution of question types in Taiwan Mandarin than in French.
The difference may be from the corpus composition, as two of the novels in Taiwan
Mandarin were written by the same author, while all French novels were produced by
different authors. Regarding fixed effects, register significantly affects the distribution of
question types in both languages, but in distinct ways. In Mandarin, this effect is observed
only for wh-questions, which becomes more frequent in narrative than in dialogue. In
contrast, in French, register influences both polar and wh-questions, and the same context
leads to a decrease in their frequency. This contrast suggests that the two languages
employ wh-questions differently in narrative of fiction. As for genre (fantasy vs.
detective), no significant effect is found in Taiwan Mandarin, whereas an effect appears
in French. This discrepancy may result from the unbalanced number of genres in the
Mandarin corpus or from the low frequency of disjunctive questions in French,
which may artificially amplify the observed effect. These cross-linguistic patterns are

further examined in Section 5.11.

4.2.3 Morphosyntactic structures of questions in Taiwan Mandarin and in French

In addition to question types, the extracted questions were coded for
morphosyntactic structure. As discussed in Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2, Mandarin and French
differ in how questions are marked using morphosyntactic structures. This subsection is
divided into two parts. Section 4.2.3.1 reports the results for Taiwan Mandarin, and
Section 4.2.3.2 for French. Finally, Section 4.2.3.3 provides a summary offering
contrastive insights into the morphosyntactic structures of Taiwan Mandarin and French.
Results are analysed by question types, register and the syntactic distinction between

typical and elliptical questions (i.e., those with incomplete sentential forms).
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4.2.3.1 Morphosyntactic structures of questions in Taiwan Mandarin

The main strategies for marking questions in Mandarin, as discussed in Section
2.2.1, include particles as in (4.1), question words as in (4.2), disjunctive structures as

in (4.3), and tags as in (4.4) (Li & Thompson 1981: 520-521).

@1 K ¥ B2

ni hao  ma?

2sG  good PTCL

‘How are you?’ (Li & Thompson 1981: 521)
4.2) # =7

shéi  qu?

who go

‘Who’ll go?’ (Li & Thompson 1981: 520)
(43) & & BR & R?

ni qu hdishi ta lai?

2SG  go or 3SG  come

‘Will you go or s/he will come?’ (Li & Thompson 1981: 521)

(4.4) #11 * vz KR F-R-EF?
women  qu chi shuiguo  hdo-bu-hdo?
1pL go eat fruit good-NEG-good
‘Let’s go eat some fruit, OK?’ (Li & Thompson 1981: 546)

In addition to morphosyntactic strategies, intonation is also employed to mark polar
questions. In the texts, this prosodic cue is manifested through declarative word order,
without any of the conventional strategies mentioned earlier.

As shown in Table 62 and Figure 15, 81.4% of polar questions are in typical
question form (n = 1,429), while 18.3% are elliptical (n = 327).
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Table 62 Morphosyntactic structures of polar questions in Taiwan Mandarin

(raw frequencies)

Typical question form

Dialogue Narrative Other Total
Particle 641 180 7 828
I(\L‘;;?;Zﬁé‘:)’ 451 143 7 601
Total of typical form 1429
Elliptical form
Noun 97 37 4 138
Tag 76 23 0 99
Verb 37 9 0 46
Adjective 15 1 0 16
Adverb 14 1 0 15
Preposition 3 3 0 6
Insubordination 4 0 0 4
Pronoun 3 0 0 3
Total of elliptical form 327
Total 1,756
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Figure 15 Morphosyntactic structures of polar questions in Taiwan Mandarin

Polar questions in Mandarin are usually marked by a particle (e.g., °% ma),

accounting for 47% of all polar questions, followed by 34% that use declarative word

order. Elliptical forms each account for less than 10%. These fragment polar questions

include: a noun as in (4.5), a tag as in (4.6), and a verb as in (4.7).

(4.5)

(4.6)

(4.7)

"I BRE D
keyi  ldogutjii?
yes  old.rule

“Yes, as usual?’ (X8R A8 % F Chdo Fan Jii Ji Shou)
T - 2] F N R BEA, =7

zhe  yi lidng nian  bu tai shunli shi  ba?

DEM one two year NEG so smooth COP PTCL

‘It's been a rough couple of years, hasn't it?’ (F0 FABAR St Jia Zhén Tan)

AT 7

jidé ma?

remember PTCL

‘Remember?’ (R3HF Gui Di Fang)
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The particles used in elliptical forms, such as *& ba in (4.6) and % ma in (4.7), are also

coded as such in the dataset. However, for reasons of methodological symmetry in
contrastive analysis with French, the present study provides a more detailed analysis only
of particles occurring in complete questions. This choice is motivated by the fact that
given that the main particle in French (i.e., est-ce que) appears exclusively in complete
questions. Particles occurring in elliptical forms are therefore beyond the scope of the
present discussion and are reserved for future research.

As shown in Table 63 and Figure 16, 80% of wh-questions in Mandarin appear in

typical forms (n = 1,299), and nearly 20% are elliptical (n = 318).

Table 63 Morphosyntactic structures of wh-questions in Taiwan Mandarin

(raw frequencies)

Typical question form
Dialogue Narrative Other Total
No particle 782 387 15 1,184
Particle 49 66 0 115
Total of typical form 1,299
Elliptical form
Wh-word 161 19 1 181
Noun 69 22 0 91
Adverb 12 0 0 12
Pronoun 10 1 0 11
Insubordination 5 5 0 10
Conjunction 5 1 0 6
Verb 6 0 0 6
Preposition 1 0 0 1
Total of elliptical form 318
Total 1,617
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Figure 16 Morphosyntactic structures of wh-questions in Taiwan Mandarin
Unlike polar questions, wh-questions in Mandarin are rarely marked by particles (e.g.,
€ ne): only 7% are accompanied by a particle (n = 115), while 73% of questions are

without particles (n = 1,184). Furthermore, particles in wh-questions occur more
frequently in narrative. Among the elliptical forms, the presence of a single wh-word

accounts for over 10% of the data, as illustrated in (4.8).

(48) w f@ ko H  — AT

si ge chitkou nd )T ge?
four CL exit which one CL
“Which of the four exits?’ (X 8rI8 % F Chdo Fan Jii Ji Shou)

Finally, disjunctive questions are relatively infrequent in Mandarin compared to
the polar and wh-questions. Nonetheless, the distribution between typical and elliptical
forms mirrors that of the other types. As shown in Table 64 and Figure 17, over 95% of
disjunctive questions take typical forms (n = 445), while fewer than 5% are elliptical (n

=21).
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Table 64 Morphosyntactic structures of disjunctive questions in Taiwan Mandarin

(raw frequencies)

Typical question form
Dialogue Narrative Other Total
A-not-A 253 90 2 345
B hdishi ‘or’ 28 26 0 54
VP-Neg 27 4 1 32
Particle +A-not-A 3 8 0 11
Particle + & & hdishi ‘or’ 0 3 0 3
Total of typical form 445
Elliptical form
Noun 6 5 0 11
Adjective 3 2 0 5
Verb 3 1 0 4
Adverb 1 0 0 1
Total of elliptical form 21
Total 466
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Figure 17 Morphosyntactic structures of disjunctive questions in Taiwan Mandarin

The A-not-A structure, exemplified by #k 7~ #% ¢ bui é ‘hungry or not’ in (4.9),

dominates the category, appearing in 74% of cases (n = 345).

(4.9) AT B 7 B 7
duzi e bu e?
stomach hungry = NEG  hungry
‘Are you hungry or not?’ (X8R A8 4% F Chdo Fan Jii Ji Shou)

In contrast, the alternative structure using a connective & & hdishi ‘or’ accounts for only
12% (n = 54). The total use of particle is minimal (3%, n = 14) and more commonly
appears in the narrative, as is also the case for particles in wh-questions. The most frequent

elliptical structure involves a noun phrase, as illustrated in (4.10).

4.100 " &k& AR = A samm?
changde na pian  hdishi dudnde?
long DEM CL or short
‘The long one or the short one?’ (B A Fu Yin Rén)

In summary, most questions in Mandarin follow typical morphosyntactic

structures, such as declarative word order, the use of particle, and the A-not-A structure,
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while elliptical forms are relatively rare. Two notable observations emerge. First,
particles are more frequently used in polar questions, as this latter often referred to as
“particle questions” or “ma questions” (Li & Thompson 1981: 547, 1984: 54; Cheng 1984:
89). However, the use of particles is less favoured in wh- and disjunctive questions, where
they are often omitted due to their optional nature (Pan & Paul 2016; Hsu 2020). Second,
both typical and elliptical forms are more prevalent in dialogue, although particles in
wh- and disjunctive questions tend to occur more often in narrative. These two
observations will be discussed in detail in Section 4.5, which presents a comparable
analysis of particles. The next section examines the morphosyntactic structures of
questions in French and subsequently introduces a contrastive discussion of these

morphosyntactic structures in Taiwan Mandarin and French.

4.2.3.2 Morphosyntactic structures of questions in French

Following the analysis of question structures in Mandarin, this subsection turns to
the morphosyntactic structures of questions in French. As outlined in Section 2.2.2, the
three main strategies to mark questions in French are intonation, inversion, and particle
use (Harris 1998: 237; Guryev 2017: 24; Druetta 2018: 23). While intonation serves as a
marker for polar questions in spoken language, it typically corresponds to declarative
word order in written texts, such as novels.

As shown in Table 65 and Figure 18, 67% of French polar questions appear in
typical forms (n =1,562), while 33% are elliptical (n = 766).
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Table 65 Morphosyntactic structures of polar questions in French (raw frequencies)

Typical question form
Dialogue Narrative Other Total
No inversion
(declarative) s 3 ? Lo
Inversion 228 255 0 483
Particle est-ce que 43 16 1 60
Total of typical form 1,562
Elliptical form
Noun 274 105 7 386
Tag 141 10 1 152
Verb 32 27 3 62
Preposition 30 20 2 52
Insubordination 32 13 0 45
Adverb 26 7 0 33
Adjective 18 5 0 23
Pronoun 9 3 0 12
Conjunction 1 0 0 1
Total of elliptical form 766
Total 2,328
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Figure 18 Morphosyntactic structures of polar questions in French

The most frequent structure is declarative word order, followed by inversion and the
est-ce que particle. The disparity in frequency across these structures is notable. In terms
of register, both declarative word order and particle occur primarily in dialogue.
Conversely, inversion is more frequent in narrative. Within elliptical forms, noun phrases
constitute nearly 17% of cases, as shown in the second question of A in (4.11).

(4.11) A: Et vous, vous étes  qui?

and 2SG 2SG corP who
‘And, who are you?’

B : Marc Vitral.
‘Marc Vitral.’

A: Son mari ?
P0SS.3SG  husband
‘Her husband?’ (Un avion sans elle)

Table 66 and Figure 19 shows that 68% of wh-questions in French use typical
question forms (n = 1,222), while 32% are elliptical (n = 571).
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Table 66 Morphosyntactic structures of wh-questions in French (raw frequencies)

Typical question form
Dialogue | Narrative Other Total
Inversion (wh-adverbial) 212 187 6 405
Inversion (wh-object) 163 138 5 306
Particle est-ce que 144 32 0 176
In-situ 106 8 0 114
No inversion (wh-subject) 51 56 1 108
No inversion (wh-adverbial) 79 7 2 88
No inversion (wh-object) 23 2 0 25
Total of typical form 1,222
Elliptical form
Wh-word 166 90 2 258
Wh-infinitive 35 73 0 108
Noun 55 16 0 71
Insubordination 15 33 1 49
Adverb 27 6 0 33
Preposition 13 5 1 19
Particle ¢a 17 0 0 17
Verb 2 4 0 6
Conjunction 4 0 0 4
Pronoun 4 0 0 4
Adjective 1 0 0 1
Particle donc 1 0 0 1
Total of elliptical form 571
Total 1,793
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Figure 19 Morphosyntactic structures of wh-questions in French

Inversion is the most frequent structure (40%, n = 711), followed by No inversion
(12%, n = 221), the est-ce que particle (10%, n = 176), and wh-in-situ (6.3%, n = 114).
Among the elliptical forms, wh-word (14%, n = 258), as in (4.12), and wh-infinitive (6%,
n=108), as in (4.13) are most common. However, the former tends to appear in dialogue,

while the latter is more frequent in narrative.

(4.12) Des  scientifiques ? Pourquoi ?

ART  scientists why

‘The scientists? Why?’ (Gataca)
(4.13) Et maintenant, quoi faire ?

and now what do

‘And now, what to do?’ (Trois jours et une vie)

Wh-infinitives, whose subjects are omitted and are typically the speaker or a general
referent (e.g., on ‘we’), are often used to highlight an issue with an object or circumstance
(Riegel, Pellat & Rioul 2009: 678). These questions do not necessary seek a response
from the interlocutor; rather, they require an answer through mindful reflection, as
deliberative questions (Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1323). Another elliptical form,
insubordination, is mainly found in narrative contexts. It involves a subordinated

conditional clause with an omitted main clause that implicitly raises a question ‘ What will
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happen?’ (Lombardi Vallauri 2016: 147; Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 890). This type of

question is often seen in written language and often hypothetical in nature (Coveney 2011:

123), as shown in (4.14).

(4.14) Et si elle en trouvait une ?
and if 3sG it find.IMPARF one
‘What if she found one?’ (Gataca)

Although disjunctive questions are relatively rare, they also tend to adopt typical

forms, as shown in Table 67 and Figure 20.

Table 67 Morphosyntactic structures of disjunctive questions in French

(raw frequencies)

Typical question form
Dialogue | Narrative Other Total
Inversion+ ou 10 22 0 32
No inversion+ ou 12 0 0 12
Total of typical form 44
Elliptical form
Noun 2 17 1 20
Verb 2 5 0 7
Adjective 0 1 0 1
Preposition 0 0 1 1
Pronoun 0 1 0 1
Insubordination 0 1 0 1
Total of elliptical form 31
Total 75
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Figure 20 Morphosyntactic structures of disjunctive questions in French

Most instances appear in narrative (n = 47). However, No inversion appears
exclusively in dialogue, as they essentially maintain the declarative word order, as in
(4.15), a structure typically associated with spoken language, as evidenced in corpus
studies (Coveney 2011: 126; Abeillé, Crabbé & Marandin 2012: 4; Guryev &
Delafontaine 2022: 61).

(4.15) ' est un mariage ou c' est un mort ?
DEM COP ART marriage or DEM COP ART dead
‘It's a wedding or it's a dead?’ (Un avion sans elle)

Elliptical disjunctive questions typically juxtapose options from the same lexical category
(e.g., nouns, verbs, adjectives), linked by the connective ou ‘or’, as in (4.16).
(4.16) Un  bandeau alors, ou une  jaquette?

ART headband then or ART dust.jacket
‘A wrap-around band then, or a dust jacket?’ (L’Anomalie)

In summary, French questions predominantly employ typical morphosyntactic
forms, including inversion, the est-ce que particle, and declarative word order (no

inversion). However, the distribution of these structures varies across question types:
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polar questions tend to use declarative word order, whereas wh- and disjunctive
questions more frequently involve inversion. Regarding register, while most questions
occur in dialogue, certain structures, such as inversion in polar questions, wh-infinitives,
and insubordinate conditional clauses, are more common in narrative, indicating that
register influences morphosyntactic choices. Nevertheless, due to the complexity of
morphosyntactic structures and the aim of purely describing the structures in the two
languages, statistical tests are not implemented at this stage. A comprehensive statistical
analysis of these morphosyntactic structures will be presented after all descriptive results

and the analyses of the three topics, in Section 5.11.

4.2.3.3 Summary of morphosyntactic structures of questions in Taiwan Mandarin and
French

Regarding the morphosyntactic structures of questions, both languages
predominantly employ typical forms across question types. However, each question
type has shown a preference for specific morphosyntactic structures. In Taiwan Mandarin,
particles are frequently used in polar questions, while wk- and disjunctive questions often
occur without particles. In French, polar questions typically retain declarative word order,
whereas wh- and disjunctive questions mostly involve inversion.

With respect to register, although most questions appear in dialogue in both
languages, register-based differences emerge when each structure is examined in detail.
In Taiwan Mandarin, the particle is often found in dialogue for polar questions but tend
to occur in narrative for wh- and disjunctive questions. In French, inversion seems to play
a key role in differentiating registers: for polar and disjunctive questions, inversion tends
to occur in narrative, whereas non-inversion structures are more frequent in dialogue. For
wh-questions, however, both inversion or non-inversion structures are commonly found
in dialogue.

Overall, this overview highlighted the morphosyntactic patterns of questions in the
two languages. While both show broadly similar tendencies, favouring typical form
and occurring most often in dialogue, closer examination reveals register-specific
differences in the use of particular structures. Following this overview, the next
section provides contrastive insights of question for the two languages from three

perspectives, registers, question types, and morphosyntactic structures.
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4.2.4 Contrastive insights of questions in Mandarin and French

This section examines the distribution of questions in Mandarin and French
monolingually, taking into account registers, question types, and morphosyntactic
structures. The main findings for the two languages considered separately are as follows:
(1) questions are used more frequently in dialogue, (2) polar questions are the most
common type, and (3) questions are mostly constructed in their typical forms for each
question type.

From a cross-linguistic perspective, however, a notable contrast arises. For instance,
disjunctive questions display an opposite register preference: they are more frequent
in narrative in French but more commonly in dialogue in Taiwan Mandarin. This
difference may relate to distinct strategies for mitigating face-threatening acts. In French,
disjunctive questions in dialogue are often reduced to polar questions, with only one
option in explicitly stated, thereby softening the face-threatening effect (Levinson 2012:
23). In Mandarin, by contrast, disjunctive questions often use the A-not-A structure,
which functions as a disjunctive structure without an explicit connective. This
implicitness serves a similar purpose to reduce the face-threatening impact.

Additionally, the two languages also diverge in how polar questions are formed.
Polar questions in Mandarin make frequent use of particles, whereas French polar
questions typically favour declarative word order. Moreover, a substantial quantitative
difference in the use of particles is also observed (Taiwan Mandarin: n = 957; French: n
= 236). This contrast likely reflects typological differences in the encoding of discourse-
pragmatic functions. Particles in Asian languages are necessary to convey such functions,
while European languages tend to use intonation instead (Hancil, Post & Haselow 2015:
18).

In summary, while Taiwan Mandarin and French share general tendencies in the
use and distribution of questions, they differ in the morphosyntactic realization of
particular question types. These cross-linguistic contrasts are explored further in the
following sections, which address three key topics: the taxonomy of questions, the wh-
in-situ phenomenon, and the use of question particles. Each of these discussions also
serves as the foundation for the bidirectional parallel and monolingual comparable

analyses in Chapter 5.
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4.3 Contrastive analysis: taxonomy of questions

From a typological viewpoint, questions are classified into two categories: polar
and constituent. However, many monolingual studies treat disjunctive questions as a
distinct type, as evidenced in Mandarin (Li & Thompson 1981: 520-521; Huang, Y.-H.
Audrey Li & Li 2009; Wang & Sun 2015; Liou 2020) and similarly in French (Beyssade
2006; Riegel, Pellat & Rioul 2009; Larrivée & Guryev 2021). As such, a three-way
distinction is widely adopted in the literature.

Despite the dominance of this traditional three-way distinction, Her, Che &
Bodomo (2022) argue that the dichotomy suffices to account for all question types. Their
argument is supported by pragmatic and semantic analyses. Pragmatically, there are
confirmation-seeking and information-seeking questions. Semantically, the distinction
lies in the number of set of propositions (singleton vs. two or multiple). Their refined
taxonomy is also reflected in the syntactic structures associated with each question type.
The theoretical validity of this dichotomy has been demonstrated across various
languages, including Taiwan Mandarin, Xiang (Sinitic) and English (Her, Che & Bodomo
2022), Taiwan Southern Min (Hsiao & Her 2021) and Paiwan (Austronesian) (Huang &
Her 2024). In addition, empirical evidence from experimental studies lends the support
to the dichotomy of questions, particularly in Mandarin (Hsu, Chen, & Her, submitted)
and French (Hsu, Allassonniére-Tang, & Her, in preparation). In line with the principle
of Occam’s razor, this empirically grounded binary distinction should therefore be
favoured for its theoretical economy and explanatory adequacy.

By integrating a range of theoretical perspectives and experimental findings, this

section seeks to address the following primary research question:

Research question: How can the distribution of question types be explained within

individual and across languages?

In response to this question, two hypotheses are proposed, each situated at a distinct level

of linguistic analysis, namely, the monolingual and cross-linguistic levels.

Hypothesis 1: Drawing on the theory of social economics of questions (Levinson 2012),
it is hypothesised that polar questions are most frequently used in a given language in

order to minimise the social cost associated with questioning.
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Hypothesis 2: Based on the dichotomy of question types and the findings from two
experiments of grammaticality judgement, it is posited that, although the dichotomy of
questions exists in both Mandarin and French, French polar questions are only marked
prosodically, lacking syntactic differentiation. Consequently, from a cross-linguistic
perspective, the proportion of French polar questions should approximate the combined
proportion of polar and disjunctive questions in Mandarin. This assumption follows from
the fact that, from a syntactic perspective, French polar questions subsume certain
disjunctive questions, since French lacks a clear syntactic distinction between the two

types, whereas Mandarin overtly differentiates them.

The subsequent analysis addresses the research question by empirically testing these two
hypotheses.
Table 68 and Figure 21 illustrate the distribution of question types in the two
original languages.
Table 68 Question types in Taiwan Mandarin and French

(raw and relative frequencies)

Polar Wh Disjunctive Total
_ 1,756 1,617 466 3,839
Taiwan Mandarin
(45.74%) (42.12%) (12.14%) (100%)
2,328 1,793 75 4,196
French
(55.5%) (42.7%) (1.8%) (100%)
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Figure 21 Question types in Taiwan Mandarin and in French

In both languages, polar questions constitute the most prevalent type, followed by wh-
questions and disjunctive questions, confirming the first hypothesis. Chi-square tests
indicate that the overall distribution of question types differs significantly in Taiwan
Mandarin (y? (2) = 783.8, p <.001) and in French (y* (2) = 1981.3, p < .001). Pairwise
chi-square tests were conducted to examine whether the differences in frequencies
between question types were statistically significant. In Taiwan Mandarin, significant
differences are found between polar and disjunctive questions (%> (1) = 892.20, p <.0001)
and between wh- and disjunctive questions (%> (1) = 741.05, p <.0001), but not between
polar and wh-questions (¥* (1) = 1.97, p = 0.161). In French, all three types of questions
differ significantly from each other: polar and wh-questions (y* (1) = 40.59, p <.0001),
polar and disjunctive questions (%> (1) = 3850.22, p <.0001), and wh- and disjunctive
questions (¥*> (1) = 3021.37, p < .0001). Overall, both languages show a similar
distribution pattern, with polar questions being the dominant types. However, in
Taiwan Mandarin, the difference between the frequencies of polar and wh-questions
is not statistically significant, unlike French, where all contrasts are significant.

The predominance of polar questions as the preferred question type can be
explained by the theory of social economics of questions (Levinson 2012). Questions
inherently carry a potential social cost, as they may impose on the addressee by requiring

a response and simultaneously expose the inquirer’s lack of knowledge (Brown &
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Levinson 1987: 66; Blum-Kulka 1987: 139-140; Levinson 2012: 16—17). Consequently,
questions within conversational contexts can lead to potential social costs, including face
loss and the risk of miscommunication (Levinson 2012: 20). According to this theory,
polar questions are expected to occur with higher frequency due to their effectiveness in
eliciting responses while reducing the amount of requested information and the associated
social cost.

As discussed in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.3.1, questions can be distinguished according
to the set of propositions they denote (Hamblin 1958: 166; Bhatt & Dayal 2020: 1124;
Her, Che & Bodomo 2022: 262-265). Polar questions consist of singleton sets of
propositions (with only one member), requiring confirmation of a single proposition
through closed responses, such as yes or no. In contrast, wh-questions prompt open-ended
answers, eliciting information from a broader set of possible propositions, known as non-
singleton sets (with two or more members). In addition, the set of propositions associated
with wh-questions may partially overlap with the singleton set of propositions in polar
questions, since answering a wh-question entails answering the corresponding polar
questions (Groenendijk & Stokhof 1997: 1094). Given that polar questions involve the
confirmation of only one proposition, they effectively reduce the quantity of information
requested. This reduction also helps to mitigate the risk of face loss. Consequently, it is
predicted that polar questions will occur more frequently in conversations. This prediction
is supported by empirical observation in spoken English (Stivers 2010) and by cross-
linguistic studies on question-answer sequences based on the videotaped corpora of
natural conversation in ten different languages (Enfield, Stivers & Levinson 2010). Hence,
nine out of ten languages exhibit a higher frequency of polar questions compared to wh-
questions in informal social interaction (Levinson 2012: 24). In addition to these findings
based on spoken data, the present study also supports this prediction. Although the
data analysed in this study come from written texts, a distinction between register in
fiction (dialogue vs. narrative) has been made, which provides access to the “spoken
language” represented in fiction. Accordingly, as illustrated in Figure 14 (reproduced here

as Figure 22), polar questions consistently outnumber other types in dialogues.
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Figure 22 Question types by registers in Taiwan Mandarin in French by registers

Cross-linguistically, the distribution of question types shows notable

divergence. As shown in Table 68 and Figure 21 (reproduced here as Table 69 and Figure

23), polar questions occur more frequently in French than in Mandarin, whereas Mandarin

demonstrates a higher proportion of disjunctive questions in comparison to French. This

observation is statistically supported by the results of a chi-square test of independence

(* (2) =356.63, p <.0001), indicating a highly significant association between question

types and languages.

Table 69 Question types in Taiwan Mandarin and French

(raw and relative frequencies)

Polar Wh Disjunctive Total
‘ . 1,756 1,617 466 3,839
Taiwan Mandarin
(45.74%) (42.12%) (12.14%) (100%)
2,328 1,793 75 4,196
French
(55.5%) (42.7%) (1.8%) (100%)
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Figure 23 Question types in Taiwan Mandarin and in French

This pattern is further illustrated in the association plot in Figure 24, which offers a
comprehensive visual representation of the relationship between question types and
languages. In this plot, blue indicates frequencies higher than expected, while red
signifies frequencies lower than expected.

Polar Wh Disjunctive

Pearson
residuals:

13

Taiwan Mandarin

(=T I

French

-12
p-value =
<2.22e-16

Figure 24 Association between question types and languages
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Accordingly, polar questions are more frequent than expected in French, while
disjunctive questions are underrepresented in the same language. Conversely, in
Mandarin, polar questions occur less frequently than expected, while disjunctive
questions, marked by a large blue box, display a strong positive association with the
language. This suggests a language-specific preference for particular question types.

As illustrated above, the distribution of polar and disjunctive questions primarily
accounts for the cross-linguistic differences in question types between Mandarin and
French. The underlying reasons for this phenomenon may be interpreted from multiple
perspectives. From a sociocultural standpoint, cross-cultural research in pragmatics has
shown that norms governing speech act performance (e.g., apologies, requests,
compliments) differ significantly across cultures (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain 1984: 197;
Meier 2010: 75; House & Kadar 2021: 21; McConachy & Spencer-Oatey 2021: 734).
More specifically, culture differences influence communication styles, such as the degree
of directness (Blum-Kulka 1987; Bowe & Martin 2007: 47, 57; Tawalbeh & Al-Oqaily
2012; Ly 2016; Ge, Park & Pietromonaco 2022). In the context of requesting, although
polar questions may reduce face-threatening effects for speaker and thereby lower the
social costs (Levinson 2012), they may be less conducive to preserving interpersonal
harmony, which is a core collectivist value emphasised in many Eastern societies (Yeung
& Kashima 2012: 448; Kim & Park 2015). In contrast, individuals from Western cultures
are often characterised as adopting more direct communicative styles than their Eastern
counterparts (Hall 1976: 91; Hsieh 2011: 284-285; Park, Uchida & Kitayama 2016).
Given the inherent directness of polar questions, they are more frequently used in French
than in Mandarin. While the sociocultural perspective provides a plausible explanation
for the observed cross-linguistic variation, it remains a necessarily simplified account.
Broad generalizations concerning cultural norms and communication style risk
oversimplification and may lead to problematic assumptions (Meier 2010: 80; Park et al.
2012; Spencer-Oatey & Kadar 2016: 75-77). Nevertheless, since this dissertation
primarily focuses on morphosyntactic analyses, a detailed exploration of sociocultural
factors falls outside its scope. The following discussion will therefore turn to a structural
explanation, with particular emphasis on the second hypothesis, which aligns more

directly with the theoretical aims of this study.
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As evidenced by the data, the second hypothesis is also supported: the
proportion of French polar questions (55.5%) approximates the combined
proportion of polar and disjunctive questions in Mandarin (57.8%). This numerical
proximity is thus theoretically meaningful, as it mirrors how structural distinctions
between question types manifest differently in the two languages. The experimental
findings on the dichotomy of question types based on morphosyntactic features (see
Section 2.3.2) indicate that Mandarin systematically distinguishes polar questions from
constituent questions (i.e., wh- and disjunctive questions) through a range of
morphosyntactic features (e.g., particles, adverbs, question forms). By contrast, French
lacks morphosyntactic tools to reliably distinguish polar questions from another type.
Since French does not reliably mark the distinction between polar questions and the other
type by morphosyntactic features, this structural ambiguity is reflected in language use.
In other words, some French polar questions in the corpus may contain another question
type. This interpretation aligns with the statistical results: while the frequency and
proportion of wh-questions are similar in both language, French displays a higher-than-
expected number of polar questions. This apparent surplus of French questions may thus
include disjunctive questions that are not formally marked as such. In summary, the
corpus findings corroborate the second hypothesis derived from the experiment results.
Therefore, the similarity in proportion empirically reflects the theoretical expectation that
the lack of morphosyntactic differentiation in French causes polar questions to possibly
encompass some disjunctive questions. A more detailed examination of the
morphosyntactic properties of French polar questions may further illuminate how
disjunctive questions can be subsumed under the structural form of polar questions.

The first piece of morphosyntactic evidence concerns the use of the particle est-ce
que. As discussed in Section 2.5.3, this particle can appear across all question types in
French (Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1402), as shown in the polar question in (4.17), the wh-
question in (4.18), and the disjunctive question in (4.19). The example for disjunctive
question is cited from the literature, as no such instance is attested in the present corpus.
(4.17) Est-ce qu' on peint chez les elfes ?

PTCL 3G paint PREP ART elves
‘Do elves paint?’ (La vie des elfes)
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(4.18) Ou  est-ce que tu vas  chercher des  idées pareilles ?

where PTCL 2SG  go search ART idea  similar

‘Where do you get such ideas?’ (Le voleur d’ombres)
(4.19) Est-ce que  tu sors  ou

PTCL 2SG  go.out or

est-ce que tu préferes  rester a la maison ?

PTCL 28G  prefer stay PREP ART  house

‘Do you go out or do you prefer to stay at home?’ (Druetta 2021: 91)

These examples indicate that the presence of the est-ce que particle cannot be used to
distinguish French polar questions from French disjunctive questions, as the particle is
grammatically allowed in both.

Further morphosyntactic evidence lies in the structure of disjunctive questions
and the use of the French connective ou ‘or’. As discussed in Section 2.2.2, disjunctive
questions are often analysed as a subtype of polar questions, frequently described as a
combination of two polar questions (Coveney 2011: 113; Larrivée & Guryev 2021: 11;
Abeillé¢ & Godard 2021: 1410). Conversely, the syntactic structure of polar questions is
considered degenerate in comparison to that of disjunctive questions (Karttunen 1977:
383, 391-392). Moreover, the disjunctive structure is often treated as a strategy for
marking polar questions (Siemund 2001: 1016; Konig & Siemund 2007: 297-298). This
theoretical view allows for the possibility that polar questions may contain a covert
disjunctive structure, such as or not in English in (4.20) or ou pas ‘or not’ in French in
(4.21). When this covert structure is made explicit, the questions become formally
equivalent to disjunctive questions. It should be noted that the two examples in (4.20) and
(4.21) are illustrated of the theoretical point and are not drawn from the corpus, as the

implicit element they exemplify are not overtly attested in natural data.
(4.20) Do you want to come [OR NOT]?

(4.21) Est-ce que tu viens [OU PAS]?
PTCL 2SG  come [or NEG]|
‘Do you want to come?’

In addition, the connective ou ‘or’ in French maintains the same form in both
interrogative and non-interrogative contexts, a pattern also observed in English, Italian,
and German (Mauri 2008: 28; Holzl 2018: 65—66; Druetta 2021: 99-100). In these

languages, the same connective is used to express both the standard disjunctions (i.e.,
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inclusive reading), as in (4.22), and interrogative disjunctions (i.e., exclusive reading), as

in (4.23) (Haspelmath 2007: 25-26).
(4.22) Mike is a psychologist or a linguist (inclusive or reading)

(4.23) Marvin died on Tuesday or Wednesday (exclusive or reading)

The key distinction between these two readings lies in the truth values of the propositions.
Under an inclusive reading, both propositions may be simultaneously true or individually
true. For example, as illustrated in (4.22), Mike may be either a psychologist or a linguist,
or both. In contrast, the exclusive reading allows only one proposition to be true, as in
(4.23), where Marvin died either on Tuesday or Wednesday, but not both. However, since
both readings are conveyed by the same connective, they are not easily distinguished on
a formal basis, but must instead be inferred pragmatically (Haspelmath 2007: 27). As
Abeillé & Godard (2021: 1743) point out, the exclusive reading tends to prevail when the

two propositions are presented in contrast, as illustrated in (4.24) from the corpus.

(4.24) Et s’ il I’ était, serait-ce avant ou
and if 3SG that COP.IMPARF COP.COND-DEM before or
apres la disparition — de Mme Courtin ?

after ART  disappearance of Mrs. Courtin
‘And if he was, would it be before or after Mrs. Courtin's disappearance?’

(Trois jours et une vie)
The exclusive reading is preferred because the two prepositions avant ‘before’ and apres
‘after’ are semantically opposed. In the absence of such contrast, the default interpretation
of ou ‘or’ is inclusive (Abeill¢ & Godard 2021: 1743), as shown in example (4.25) from
the corpus.

(4.25) Donc, vous avez des  démangeaisons, ou des  briilures

SO 2sG  have ART itchiness or ART  burns

sur  le visage ?

PREP ART face

‘So, you have itching or burning on your face?’ (L’Anomalie)

In this example, both symptoms are allowed to co-occur as truth values. That said, the
interpretation of the connective ou ‘or’ can at times be ambiguous, as illustrated by (4.26)

and (4.27).

(4.26) Marvin left on Tuesday or Wednesday? (Haspelmath 2007: 26)
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(4.27) Etait-il en migration lui aussi, ouen  fuite?
be.IMPARF-3SG ~ PREP migration 3SG  also  or PREP escape
‘Was he migrating too, or on the run?’ (Gataca)

In such cases, contextual cues become critical, especially when the propositions are not
entirely in opposition, as in (4.27). Nevertheless, unless overridden by contextual
information, the inclusive reading is generally preferred as the default interpretation
(Abeillé & Godard 2021: 1743). Given that inclusive readings in interrogative context
typically surface as polar questions, the association between polar questions and inclusive
disjunction further supports the theory of social economics of questions (Levinson 2012).
According to this theory, polar questions are favoured in discourse due to their potential
to minimise social cost. This interpretation is consistent with the corpus data, which show
that polar questions largely outnumber disjunctive questions in French, and certain
instances containing the connective ou ‘or’ display no clear opposition between
alternatives. Consequently, given the properties of the French connective ou ‘or’, a subset
of polar questions in French may indeed be interpreted as disjunctive questions. These
questions may, on the one hand, involve a covert disjunctive structure; on the other hand,
exhibit overt use of ou ‘or’, introducing ambiguity between the inclusive and exclusive
readings.

In sum, the analysis of the first part of the research question and the first
hypothesis reveals that polar questions constitute the most frequent question types in both
Mandarin and French, though in Mandarin they outnumber wh-questions only by a small
margin. This observation is consistent with the theory of social economics of questions
(Levinson 2012), which posits that polar questions are favoured due to their ability to
reduce social cost in interaction. With regard to the second part of the research question
and the second hypothesis, a cross-linguistic difference emerges in the distribution of
polar and disjunctive questions. While Mandarin has a higher proportion of disjunctive
questions, the number of polar questions in French is higher than expected, with their
total nearly equivalent to the combined number of polar and disjunctive questions in
Mandarin. This significant divergence can be attributed to both sociocultural (e.g., the
directness of communication style) and morphosyntactic factors. The latter aspect is
evidenced not only from the results of the experiment showing that in French, no syntactic
features (e.g., adverbs, question form) effectively support a dichotomy of questions. This

is further corroborated by the analysis of other syntactic properties, including the est-ce
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que particle, disjunctive structure, and the connective ou ‘or’ in French. Collectively, the
evidence suggests that a portion of polar questions in French may, in fact, represent
disjunctive questions in disguise. This aligns with the theory of social economics of
questions (Levinson 2012), as structural ambiguity allows speakers to reduce social cost.
Nevertheless, in contexts where social cost is less relevant, such as narrative in the texts,
disjunctive questions appear to be used more frequently.

In contrast, Mandarin displays a higher than expected frequency of disjunctive
questions, which are distinct from polar questions by certain morphosyntactic features
(e.g., particles, adverbs, and question form). In addition, Mandarin employs specific
disjunctive structures (e.g., A-not-A and VP-Neg constructions) and morphologically
distinguishes between inclusive (i.e., 2% huoshi) and exclusive disjunctions (i.e., 3& &
haishi). These morphosyntactic differences between Mandarin and French are clearly

illustrated by the structural distribution of question types observed in the corpus data.

4.4 The analysis of wh-in-situ in French

As discussed in the previous section, a notable cross-linguistic distinction lies
primarily in the use of polar and disjunctive questions. By contrast, the frequency of wh-
questions is relatively comparable in Mandarin (n = 1,617, 42%) and French (n = 1,794,
43%). In addition to this similarity in frequency, both languages share a syntactic structure
in the formation of wh-questions, namely, their question words can be found in-situ. This

is illustrated in (4.28) for Mandarin and in (4.29) for French.

4.28) & 1% 4R ?

ta xiang shénme?

3sG  like  what

“What does it look like?’ (F FAG4R St Jia Zhén Tan)
(4.29) Tu te souviens de quoi ?

2SG  REFL remember PREP what

‘What do you remember?’ (Un avion sans elle)

In Mandarin, wh-in-situ is a genuine syntactic structure and represents the default strategy
for forming wh-questions (Huang 1982; Cheng 1991: 10-11; Gryllia et al. 2020: 3; Pan
2022: 9; Chen 2024: 14). In French, however, wh-in-situ is only one of several available
structural variants and is not obligatory (Cheng & Rooryck 2000; Coveney 2011; Larrivée
& Guryev 2021: 13; Guryev & Delafontaine 2023: 300). Accordingly, the following
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analysis focuses primarily on French wh-questions. I will present the distribution of
in-situ across various French whi-words and examine the syntactic environments that
either permit or restrict the use of this construction.

Although wh-in-situ is one of the structural variants available for wh-questions in
French, this option is not uniformly applicable across all wh-words. As illustrated in
Figure 25 (reproduced from Section 2.4.4), each question word in French exhibits a
distinct tendency toward either in-sifu or fronted position. With the exception of wh-
words at the two extremes, most question words can occur in either position, though with
varying degrees of preference, which is influenced, in part, by the syntactic relation
between the question word and the main verb (Druetta 2018: 42; Fliessbach & Rockstroh
2024).

Qui ‘who’ Quand
Lequel ‘when’ Comment Ou
‘which one of them’ Comment ‘how’ ‘where’ Quoi
Quel ‘how’ (attributive) Combien ‘what’
‘which’ (adjective) Pourquoi ‘how much/many’
Que ‘what’ ‘why’ . .
| | |
| | |
| | |
] ] ]
Wh-initial Wh-in-situ

Figure 25 Distributional tendency of question words (Druetta 2018: 43)

In addition to the positional preferences associated with individual question words,
previous studies have shown that the use of whk-in-situ in French is further constrained by
both syntactic and pragmatic factors (Mathieu 1999; Cheng & Rooryck 2000; Coveney
2011: 130, 136-137; Shlonsky 2012; Guryev & Delafontaine 2023). That is, although
certain question words are more likely to appear in-situ given their syntactic relation with
the verb, the actual realization of wh-in-situ also depends on the broader structural and
discourse context. Syntactically, constraints arise internally from structural domains, such
as strong islands (e.g., complex noun phrases as relative clauses) and weak islands (e.g.,
negation, modal verbs, and universal quantifiers), as discussed in Section 2.4.3 and 2.4.4.
Externally, structural constraints include the presence of focus marker (e.g., adverbs

seulement), as in (4.30) (Mathieu 1999: 447) and the use of emphatic wh-expressions (e.g.,
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wh-diable), as in (4.31) (Obenauer 1994: 300). Both restrict the acceptability of wh-in-
situ.

(4.30) * SeulementJean arrive a faire quoi ?
only Jean arrive PREP do what (Mathieu 1999: 447)

4.31) * 1l parle de quoi  diable ?

3sG  talk PREP what hell (Obenauer 1994: 300)
Pragmatically, wh-in-situ is typically licensed in presupposed contexts where a negative
answer would be unexpected (Chang 1997: 42; Cheng & Rooryck 2000: 6), as
exemplified in (4.32).
(4.32) A: Marie a acheté quoi ?

Mary have buy.PTCP what
‘What did Mary buy?’

B:??  Rien.
Nothing.

In other words, the answer to a wh-in-situ question is generally expected and highly
answerable (Myers 2007: 153), given that the speaker assumes shared knowledge is
represented in the proposition of wh-in-situ questions with addressee (Rosemeyer 2023:
231).

Note that wh-in-situ questions are employed not only for information-seeking
purposes, but also as echo questions (Engdahl 2006: 104; Myers 2007: 152; Adli 2015:
179). The dialogue in (4.33) demonstrates the use of wh-in-situ in an information-seeking
context, whereas example (4.34) illustrates its use in an echo question.

(4.33) A: Ton fils, il lit quoi ?

2SG.POSS son 3SG read what
“Your son, what does he read?’

B: Des  bandes dessinées.
ART  comics
‘Comic books’ (Engdahl 2006: 104)

(4.34) A: Mon fils, il lit [inaudible]
18G.POSS son  3SG  read
‘My son, he reads...’

B: 1l lit quoi ?
3G read what
‘He reads what?’ (Engdahl 2006: 104)
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However, wh-in-situ is generally less constrained by syntactic and pragmatic contexts
when functioning as an echo question (Chang 1997: 17-18; Cheng & Rooryck 2000: 13).
Accordingly, the following analysis will mainly focus on non-echo wh-questions. The
discussion will address the following two research questions and corresponding

hypotheses:

Research question 1: Does the distributional tendency of wh-words in-situ conform to

the pattern reported by Druetta (2018: 43)?

Research question 2: Do the syntactic constraints proposed in the literature effectively
restrict the placement of wh-words, or can counterexamples be identified in the current

corpus?

Hypothesis 1: The in-situ tendencies of question words observed in the French

comparable corpus will align with the patterns described in Druetta (2018: 43).

Hypothesis 2: In line with findings from previous empirical studies (Mathieu 2004; Adli
2006; Zimmermann & Kaiser 2019), the syntactic constraints proposed in the literature

do not consistently limit the use of wh-in-situ.

These research questions and hypotheses will be discussed subsequently. First, I will
present the overall frequency of wh-in-situ across different genres and individual French
novels. I will then examine the distributional tendencies of specific question words in-
situ, focusing on their occurrences between two registers (i.e., dialogue vs. narrative).
Finally, I will analyse the syntactic contexts in which non-echo wh-in-situ questions
appear.

Following the coding of the morphosyntactic structures of the French wh-questions,
6.4 % of the wh-questions (n = 114) involve wh-in-situ. Figure 26 provides an overview
of the distribution of wh-in-situ across French novels and the two genres (detective vs.

fantasy).
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Figure 26 Distribution of wh-in-situ by genres and works

Over 70 % of the wh-in-situ appear in the detective genre (n = 83), while only 27 % are
in the fantasy genre. To assess whether genre predicts the use of wh-in-situ, a generalised
linear mixed-effects model was fitted using the g/mer function. Genre was treated as a
fixed effect, and individual works were included as a random effect to account for
intertextual variation. The results reveal no statistically significant difference in the
distribution of wh-in-situ between the two genres (z value= -0.5, p = .618).
Nevertheless, variability in the use of wh-in-situ is attributed to differences across
individual works (variance = 0.47). While minor variation exists in the frequency of wh-
in-situ across novels, this variation is primarily linked to the nature of question words and
the legitimate syntactic contexts in which they occur. Therefore, the following analyses
will concentrate on these two aspects to address the research questions and test the
corresponding hypotheses.

With respect to the first research question, Figure 27 shows the frequency of in-situ

structure across the wh-words.
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Figure 27 Distribution of wh-words in-situ

The distribution observed in the corpus supports the first hypothesis, as it closely
parallels the patterns reported in the French spoken corpus (GARS) by Druetta (2018: 43).
The question word quoi ‘what’ is the most frequently used in-situ, largely due to its
syntactic requirement to remain in-sifu, as shown in (4.35). The second most frequent in-

situ wh-question word is o “where’, as shown in (4.36).

(4.35) C’ est quoi, ton nom ?
DEM COP what POSS.2SG name
‘What is your name?’ (Gataca)

(4.36) Tu vas  ou?

2SG  go where

‘Where do you go?’ (Le voleur d'ombres)
Other question words, including quand ‘when’ in (4.37), qui ‘who’ in (4.38), comment

‘how’ in (4.39), combien ‘how much’ in (4.40), and quel ‘which’ functioning as a

determiner in (4.41), exhibit comparatively fewer instances of in-situ usage.

(437) On  commence quand ?
3SG  start when
‘When do we start?’ (L'Anomalie)
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(4.38) C’ est qui, cette Mélanie ?
DEM COP who DEM M¢élanie
‘Who is it, this Mélanie?’ (Un avion sans elle)

(439) Tu  fais ¢a comment ?
2sG do that  how

‘How do you do that?’ (Un avion sans elle)
(4.40) Nous avons combien de Chinois?

IpL have how.many PREP Chinese

‘How many Chinese do we have?’ (L'Anomalie)
(4.41) Vos employés finissent a quelle heure ?

POSS.2PL employee finish PREP which hour

‘What time do your employees finish?’ (Gataca)

These question words are not typically used in-sifu, but they do appear in a sentential final
position in specific discursive contexts, particularly where the role of interlocutors, the
range of the possible answers, and the expectations of the inquirers are highly constrained.
In other words, when an inquirer seeks information within an established context, these
wh-words are more likely to appear in-situ (Boucher 2010b: 108). For example, in (4.37),
the context suggests that the patient has accepted the therapy and anticipates its immediate
initiation. In (4.38), the name Mélanie has already been introduced, and the inquirer seeks
additional information about her. Similarly, in (4.39), the question is posed with the
presumption that the interlocutor has the necessary expertise to complete a challenging
task. In (4.40), the consultant has previously mentioned the grouping of individuals by
nationality at an airbase, and the president requests the specific number of Chinese
nationals. Finally, (4.41) involves a police interrogation at a crime scene.

Although these question words may freely appear either in-situ or in clause-initial
position (Druetta 2018: 41-42), their occurrences (7 = 920) in the corpus predominantly
exhibit clause-initial placement, with or without the subject-verb inversion, as shown in

Table 70 alongside the corresponding in-situ frequencies.
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Table 70 Frequency of wh-words by position in typical question forms

In-situ Fronted
Que (Quoi) ‘what’ 65 226
Comment ‘how’ 7 165
Pourquoi ‘why’ 0 159
Qui ‘who’ 9 126
Quel ‘which’ 3 99
Ou ‘where’ 15 95
Combien ‘how much/many’ 5 30
Quand ‘when’ 10 20
Total 114 920

Note that pourquoi ‘why’, unlike other adverbial question words (e.g., comment ‘how’,
ou ‘where’, quand ‘when’), does not appear in-situ in the corpus. While this absence may
be partially attributed to the limited size of the corpus, it nevertheless aligns with previous
observation that pourquoi ‘why’ is rarely attested in-situ (Rizzi 1990: 47; Beyssade 2006:
181; Myers 2007: 153; Coveney 2011: 130; Druetta 2018: 41-42). The question word
pourquoi ‘why’ is often associated with complex inversions (Grevisse & Goosse 2007:
496; Fairon, Simon & Grevisse 2018: 889), as shown in (4.42), which features both a full

noun phrase (i.e., Lucie) and a pronoun (i.e., elle ‘she’) as the subjects of the question.

(4.42) Pourquoi Lucie était-elle la?
why Lucie COP.IMPARF-3SG there
‘Why Lucie was there?’ (La vie des elfes)

Since wh-in-situ is often regarded as a characteristic of colloquial and spontaneous
speech (Adli 2006: 169—170; Coveney 2011: 130; Zimmermann & Kaiser 2019: 138), it
is predominantly found in dialogue (» = 106) and rarely occurs in narrative (n = 8), as

shown in Figure 28.
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Figure 28 The distribution of wh-words in-situ across registers

Among the eight instances identified in narrative, most involve the question words quoi

what’ (n = 6), as in (4.43). One case involves ou ‘where’, as in (4.44), and the other is
quand ‘when’, as in (4.45).

(4.43) Vous auriez ait lace ?
p

2pL  have.COND  do.PTCP what PREP POSS.1SG place
‘What would you have done in my place?’

(4.44) C’ est
DEM COP

quoi, a ma

(Un avion sans elle)

ou, ca, Bodrum-Gumbet ?

where that Bodrum-Gumbet
‘Where is Bodrum-Gumbet?’

(Un avion sans elle)
(4.45) Le pere d’' Antoine  était parti quand ?

ART  father PREP Antoine COP.IMPARF leave.PTCP when
‘When did Antoine's father leave?’

(Trois jours et une vie)

These questions are interpreted either as direct addresses from a character to the reader
as illustrated in (4.43), or as representation of the character’s internal thoughts (i.e
internal speech (Leech & Short 2007: 270), as demonstrated in (4.44) and (4.45)

In response to the second research question and hypothesis concerning the syntactic

constraints on the use of wh-in-situ, and following the approaches of Adli (2006) and

Zimmermann & Kaiser (2019), this section examines the syntactic contexts in which wh-
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in-situ occurs. The focus is placed primarily on internal structural constrains, including
negation, modal verbs, universal quantifiers, and relative clauses. The aim is to identify
any empirical evidence that may contradict the syntactic constraints proposed in the
literature.

Upon analysis of the wh-in-situ instances in the corpus, only two types of
counterevidence were identified. First, wh-in-situ may co-occur with modal verbs, such
as veux ‘want’, as illustrated in (4.46) and (4.47). Second, wh-in-situ may also appear

within embedded clauses, as shown in (4.48).

(4.46) Tu veux savoir quoi ?

2SG  want know what

‘What do you want to know?’ (Un avion sans elle)
(4.47) Tu veux en venir ou ?

2SG  want that come where

‘What's your point?’ (Un avion sans elle)
(4.48) Vous avez cru qu'

2pL  have believe.PTCP COMP

il s’ agissait  de qui ?

3SG  REFL act PREP who

‘Who did you think it was?’ (L'Anomalie)

However, the limited number of wh-in-situ instances in the corpus restricts the extent to
which the full range of syntactic constraints proposed in the literature can be evaluated.
Overall, wh-in-situ is more frequently observed in detective novels (70%) than in
fantasy novels, though this difference is not statistically significant. The findings
corroborate distributional tendencies of in-situ across French question words, as
previously reported by Druetta (2018: 43). The quoi ‘what’ and ou ‘where’ are most
frequently found in-situ, whereas other question words are generally fronted and tend to
occur in-situ only within contextually established discourse. Regardless of inherent
positional tendencies, in-situ question words occur primarily in dialogue, consistent
with their association with spoken French. Furthermore, while wh-in-situ is claimed to be
constrained by specific syntactic contexts, both prior empirical studies and the present
findings challenge some of these proposed restrictions, particularly the co-occurrence of
wh-in-situ with modal verbs and occurrence in embedded clauses. Although wh-in-situ is
one of the shared features between Mandarin and French, this section focuses on its

distribution only in French. These findings provide a foundation for subsequent analyses,
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such as examining how wh-in-situ structure is translated in bidirectional parallel study,
and exploring differences between non-translated and translated French in monolingual

comparable study.

4.5 Contrastive analysis: question particles

Regarding the previous section on French wh-in-situ, it is important to note that wh-
in-situ in Mandarin is argued to be licensed through the feature-checking mechanisms
involving question particles (Cheng 1991: 26; Tsai 1994b: 142—-145; Cheng & Rooryck
2000: 2). In other words, the presence of these particles enables the question words to
appear in-situ in wh-questions in Mandarin. Among the various question marking
strategies employed in Mandarin, particles represent a particularly prominent feature. In
addition, Mandarin has a rich inventory of particles (Chao 1968: 797-814; Li &
Thompson 1981: 238; Li 2006: 6; Chu 2009: 282; Pan 2021; Yip & Rimmington 2021:
151; Fang & Hengeveld 2022: 879). The most common types of particles in questions

(e.g., " ma, "& ba, "1 a, and "E ne) have been discussed in Sections 2.5.1.1 to 2.5.1.4.
Additional variants of the particle 7 a (e.g., *F ya, % la, *& wa) are also attested, along
with less frequent particles, such as % ou.

In contrast to Mandarin, as discussed in Section 2.5.3, French has only one
dominant particle, namely est-ce que, in questions. In addition, two other particles ¢a and
donc, are restricted to wh-questions. Despite the cross-linguistic differences in the use
and distribution of particles, both Mandarin and French employ particles as a marking
strategy for questions. Accordingly, this section mainly focuses on the syntactic
properties of question particles in the two languages, with some references to their
discursive and pragmatic functions where relevant. Moreover, although the focus of this
study is on canonical question forms, it is important to note that certain particles can occur
or only occur in elliptical questions, particularly the ¢a and donc in French. The research

question and hypothesis guiding this section are as follows:

Research question: What is the distribution of question particles across different

question types and registers in Mandarin and in French?

Hypothesis: Given that particles often carry pragmatic and discourse-related functions,

they are expected to occur more frequently in dialogue.
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In the following discussion, I will first examine the four main particles in Mandarin,

followed by an analysis of the particles found in French (i.e., est-ce que, ¢a and donc).
4.5.1 Particles in Mandarin

In Mandarin, particles appear in 957 instances of typical question forms in
Mandarin, accounting for 30% of all questions in this category. In addition, the use of

particles varies significantly across question types, as demonstrated in Table 71 and
Figure 29.

Table 71 Distribution of particles in typical form questions in Mandarin

Polar Wh Disjunctive Total
Particle 57.9 % 8.9 % 3.1 % 30.2 %
(n=828) (n=115) (n=14) (n=957)
No particle 42.1% 91.1% 96.9% 69.8%
(n=1601) (n=1184) (n=1431) (n=2,261)
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
1,430 1,300 446 3,173
1184
(91.1%)
1000
828
(57.9%)
Particle
601

Count

B Wwith particle

(42.1%) [ without particle

500

431
(96.9%)

14
(3.1%)

Polar Wh

Disjunctive
Question type

Figure 29 Distribution of particles in typical form questions in Taiwan Mandarin

Around 60% of the polar questions contain particles, while fewer than 10% of wh- and

disjunctive questions are with particles. A chi-square test of independence confirms a
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significant association between question types and the presence of particles (* (2) =
957.78, p < .001). As discussed in Section 2.5.1, each question type may use different

particles and certain particles are exclusive to particular question types (e.g., the % ma
and "& ba particles only occur in polar questions). The detailed distribution of individual
particles is provided in Table 72.

Table 72 Distribution of different particles across question types

"% ma "2 ba % o/lo Ml allalya R ne Total

Polar 666 112 29 21 0 828
Wh 0 0 0 20 95 115
Disjunctive 0 0 0 0 14 14

In the light of the marked discrepancy in the distribution of particles across question types,
as illustrated in Figure 29 and Table 72, a number of observations can be drawn.
First, particles are rarely used in the information-seeking questions (wh- and

disjunctive questions). In these cases, the particle (i.e., YE ne) is optional and typically

serves to reinforce the interrogative force. However, this force is already conveyed by the
presence of question words in wh-questions or the disjunctive structure (e.g., A-not-A) in
disjunctive questions, rendering the use of particle generally unnecessary. Exceptions
arise when speakers aim to fulfil specific pragmatic functions, such as showing relevance
to the previous context or signalling topic continuation, as illustrated in (4.49).
(449) A:[..LJER T % & 8K HIE ..

wéifan le Jiu hui  bianchéng hdiddn

violate ASP just will become sea.urchin

‘If you violate it, you'll become a sea urchin.’

B: 4 A @ k%A Am T R

ni kan  guo  shéi  bianchéng hdiddin  le ne’?
2SG see  ASP who become sea.urchin ASP  PTCL
“Who have you seen turn into a sea urchin?’ (8B A Fu Ydn Rén)

In this dialogue, the use of the "E ne by speaker B highlights the relevance of preceding
topic (“becoming a sea urchin”) and invites further interaction. Thus, the E ne particle is

primarily associated with topic management and discourse progression. By contrast, the

"% ma particle plays an crucial role in polar questions, as it is closely tied to the epistemic
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stance of the inquirer. This explains its much higher frequency compared to the "E ne
particle in the corpus.

Secondly, although Fang & Hengeveld (2022: 884) argue that the particle %% ma,
used in polar questions, only serves to reinforce the interrogative force, it appears to
function as an important marking strategy in Mandarin. In fact, polar questions in
Mandarin are often referred to as “particle questions” or “ma questions” (Li & Thompson
1981: 547; Li & Thompson 1984: 54; Cheng 1984: 89), underscoring the central role of
the particle. Moreover, the predictability of an answer may differ depending whether the
particle is present (Li 2006: 34-35). Consider the two following polar questions from the
corpus, (4.50) is a polar question with a particle, while (4.51) is without a particle.

(4.50) 47 hoid K 9

ni zhidao ma?
2sG  know PTCL
‘Do you know that?’ (78K 5 Pao Mo Zhan Zhéng)

4.51) & fnid ?

ni zhidao?
238G  know
“You know that?’ (RA& L&Y BT &F Tian Qido Shang De M6 Shii Shi)

According to the theory of predictability (Haan & Van Heuven 2003), polar questions
with the typical particle "% ma as in (4.50) show that the speaker holds significant
uncertainty regarding the answer (Chao 1968: 800, 804). In such cases, the response is
unlikely to be predicted and the inquirer has no clear expectation of how the interlocutor
will reply. By contrast, polar questions without the particle %% ma, which instead rely on
declarative word order and prosodic cues, as in (4.51), are used when the speaker finds
the answer relatively predictable. In these instances, the inquirer shows greater
confidence in anticipating the response of the interlocutor. In addition to their high degree
of predictability, declarative questions are highly context reliant (Poschmann 2008: 249;
Stivers & Rossano 2010: 8-9; Wang 2021: 594). They often carry an epistemic bias,
reflecting the speaker’s prior assumptions or stance (Gunlogson 2008: 103; Krifka 2015:
335-336; Kiss 2024: 11; Munteanu & Kiss 2025: 2). Specifically, speakers may lean
toward expecting a negative response, revealing a form of bias in their questions. The

question in (4.51) is then understood to convey a biased answer that the speaker appears
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not to expect the interlocutor to know the answer at the moment of asking. Taken together,
the contrast between polar questions with declarative word order and those marked with

the "% ma particle suggests that the latter constitutes the default and unmarked strategy in
Mandarin. Polar questions with "% ma particle typically seek neutral confirmation and

involve minimal epistemic commitment from the speaker. This may explain the frequent
use of "% ma particle in polar questions, particularly when the speaker aims to avoid
projecting bias or presuppositions.

Nevertheless, this finding contradicts the theory of social economics of questions,
which predicts a preference for declarative word order in polar questions (Levinson 2012:
23). This prediction is further supported by cross-linguistic studies involving ten
languages (Enfield, Stivers & Levinson 2010). However, my results are in line with those
of Wang (2021: 595) based on a spoken corpus of Mandarin. Given that theory of social
economics of questions is predominantly grounded in observations from Western
languages, the discrepancy observed here may reflect deeper linguistic and cultural
distinctions between Eastern and Western language systems. Linguistically, Western
languages often use inversion (i.e., word order change) as an additional morphosyntactic
strategy for questions, while Mandarin primarily relies on particles. In Western languages,
the use of declarative word order polar questions is preferred because it closely resembles
a statement, thereby reducing the social cost for the speaker. On the other hand, in

Mandarin, polar questions marked with the particle "% ma tend to convey a neutral

epistemic stance. In comparison, polar questions with declarative word order in Mandarin
often carry a bias toward a specific answer. Therefore, asking a polar question with the
particle would conform to the norm of politeness strategy in Eastern societies. This type
of polar question is perceived as more polite and less direct, making them more socially
acceptable in contexts where deference and face-saving are valued.

Finally, particles in Mandarin are generally associated with spoken language or
conversational contexts in written texts (Li & Thompson 1981: 238; Li 2006: 1; Fang &
Hengeveld 2022: 873), as they serve various pragmatic and discursive functions that
express emotive and epistemic nuances from the perspective of the speaker (Wu 2004: 2;
Chu 2009; Simpson 2014: 157; Pan 2021: 8). Accordingly, the present findings support
the hypothesis that particles are often used in dialogue. However, a closer look at the

distribution reveals that this tendency primarily applies to particles used in polar question,

248



which predominantly appear in dialogue. By contrast, particles found in wh- and

disjunctive questions are more frequently used in narrative, as shown in Figure 30.

100%

75%

Registers

. Dialogue
- Narrative

Other

50%

Count in %

25%

0%

Polar Wh Disjunctive
Question type

Figure 30 Distribution of particles by registers in Mandarin

This discrepancy can be attributed to two main reasons. First, as previously discussed,
wh- and disjunctive questions are more likely to omit particles compared to polar
questions. The particle in wh- and disjunctive questions often functions merely to
reinforce the interrogative force, since this force is already inherently encoded by the
presence of question words in questions. Accordingly, in spoken language context where
communicative efficiency is prioritised, such particles are more likely to be omitted.
Secondly, unlike the particles used in polar questions (e.g., *% ma and "& ba), the
& ne particle typically found in wh- and disjunctive questions serves primarily to enhance
contextual relevance (Li & Thompson 1981: 306; Chu 2009: 298). In other words, the
function of the "E ne particle is closely tied to discourse structure. It maintains coherence

with preceding context, thereby facilitating the progression of ideas within a relevant
thematic frame (Chu 2009). Moreover, it encourages participation from the addressee. In
fictional texts, the "E ne particle plays a crucial role in driving the narrative forward, as

illustrated in (4.52).
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(4.52) hEA % R R

xidohéirén pingchang  dou zai  xidng shénme
little.black.man  usually all ASP  think what
E) % ?

shiging  ne?

thing PTCL

‘What's usually on the little black man's mind?’
(KA L&Y RATER Tian Qido Shang De Mo Shii Shi)

This context explores the internal reflections of Little black man. The sentence preceding
the question describes his contemplative posture, setting the stage for introspection. The
use of the YE ne particle in (4.52) contributes to maintaining thematic continuity and
facilitates the development of subsequent thoughts concerning the mental state of Little
black man. Beyond its role in discourse progression, questions with the %E ne particle can

also serve to engage readers directly, as illustrated in (4.53).

453) # B g B i

ta xidng cong widing  tdoyl

3G want from roof escape

2 4 R £ %’ ?

danshi wang nd tdio  ne?

but  to where escape PTCL

‘He wanted to escape from the roof, but where?’ (Ao FRAAIR St Jid Zhén Tan)

The %E ne particle in (4.53) enhances the interrogative force by framing the question from
a neutral narrative or character perspective, encouraging reader engagement to consider
possible places of refuge sought by the character. The function of the Y& ne particle aligns
with the broader narrative technique observed in fictional texts, where questions in
narrative do not necessarily seek information or elicit answers, particularly in the absence
of a direct addressee (Solomon 1990: 91, 92). Rather, such questions are strategically
employed to guide readers through a chain of thoughts and to foster deeper engagement
with the unfolding narrative, which helps maintain their interest in the story (Solomon
1990: 98, 101).

In Mandarin, particles predominantly appear in polar questions, where they
influence the epistemic stance of the speaker and the perceived predictability of the
response. Conversely, wh- and disjunctive questions often omit particles due to their

redundant role in merely reinforcing the interrogative force. However, when wh- and
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disjunctive questions add a particle, its usage is often found in the narrative. This
pattern aligns with functional role of such particles, particularly YE ne, in maintaining

contextual coherence. In essence, they contribute to the narrative flow and serve to
encourage reader engagement.

In the following section, the focus shifts to French particles. While French does not
exhibit the same degree of particle diversity as Mandarin, several noteworthy parallels

can be drawn between the two languages.

4.5.2 Particles in French

Particles in French include est-ce que, ¢a, and donc. The est-ce que particle occurs
exclusively with typical question forms and is frequently compared with subject-verb
inversion. In contrast, the ¢a and donc particles are restricted to use in fragment wh-
questions, where they fulfil specific pragmatic functions. This subsection first examines
the overall distribution of the est-ce que particle across different question types and
registers. It then turns to a discussion of the use and function of ¢a and donc particles in
fragment wh-questions.

In the present corpus, the est-ce que particle is attested only in polar and wh-
questions, as shown in (4.54) and (4.55). In addition, it is predominantly found in wh-
questions rather than in polar questions, as illustrated in Figure 31. Although the particle
est-ce que can also be used in disjunctive questions (see Section 2.5.3.1), such usage is

not observed in the current dataset, possibly due to the corpus size.

(4.54) Est-ce que  tout est normal ? (Polar question)

PTCL all COP  normal

‘Is everything normal?’ (Gataca)
(4.55) Qu'  est-ce que tu fais  ici ? (Wh-question)

what PTCL 2sG  do here

‘What are you doing here?’ (Un avion sans elle)
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Figure 31 Distribution of the est-ce que particle across question types

The use of the est-ce que particle accounts for only 3.8% (n = 60) of polar questions and
14.4% (n = 176) of wh-questions. Although the relative frequency of the particle in wh-
questions may seem low, it corresponds to about one wh-questions in seven, highlighting
that est-ce que occurs with regularity. While the est-ce que particle does appear more
frequently in wh-questions, its distribution is not uniform across different question words,

as shown in Table 73.

Table 73 Distribution of the est-ce que across question words

Que ‘what’  Ou ‘where’ Pourquoi ‘why’ Total

Frequency 172 3 1 176

The most common pairing is with the question word que ‘what’, as in (4.56).

(4.56) Qu' est-ce que je dois dessiner ?
what PTCL 1sG  should draw
‘What do I have to draw’ (L'Anomalie)

While the est-ce que particle is also used with other question words, such as o ‘where’
in (4.57) and pourquoi ‘why’ in (4.58), these co-occurrences are comparatively rare (Adli

2015: 182; Rossi-Gensane et al. 2021: 170; Benzitoun 2022: 8).

(4.57) Ou  est-ce que tu vas  chercher des  idées pareilles ?
where PTCL 28G  go find ART idea same
‘Where do you get ideas like that?’ (Le voleur d'ombres)
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(4.58) Pourquoi est-ce que je reviens

why PTCL I1SG  come.back

toujours  a cette  histoire ?

always ~ PREP DEM history

‘Why do I keep coming back to this story?’ (La vie des elfes)

Previous studies have demonstrated variations in the frequency of the est-ce que particle
across both spoken and written French (see Section 2.5.3.1 and Guryev 2017: 114, 116—
117). In the present study, the overall frequency of the est-ce que particle is relatively
low. This observation aligns with the findings from other studies based on written
French, such as text messages (Guryev 2017: 197; Guryev & Delafontaine 2022: 58) and
novels (Reinhardt 2019: 260). Although the use of particle may be less common than
other structures (e.g., declarative word order or inversion) in both polar and wh-questions,
its occurrence is notably higher in wh-questions, as has been observed in previous studies
(Guryev 2017; Reinhardt 2019: 260). Moreover, the frequent co-occurrence of the est-ce
que particle with the question word gue ‘what’ has been documented in other studies
(Fromaigeat 1938: 28; Boucher 2010b: 114; Coveney 2011: 116; Dekhissi 2013: 114;
Adli 2015: 191; Guryev 2017: 198). This strong association can be attributed to their
long-standing usage, tracing back to ancient French (Rouquier 2002: 101). Additionally,
regardless of its syntactic roles as a subject or an object, the use of que ‘what’ in clause-
initial position poses greater structural challenges (see Section 2.4.2). While the use of
the est-ce que particle may appear uneven across question types and question words, it is
nevertheless frequently observed in fictional dialogue. This is reflected in Table 74 by
question types and Table 75 by question words. Note that the other register is excluded

from both tables, as it is not pertinent to the following analyses.

Table 74 Distribution of the est-ce que particle by registers and question types

Question type Dialogue Narrative Total
43 16 59
Polar
(72.9%) (27.1%) (100%)
144 32 176
Wh
(81.8%) (18.2%) (100%)
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Table 75 Distribution of the est-ce que particle by registers and question words

Question word Dialogue Narrative Total
140 32 172
Que ‘what’
(81.4%) (18.6%) (100%)
Ou ‘where’ 3 0 3
Pourgquoi ‘why’ 1 0 1

Both tables highlight the predominance of the est-ce que particle in dialogue. This
observation is consistent with prior research, which notes that this particle is frequently
used in spoken French (Druetta 2002: 67, 2011: 29), while it is often considered inelegant
in written French (Coveney 2011: 124). The frequent use of the est-ce que particle in
speech may be attributed to its discursive and pragmatic functions. Beyond
reinforcing the interrogative force, the est-ce que particle can be used to show politeness
(Myers 2007: 177; Debaisieux & Boulton 2007: 36; Coveney 2011: 141) or to mark a
shift in conversational topic (Boucher 2010a: 68, 2010b: 115;). These functions indicate
that the est-ce que particle semantically conveys a weak presupposition (Coveney 2011:
142). For example, in example (4.59), the speaker addresses a school teacher by asking
her important questions. The two polar questions introduced by the est-ce que particle
may reflect politeness when addressing unfamiliar. In example (4.60), the speaker refers
to having attended the funeral and then abruptly shifts the conversational topic from the
funeral to the interlocutor’s present activity. This sudden transition illustrates the function
of particle in marking topic shifts. However, since the study focuses primarily on
morphosyntactic aspects and does not explicitly code for the particle functions, these two

examples are included merely to illustrate the aforementioned points.

(4.59) Excusez-moi, madame |...]
excuse-me ma’am

Est-ce que  les enseignants sortent pour surveiller les éléves ?
PTCL ART  teachers go.out PREP watch.INF ART student

Est-ce que  cette grille, la-bas, vous la fermez  chaque fois ?

PTCL DEM gate there 2SG it close each  time
‘Excuse me, ma’am [...] Do the teachers go out to supervise the students? Do you
close that gate over there every time?’ (Gataca)
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(4.60) J' éetais présent aux  obséeques de ta mere |[...]
I1SG  IMPARF  present PREP funeral = PREP POSS.2SG mother

Qu' est-ce que tu es venu chercher
what PTCL 2SG  COP come.PTCP  look.INF

dans cette cour d' école?

PREP DEM yard PREP school

‘I was present at your mother’s funeral [...] What did you come to look for in this

schoolyard?’ (Le voleur d'ombres)
At the same time, given its relatively modest or low level of interactive potential (Guryev
& Delafontaine 2022: 63), it is also plausible that the est-ce que particle appears in
narrative of fictions, particularly in monologues where the interlocutor remains
unidentified, as illustrated in (4.61) and in (4.62).

(4.61) Une autre idée pas  si absurde:
ART other idea NEG so absurd

est-ce qu' une  fausse vie existe apres notre fausse mort ?
PTCL ART false lifeexist after POsSs.1PL false death
‘ Another not-so-absurd idea: does a false life exist after our false death?’
(L'Anomalie)
(4.62) Qu'  est-ce que j' ai fait?
what PTCL I1sG  have do.PTCP
‘What have I done?’ (Trois jours et une vie)

In addition to the est-ce que particle, the particles ¢a and donc are also attested in
the corpus. However, their frequencies are considerably lower in comparison, and their
occurrences are exclusively confined to dialogue, as shown in Table 76. This restricted

distribution may be attributed to their specific discourse functions and pragmatic force

(Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 260).

Table 76 Distribution of the ¢a and donc particle across registers

Dialogue  Narrative Other Total
Particle ¢a 17 0 0 17
Particle donc 1 0 0 1

In the corpus, these particles are restricted to elliptical wh-questions, as illustrated in (4.63)
and (4.64).
(4.63) Comment ¢a?

how PTCL
‘What do you mean by that?’ (Trois jours et une vie)
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(4.64) Pourquoi donc ?
why PTCL
‘Why is that?’ (L'Anomalie)

Both particles can co-occur with nearly any type of question word (Lefeuvre 2018: 183),

although certain tendencies emerge depending on the specific question words, as shown

in Table 77.

Table 77 Distribution of the ¢a and donc particle across question words

Comment  Qui Ou Quoi  Pourquoi Total
‘how’  ‘who’ ‘where’  ‘what’ ‘why’
Particle ¢a 13 2 1 1 0 17
Particle donc 0 0 0 0 1 1

The distribution observed in the corpus aligns with previous findings reported by
Smirnova & Abeillé (2021: 246-247). In particular, the analyses indicate that comment
‘how’ is among the most frequently used question words in wh-¢a, while pourquoi
‘why’ is commonly found in wh-donc constructions. In terms of syntactic structure,
these elliptical wh-questions with particles follow two patterns. The first is wh-sluicing,
as seen in (4.63) and (4.64). The second is known as wh-stripping, in which a remnant
from the precedent context follows the elliptical question. This may take the form of a
full clause, as in the interrogative sentence nous sommes quoi ? “What are we?’ in (4.65)

or a noun phrase tout le monde ‘everyone’ in (4.66).

(4.65) Comment c¢a, nous sommes  quoi ?
how PTCL IPL  CoOP what
‘What do you mean, we're what?’ (La vie des elfes)

(4.66) Qui ¢a, tout le monde ?
who PTCL all ART  world
‘Who, everyone?’ (Un avion sans elle)
In the present study, among the questions containing the ¢a particle, seven instances
correspond to the first type (i.e., wh-sluicing), while ten fall under the second type (i.e.,
wh-stripping). In the latter cases, the particle ¢a functions as a device to establish
coreference with the preceding discourse (Druetta 2018: 34; Lefeuvre 2018: 197). The
repeated fragment serves to specify a referent from the prior context, prompting the
interlocutor to provide further explanation. In other words, such questions are employed

to narrow down and refine the topic under discussion. As demonstrated in the two
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examples above, these fragments facilitate the rapid clarification of ambiguous or
contextually underdetermined elements in the preceding utterance.

Regarding the donc particle, the only instance identified in the corpus appears in a
wh-sluicing, as shown in (4.64). This elliptical form is the most frequently attested usage
for the donc particle, with pourquoi ‘why’ being among the most commonly co-occurring
question words (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 257). However, non-elliptical use of donc
seems to be more widespread overall (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021: 254), as evidenced by
the two cases in (4.67) and (4.68) found in the present corpus.

(4.67) Qui  donc I a trompé ?

who PTCL him have deceive.PTCP
‘Who deceived him?’ (La vie des elfes)

(4.68) A qui  donc que tu parles ?

PREP who PTCL COMP 2SG talk

‘Who are you talking to?’ (La vie des elfes)
Regardless of whether its form is elliptical or non-elliptical, the use of the donc particle
serves to primarily to signal the continuation of a discourse (Smirnova & Abeillé 2021:
261). For instance, the question Pourquoi donc ? ‘why’ in (4.64) is used by a host in
response to a speaker’s comment on the shared responsibility in virtual spaces. The host
expresses a desire to further explore the rationale behind this claim and invites the speaker
to elaborate by asking the question in (4.64). This invitation is taken up in the subsequent

turn, as shown in (4.69).

(4.69) Parce que[...] ce test ne nous est pas  destiné
because DEM test NEG us.OBJ COP NEG aim.PTCP
en tant qu’ individus.
as individual
‘Because this test is not designed for us as individuals.’ (L'Anomalie)

Overall, the particles (i.e., est-ce que, ¢a, and donc) used in French are largely
observed in dialogue. This tendency can be attributed to the fact that the primary
functions of these particle are discourse-related. Regarding their distribution across
question types, although ¢a and donc occur exclusively in wh-questions, the est-ce que
particle also appears more frequently in wh-questions than in polar questions.
Moreover, the est-ce que particle often co-occurs with the question word que ‘what’,

possibly because this pairing constitutes the earliest attested case of such co-occurrence
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in the language. No instance of est-ce que is found in disjunctive questions, which may
be due to the limited corpus size. These observations on the syntactic forms and pragmatic
functions of French particles set the stage for broader comparison with Mandarin.

The use of particles is observed in both Taiwan Mandarin and French and their
occurrence is most frequent in dialogue. However, the two languages differ
considerably in the number and distribution of particles. While particles account for
30% occurrence (n = 957) in Taiwan Mandarin, they represent only 8% in French (n =
236). Furthermore, most particles in Taiwan Mandarin are clustered in polar questions (n
= 828), whereas in French they are most often attested in French wh-questions (n = 176).
Although particles predominantly appear in dialogue, they show a higher frequency in
wh- and disjunctive questions in Taiwan Mandarin. This may be attributed to the fact that

the particles used in these two question types (e.g., & ne) primarily serve to maintain

contextual coherence, a function that appears to be more closely associated with written
language than spoken language.

The following section provides an overall summary of the analyses presented in this
chapter. Based on these findings, the final section also offers insights and formulates

hypotheses for the subsequent analyses in Chapter 5.

4.6 Contrastive analysis: summary and insights to parallel analyses

To summarise this chapter’s comparable analysis, the main findings are organised
around three key topics: question types, wh-in-situ, and question particles.

First, regarding question types, polar questions are the most prevalent question
type in both corpora. However, a significant difference was observed in the overall
distribution of the three question types across the two languages (3> = 358.71, df =2, p
< .0001). Specifically, Mandarin has fewer polar questions and more disjunctive
questions than expected, while French shows the opposite pattern: more polar questions
and fewer disjunctive questions. This discrepancy may be explained from two
perspectives. From a sociocultural perspective, the communication style in Mandarin
tends to be less direct, while French tends toward directness, frequently using polar
questions to minimise social cost and reduce face-threatening acts for the speakers. From
a morphosyntactic perspective, the distributional differences confirm the hypothesis

grounded in the dichotomic theory of questions and the results from two experimental
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studies, which suggest that some French polar questions may be disjunctive questions in
disguise. Two pieces of evidence support this claim, owing to their structural similarities.
First, the est-ce que particle can mark both polar and disjunctive questions in French.
Second, the French connective ou ‘or’ can sometimes be covert in polar questions, thereby
contributing to structural ambiguity. Moreover, the interpretation ambiguity of ou ‘or’,
whether it conveys an exclusive or inclusive reading, further blurs the boundary between
polar and disjunctive questions. However, since this ambiguity of interpretation arises
from the use of the same connective form in both question types, corpus data alone cannot
demonstrate it. Rather, such ambiguity can only be inferred from human judgments.

Regarding wh-in-situ structures, the analysis focuses primarily on French. The
results show that majority of wh-in-situ instances occur in detective novels and are
predominantly found in dialogue. This distribution aligns with previous findings that
associate wh-in-situ with colloquial and spontaneous speech. Moreover, the pattern of
question words found in-situ is consistent with the observations in Druetta (2018: 43).
That is, the question words quoi ‘what’ and o “where’ are most frequently found in-situ.
It is important to note, however, that wh-in-situ structure accounts for only 6.4% of all
wh-questions in the French comparable corpus. This relatively low frequency is likely
due to syntactic constraints traditionally argued to limit the use of wh-in-situ.
Nevertheless, findings from previous studies (Adli 2006; Zimmermann & Kaiser 2019),
as well as the present corpus data, suggest that these constraints may not be as rigid as
previously assumed. For instance, wh-in-situ remains a possible structure even in the
presence of modal verbs or when the question word in embedded clauses.

Finally, this study examined the use of question particles in Mandarin and French.
In Mandarin, particles appear in 30% of questions with typical form, with a substantial

majority occurring in polar questions. This is because particles, particularly "% ma, are

essential for conveying the epistemic stance of the inquirer, such as (un)predictability of
an answer. By contrast, most wh- and disjunctive questions do not include particles, as
the particle in these cases primarily functions to maintain textual coherence rather than to
express an epistemic stance. This functional distinction is also reflected in their register
distribution. Particles in polar questions are frequently attested in dialogue, while those
used in wh- and disjunctive questions more often appear in narrative. These findings

suggest that Mandarin prefers polar questions with a particle, which contrasts with the
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use of declarative word order anticipated by the theory of social economics of questions
(Levinson 2012: 23).

This divergence may stem from both linguistic and cultural differences between
Eastern and Western language systems. As for the particles in French (e.g., est-ce que, ¢a,
donc), they account for only a small proportion of French questions and are mostly found
in wh-questions, particularly with the question word que ‘what’. Although the distribution
of particles across question types and question words may appear random, their use is
largely concentrated in dialogue. The est-ce que particle contributes to politeness, signals
a topic shift, and reinforces interrogative force. The particle ¢a particle helps establish co-
reference to the prior discourse, while the donc particle marks the continuation of a
conversation.

The corpus-based analyses presented in this chapter offer empirical insights that lay
the groundwork for the hypotheses to be tested in Chapter 5, which will explore two
approaches: bidirectional parallel and monolingual comparable analyses.

In the first part, which focuses on bidirectional parallel analyses, the hypotheses
are formulated based on the specific topics under investigation. First, regarding question
types, since some polar questions in French may represent covert disjunctive questions,
it is expected that French polar questions will tend be translated with disjunctive questions
in Mandarin. Conversely, given the frequent use of the distinctive A-not-A structure in
Taiwan Mandarin, which has no direct corresponding structure in French, disjunctive
questions in Mandarin are expected to be translated with polar questions in French, as

shown in Figure 32.

Source language Target language
French Taiwan Mandarin
Polar question =2 Disjunctive questions
Taiwan Mandarin French
Disjunctive questions = Polar questions

Figure 32 Hypotheses of question types translations in the two directions

Second, as for wh-in-situ structures, which can only be retrievable from the French
data, the parallel analyses will remain exploratory. Without specific hypotheses, the

analysis of wh-in-situ aims to examine how wh-in-situ is translated from Taiwan
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Mandarin into French, and vice versa. This exploratory approach is expected to shed light
on the contrastive behaviour of wh-in-situ structure from an empirical perspective, a topic
that, to the best of my knowledge, has not yet been systematically addressed.

Third, with respect to question particles, the preliminary comparison between the
two languages suggests that similarities in their syntactic distributions and pragmatic
functions provide a solid fertium comparationis for the analysis of question particles in
Taiwan Mandarin and French. Building on the comparable results, however, it appears
that the two languages employ particles in distinct ways, and the frequency of particle
occurrences also differs substantially. Therefore, it is hypothesised that question particles
in the two languages are not directly translatable, particularly from Taiwan Mandarin into
French. In such cases, question particles in Taiwan Mandarin are expected to be translated
with other syntactic structures, as shown in Figure 33. Nonetheless, this does not exclude
the possibility of translating particles with particles, given that certain pragmatic
functions are shared across the two languages, albeit to a limited extent. Conversely, from
French to Taiwan Mandarin, it is reasonable to hypothesise that question particles in
French tend to be translated with particles in Taiwan Mandarin, since particles constitute

the dominant marking strategy for questions in Mandarin.

Source language Target language

Taiwan Mandarin French

. _ Inversion, No inversion,
Question particles = .
Declarative word order

French Taiwan Mandarin

Question particles =2 Particles

Figure 33 Hypotheses of question particles translations in the two directions

For the monolingual comparable analyses, this study examines how translated
languages differ from their non-translated languages, namely, non-translated Taiwan
Mandarin vs. translated Taiwan Mandarin, and non-translated French vs. translated
French. Accordingly, two major translation effects are expected to emerge during the
analyses: source language interference and normalisation (Toury 1979; Toury 2012: 303;
Lefer & Vogeleer 2013: 2). The interference of source language refers to the transfer of

linguistic features from the source language into target language during the translation,
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resulting in target-language outputs that resemble the source language and deviate from
the norms of the non-translated language. Conversely, normalisation involves a tendency
for translated languages to conform more closely to the linguistic norms of the target
language, resembling its non-translated counterpart. The monolingual comparable
analyses are therefore conducted on the basis of hypotheses grounded in these two
translation effects.

First, regarding question types, polar questions are expected to remain the
dominant type in both translated Mandarin and French, since this question type is the
most frequent in the two original languages. However, the two languages show language
specific preferences in the distribution of question types. That is, disjunctive questions
occur more often than expected in Taiwan Mandarin, while polar questions are
comparatively more frequent in French. Accordingly, under the influence of the two
translation effects, the frequency of these two question types in translated language is
expected to fluctuate compared with their non-translated languages, as shown in Table
78. Under interference of source language, the number of disjunctive questions in
translated Taiwan Mandarin may decrease, while the number of polar questions increases.
Conversely, source language interference may lead to an increase in disjunctive questions
and a decrease in polar questions in translated French. Under normalisation, the

tendencies are expected to reverse.

262



Table 78 Hypotheses based on two translation effects for question types

Frequency of questions in

Hypothesis | Pair of comparison Translation effect translated language
Non-translated
Taiwan Mandarin vs. Disjunctive questions
Translated Taiwan Polar questions M
I Interference of
Mandarin source language
Non-translated French Disjunctive questions N
vs. Translated French Polar questions
Non-translated
Taiwan Mandarin vs. Disjunctive questions
Translated Taiwan Polar questions
Mandarin Normalisation
Non-translated French Disjunctive questions W
vs. Translated French Polar questions M

Second, given that wh-in-situ is the default structure in Mandarin, the monolingual

comparable analysis of this syntactic structure will mainly focus on comparing non-

translated and translated French. Since the wh-in-situ is an inherent syntactic structure in

Mandarin, its frequency is expected to increase in the French translations of Taiwan

Mandarin novels due to source language interference. By contrast, the number of wh-in-

situ may decrease as a result of normalisation to the target language (i.e., French). The

two corresponding hypotheses are summarised in Table 79.

Table 79 Two hypotheses based on two translation effects for wh-in-situ

Frequency of wh-

Normalisation

Pair of comparison Hypothesis | Translation effect | in-situ in translated
language
Interference of
Non-translated French source language 3
vs. Translated French v
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Moreover, if the translated French is influenced by normalisation, the distribution of wh-
in-situ across different question words in French translations is expected to be consistent
with the patterns observed in the original French texts. Otherwise, under interference of
source language, the distribution of in-sifu question words may diverge from the original
French patterns.

Finally, with respect to question particles, since particles constitute the dominant
marking strategy for questions in Mandarin, source language interference may lead to an
increased use of particle in translated French. On the other hand, the same translation
effect may result in a decrease in the number of particles in translated Taiwan Mandarin,
as French does not frequently employ particles. Under the normalisation effect, however,
translated Taiwan Mandarin is expected to show an increased use of particles, whereas a
decrease in particle use may be observed in translated French. The corresponding

hypotheses are shown in Table 80.

Table 80 Two hypotheses based on two translation effects for question particles

_ . . Frequency of question
Hypothesis |  Pair of comparison Translation effect particles in translated
language
Non-translated
Taiwan Mandarin vs.
Translated Taiwan v
I Interference of
Mandarin source language
Non-translated French
vs. Translated French T
Non-translated
Taiwan Mandarin vs.
Translated Taiwan T
Mandarin Normalisation
Non-translated French
vs. Translated French v

Above all, these hypotheses are formulated based on analyses of comparable data.
It should be noted, however, that some hypotheses may be revised following the

bidirectional parallel analyses presented in the first part of Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5 Bidirectional parallel and monolingual comparable analyses of
Mandarin and French

Building upon the findings based on comparable data in Chapter 4, this chapter adopts
two additional approaches to investigate the bidirectional parallel corpus further: the
bidirectional parallel approach, where the two translation directions are investigated,
and a monolingual comparable approach, which contrasts original and translated
language. Sections 5.1 through 5.4 employ a bidirectional parallel framework to examine
three key phenomena: question types, wh-in-situ structures, and question particles.
Section 5.5. provides a summary of the findings from bidirectional parallel analyses.
Subsequently, Sections 5.6 through 5.9 apply a monolingual comparable approach,
comparing original texts with their translations within the same language (e.g., original
Taiwan Mandarin vs. translated Taiwan Mandarin). Section 5.10 summarises the results
from the monolingual comparable analyses. The chapter concludes with a comprehensive
statistical analysis of the overall distribution of question types and morphosyntactic
structures, incorporating multiple factors, such as genre, works, translation status, authors,

and translators.

5.1 Bidirectional parallel analysis

This section analyses the corpora using a bidirectional parallel approach, which
involves comparing original texts and their translations in two directions (from Taiwan
Mandarin to French and from French to Taiwan Mandarin). The following three
subsections focus on the analysis of three main topics (i.e., taxonomy of questions, wh-
in-situ, and question particles).

To present the results of the parallel analysis, two key metrics are used. The first is
mutual correspondence (Lefer 2020: 264-265). This value measures “the frequency with
which different (grammatical, semantic and lexical) expressions are translated into each
other” (Altenberg 1999: 254). The calculation method is shown in Figure 34. A¢ and Bt
denote the frequencies of items 4 and B in the translations (i.e., target texts), while As and
Bs represent their frequencies in the original texts (i.e., source texts). The mutual
correspondence value captures how frequently the two items are translated into each other

across languages. In other words, “the higher the mutual correspondence value is, the
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greater the equivalence between the compared items is likely to be” (Altenberg & Granger
2002: 18).

(A in translations+ B in translations)x100

, : =n%
A in source texts + B in source texts

Figure 34 Mutual correspondence formula (Altenberg 1999: 254)

In addition, the separate measure for each direction of correspondence is referred
to as translation bias, which represents “the degree of unidirectional correspondence
displayed in the [...] translations” (Altenberg 1999: 254-255). As illustrated in Figure 35,
this value is calculated by identifying the number of occurrences where two items
correspond across the source and target texts. This number is then divided by the total
number of occurrences of item A in the source texts. A higher percentage indicates that
item A in the source language is frequently translated with item B in the target language,

suggesting a strong directional preference in the translation process, and vice versa.

Language X - Language Y

A in source texts of language X =B in translations of language Y X100

=n%
A in source texts of language X ?
Language Y = Language X
B in source texts of language Y =A in translations of language Xx100 o
=1N7o

B in source texts of language Y

Figure 35 Translation bias formula (based on Altenberg 1999: 254)

The following analyses and discussions will primarily rely on these two metrics. While
other values used in parallel studies, such as reverse mutual correspondence (Ebeling &
Ebeling 2015: 79) and source/target concentration (Halverson 2017: 30-32) may also
offer valuable insights, they are not directly relevant to the present investigation and are
therefore not included in the current analysis. The following sections provide in-depth
analyses of the three core topics introduced earlier. Each of them is examined individually

in light of the bidirectional parallel data and the quantitative measures outlined above.

266



5.2 Bidirectional parallel analysis: Taxonomy of questions

In Section 4.3, the discussion centred on the taxonomy of questions based on
comparable data (i.e., original languages). The corpus analysis revealed that, the distinct
structures commonly used in Mandarin, disjunctive questions (e.g., A-not-A structure,
VP-Neg) result in a significant asymmetry between Taiwan Mandarin and French in the
distribution of polar and disjunctive questions. Building on this empirical observation,
and drawing on the rationale based on the theory of question dichotomy and relevant
experimental results in Chapter 4, I suggest that French lacks a morphosyntactic strategy
for marking polar questions. As a result, certain French polar questions may at least
theoretically, be disjunctive questions in disguise. These considerations motivate the

central question to be explored in the context of parallel data analyses: how are polar

and disjunctive questions translated across the two directions? In line with this

objective, a working hypothesis is formulated regarding the ways in which different

question types are translated between Taiwan Mandarin and French.

Hypothesis: Owing to the morphosyntactic differences between Mandarin and French,
particularly the availability of the morphosyntactic structures for disjunctive questions in
Mandarin, such as the A-not-A structure and VP-Neg, which are absent in French, the
two languages differ fundamentally in how disjunctive questions are encoded. This cross-
linguistic contrast is expected to surface in translations of question types. Specifically,

my hypothesis is that disjunctive questions in Mandarin tend to be frequently

translated with polar questions in French. Conversely, French polar questions are

likely to be translated with disjunctive questions in Mandarin.

This hypothesis will be examined the following subsections. The structure of the
discussion is as follows: Section 5.2.1 presents the results of question type translation
from Taiwan Mandarin into French. Section 5.2.2 reports the results in the reverse
direction, from French into Taiwan Mandarin. Finally, Section 5.2.3 offers a synthesis of
the overall patterns observed in the translation of question types based on the bidirectional

parallel data.

267



5.2.1 Translation of questions types from Taiwan Mandarin to French

In this subsection, I examine the translation of question types from Taiwan
Mandarin to French, beginning with an overview of how questions are translated, as

summarised in Table 81.

Table 81 Overview of translating patterns for question types, from Taiwan Mandarin to
French

Questions in original texts ~ Questions in translations ~ Raw Frequencies

(Taiwan Mandarin) (French) (%)
S 2,855
ame question type

1 RE (74.3%)

3,839 ‘ _ 582

Different question type

(100%) (15.2%)

402

Other

(10.5%)

This table presents the overall distribution of question type translations. Over 70% of
the questions in the original Taiwan Mandarin texts are translated using the same
question types in French. Approximately 15% are translated using a different question
type, while around 10% are rendered without a corresponding question. In the following
paragraphs, I provide a more detailed analysis of the translation patterns for each question
type.

First, polar questions in Taiwan Mandarin are translated into French with different

question types, as shown in Table 82.

Table 82 Translation patterns for polar questions from Taiwan Mandarin to French

Original Raw frequencies Translation Raw Frequencies
(Taiwan Mandarin) (%) (French) (%)
) 1,493
Polar question (85%)
. 80
- t
. ) 1,756 Wh-question (5%)
ar ion
T (100%) Disjunctive question 19
164
th,
Other (9%)
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The vast majority (85%) of the polar questions in Taiwan Mandarin are translated with

polar questions in French, as shown in (5.1). Some are translated with wh-questions, as

in (5.2), and disjunctive questions, as in (5.3), but these cases are quite rare (5% and 1%

respectively).

(5.1)

(5.2)

(5.3)

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

(/N F ] =29 @ OA?
ta zhidao wo  zhege rén?
3G know ISG DEM person

‘He knows me as this person?’
b. French translation

1l est au courant de
3SG COP PREP flow
‘He is aware of my existence?’

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

N4, R A E
xidohai  nimen you  shi ma?
xidohdi  2PL  have thing PTCL
‘Children, you have something?’

b. French translation

Que se passe-t-il, les enfants ?
what REFL pass-t-3SG ART  children
‘What's happening, children?’

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

Gy KF & BHE w7

ni erzi  yao  jiéhun la?

2SG son  will marry PTCL

“Your son is getting married?’
b. French translation

1l va se marier ou quoi ?
3SG  go REFL marry or what
‘He is getting married or what?’

mon
PREP POSS.1SG existence

(X #r18 % F Chdo Fan Ji Ji Shou)

existence ?

(Le sniper, son wok et son fusil)

(78R 5 Pdao Mo Zhan Zhéng)

(La guerre des bulles)

(X #r18 % F Chdo Fan Ji Ji Shou)

(Le sniper, son wok et son fusil)

As previously discussed, certain polar questions are not preserved as interrogatives in

translation. In the present corpus, some are translated with declarative sentences, as in

(5.4), while others are merged into one single question instead of being translated as two

separate questions, as in (5.5). Additionally, omission is also observed, whereby the

original question is left untranslated.
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(5.4) a.Original Taiwan Mandarin

B R & 7 Hl BR?

xinwén  bu shi  zaigang  bowadn?

news NEG COP  just finish

“News isn’t just finished?’ (&¥67 Gui Di Fang)
b. French translation

Le  journal  télévise  venait de se terminer.

ART  news television come.IMPARF PREP REFL finish

“The news had just finished.’ (Ghost Town)

(5.5) a.Original Taiwan Mandarin
1+ 8 5?7 #RE 1RHE ?
shénme  shenfen? sijia zheéntan?
what identity  private  detective

‘What identity? A private detective?’
b. French translation

De mon statut de détective
PREP POSS.1SG status PREP detective
‘My status as a private detective?’

(Fo FABAR St Jia Zhén Tan)

prive ?
private
(Rue du dragon couché)

The translation patterns for wh-questions are presented in Table 83.

Table 83 Translation patterns for wh-questions from Taiwan Mandarin to French

Original Raw frequencies Translation Raw frequencies
(Taiwan Mandarin) (%) (French) (%)
_ 138
Polar question
(8.5%)
1,310
Wh-question
‘ 1,617 (81%)
Wh-question
(100%) 1
Disjunctive question
(0.1%)
168
Other
(10.4%)

Around 80% of wh-questions are translated with wh-questions in French, as shown in

(5.6). Other question types are also used in translation, including polar questions in (5.7),

accounting for about 8%, and one disjunctive question, given in (5.8).
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(5.6) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

fy xR % 7
ni nuér Ji sui?
2SG daughter how.much/many age

‘How old is your daughter?’

b. French translation

Quel dge a votre fille ?
which age  have PO0SS.2SG daughter
‘How old is your daughter?’

(Fo FABAR St Jia Zhén Tan)

(Rue du dragon couché)

(5.7) a.Original Taiwan Mandarin
R4 B AT £ 3 7R 1) HR?
nimen mugqian  suoding nd ge duixiang?
2PL  currently target which CL person
“Who are you currently targeting?’ (F FAAIR St Jia Zhen Tan)
b. French translation
Etes-vous déja fixée  sur ceux que va
COP-2PL already  fixed PREP those REL go
viser votre action ?
target POSS.2SG action
‘Have you already decided who your action will target?”  (Rue du dragon couché)
(5.8) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin
24 ® BE o EEEE?
faxian Vil méimdo  de Juli?
hairline and  eyebrow DE distance

‘Distance between the hairline and the eyebrows?’

b. French translation

Le  front haut  ou les
ART  forehead high or ART
‘A high forehead or low-implanted hair?’

hair

cheveux implantés

(3 Gui Di Fang)

bas ?
low
(Ghost Town)

implanted

In addition, some wh-questions are translated with declarative sentences, as in (5.9), or

are subject to merging, where multiple questions are combined into a single one, as in

(5.10). Together, these account for 10% of the occurrences.
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(5.9)

(5.10)

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

% & * BB A7

ni zeénme qu zheme  jiu?
2sG  how go SO long.time
‘Why were you gone so long?”’ (Fo FABAR St Jia Zhén Tan)

b. French translation

Vous en avez  mis du temps !
2pL  that have putPTCP ART time
“You really took a while!”

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

2 W HEB? ®m W HE?
vao  shuo shénme? gai  shuo shénme?
want say  what should say  what
‘What should (she) say? What ought (she) to say?’

b. French translation

Qu' est-cequ' elle aurait voulu ou
what PTCL 3G have.COND  want.PTCP or
lui dire ?

OB]  say

‘What would she have wanted or had to say to him?’

(Rue du dragon couché)

(3 Gui Di Fang)

di
must

(Ghost Town)

Finally, Table 84 presents the distribution of disjunctive questions translated from

Taiwan Mandarin into French.

Table 84 Translation patterns for disjunctive questions from Taiwan Mandarin to French

Original Raw frequencies Translation Raw frequencies
(Taiwan Mandarin) (%) (French) (%)
324
Polar question
(70%)
. 20
Wh-question
o . . 466 (4%)
Disjunctive question
(100%) o . 52
Disjunctive question
(11%)
70
Other
(15%)
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The results indicate that only 11% of disjunctive questions in Mandarin are translated

with the same question type in French, as shown in (5.11).

(5.11) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

Gy Ik A R =29 #x % #* 7
ni daodi zai anweéi wo  hdishi qii wo?
2sG  finally ASP  comfort 1SG  or embarrass 1SG

‘Are you trying to comfort me or embarrass me?” (& FABIR SiJia Zhen Tan)

b. French translation

Vous cherchez a me réconforter  ou a m'

2pL  look.for PREP OBJ.ISG  comfort or PREP OBJ.ISG
enfoncer ?

push.into

‘Are you trying to comfort me or push me down?’ (Rue du dragon couché)

In contrast, 70% are translated with polar questions in French, providing strong support
for the hypothesis formulated above, namely that disjunctive questions in Mandarin are

predominantly translated with polar questions in French, as in (5.12).

(5.12) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin
X A A ER ®wEa MR?
haishi you rén  zai  xuéxiao qifu  ni?
or have person PREP school bully 2sG
‘Or is someone bullying you at school?’ (Fo FAAIR SiJia Zhen Tan)

b. French translation

Quelqu'un sur  le campus  se serait moqué

someone PREP ART campus REFL COP.COND mock.PTCP

de toi ?

PREP 2SG

‘Did someone on campus make fun of you?’ (Rue du dragon couché)

Notably, among these French polar questions, over 85% of them (n =278) are translated

from Mandarin A-not-A disjunctive structures, such as # 7 & yaobiyado ‘want-not-want’

as shown in (5.13).
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(5.13)

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

3 3 £ £ A2E?
yao  bu yao  bd tamen ganzou?
want NEG want make 3PL drive.away
‘Should (we) or should (we) not drive them away?’

(78K 5 Pdao Mo Zhan Zhéng)

b. French translation

Faut-il les chasser ?
must-3SG OBJ.3PL  chase.out
‘Should (we) chase them away?’ (La guerre des bulles)

Other translations are also observed, including wh-questions, as in (5.14), as well as non-

interrogative renderings such as declarative sentences, as in (5.15) and merged

translations, as in (5.16), accounting for 4% and 15% of the occurrences, respectively.

(5.14)

(5.15)

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

23 7w 23 R * A& "z can

yao  bu yao  shunbian qu Jilong chi  yeshi

want NEG want conveniently go Keelung eat night.market

o Bk ZHE 7

de yingydng sanmingzhi?

DE nutritious sandwich

‘Should (we) or should (we) not conveniently go to Keelung to eat the nutritious
sandwiches at the night market?’ (X8RI % F Chdo Fan Jii Ji Shou)

b. French translation

Que  dirais-tu d un petit detour par  Keelung pour
what say.COND-2SG PREP ARTsmall detour PREP Keelung for

y gotiter les sandwichs  gastronomiques du
there taste ART sandwiches gastronomic  PREP

marché  de nuit ?
market ~ PREP night
‘How about a little detour to Keelung to taste the gourmet sandwiches from the
night market?’ (Le sniper, son wok et son fusil)

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

b 7! W, T £ R 7

ta xidng shuo chi  bdo  méi?
3G want say eat full NEG
‘She wanted to say, “Have you eaten or not?””’ (R3F Gui Di Fang)
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b. French translation

Elle  voudrait leur demander s' ils ont le

3sG  want.COND  OBJ.3PL  ask if 3PL  have ART

ventre plein.

belly full

‘She would like to ask them if they have full bellies.’ (Ghost Town)

(5.16) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

% 0w & fER O R? #EA SR

gai  shuo shi weida ne?  hdishi duociyiju?

should say = CcoOP  great PTCL or unnecessary.action

‘Should it be called great? Or a pointless action?’ (& B A Fu Yin Rén)

b. Translation French

Avait-ce été un exploit ou une  peine inutile ?
have.IMPARF-DEM COP.PTCP ART feat or ART  pain useless
‘Had it been an achievement or a useless trouble?’ (L’ homme aux yeux a facettes)

The findings presented above indicate that the majority of the questions in
Taiwan Mandarin are translated into French using the same question types.
However, the highest proportion of mismatches occurs with disjunctive questions,
which are frequently translated with polar questions in French, thus supporting my
hypothesis. The following sub-section examines the other translation direction (i.e., from
French into Taiwan Mandarin) to test the second part of the hypothesis, namely that
French polar questions are likely to be translated with disjunctive questions in Taiwan

Mandarin.

5.2.2 Translation of questions types from French to Taiwan Mandarin

Before turning to the analysis of individual question types, an overview of the overall

translation patterns from French to Taiwan Mandarin is provided in Table 85.
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Table 85 Overview of translating patterns for question types, from French to Taiwan
Mandarin

Questions in original texts ~ Questions in translations Raw frequencies

(French) (Taiwan Mandarin) (%)

S tion ty 3,697
ame question type

1 P (88%)

4,196 ‘ . 409

Different question type

(100%) (9.9%)

90

Other

(2.1%)

The results show that nearly 88% of questions are translated using the same question
types. Around 10% are translated differently, including both translations with
mismatched question types and other strategies, such as declarative reformulations and
omission. The following sections examine how each specific question type is translated
from French into Taiwan Mandarin.

Table 86 presents the distribution of French polar questions and their translation

into Taiwan Mandarin.

Table 86 Translation patterns for polar questions from French to Taiwan Mandarin

Original Raw frequencies Translation ‘
. . Raw frequencies
(French) (%) (Taiwan Mandarin)
1,948
Polar question
(83.7%)
61
Wh-question
_ 2,328 (2.6%)
Polar question
(100%) L . 272
Disjunctive question
(11.7%)
47
Other
(2%)

As shown in Table 86, over 80% are translated with the same question type, as in (5.17).
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(5.17) a. Original French

Tu vois  dans mon esprit ?
28G see PREP POSS.1SG mind
“You see into my mind?’

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

¥R fiE %2 & ' &
ni néenggou kan  jin wo
2SG  can see into 1SG

“You can see into my heart?’

(La vie des elfes)

z0] NN
de
DE

xin?
heart
(% & Y % Jingling shaonii)

The second most frequent translation is disjunctive questions, as in (5.18).

(5.18) a. Original French

Avait-elle mis le
have.IMPARF-3SG ~ put.PTCP ART
‘Did she spark an explosion?’

feu

fire

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

b 7 & e HFARAKK
ta shi  fou  yingi xuanrandabo
3G COP NEG cause big.wave

‘Has she or not caused a big stir?’

aux  poudres ?
PREP powders
(Gataca)
T7?
le?
PTCL

(E W F % & Zuopéizi de shayi)

Notably, more than half of these disjunctive questions (n =152/272) employ the A-not-A

structure, such as & 7R & # gingbugingchii ‘clear-not-clear’ in (5.19). Wh-questions are

also occasionally used in translation, as in (5.20).

(5.19) a. Original French

Est-ce que  je me fais  bien comprendre ?

PTCL ISG  REFL make well understand

‘Am I making myself clear?’ (Trois jours et une vie)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

® ® BF F X HR?

wo  jidng de qing bu qingchii?

IsG speak DE clear NEG clear

‘Am I making myself clear or not clear?’ (=R — 4 Santian yisheng)
(5.20) a. Original French

Je vous amene le carton de tracts ce soir ?

ISG  OBJ2PL bring ART box PREP flyers DEM evening

‘I bring you the box of flyers tonight?’
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b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

AR ®LE o RE *
wo  jintian wanshang — song  chudndan qu
I1SG  today evening deliver flyer go
R ER Qo 4] ?

ni jia ruhé?

2SG home how

‘How about I bring the flyers to your place tonight?’

(& kol etk Méiyiil ta de feiji)

Other translations include declarative sentences, as in (5.21), and merged questions, as in

(5.22).

(5.21) a. Original French

Ce livre va peut-étre au-dela  de
DEM  book go maybe beyond  PREP
ce qu'  on peut y lire ?

DEM REL 3SG can there read
‘Perhaps this book goes beyond what one can read in it?’

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

T A F  ORX L) TR 43 28

zhe  ben  shu  daibido de yiyi vexu bi
this  CL book represent DE meaning maybe  than
A e M B’ R

women  néng lijié de hai  shen.

1pL can understand  DE more deep

“This book may mean more deeper than we can understand.’

(Gataca)

(ZWMF %% & Zuopéizi de shayi)

(5.22) a. Original French

Deux aspirants ensemble ?
two  trainees  together

Alors que la mission  est danger  niveau quatre ?
while COMP ART  mission COP danger level four

“Two interns together? When the mission is danger level four?”  (L'Anomalie)
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b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

mo oL FEA — AL R”R¥E AR
lidng wei  shixisheng  yiqi chuli  wéixian
two CL intern together handle danger
=243 g 8 EH?

dengji si de renwi ?

level four DE mission

“Two interns together handling a level-four danger mission?’

(2% Yichdng)

Table 87 presents the translation patterns of wh-questions from French into Taiwan

Mandarin.

Table 87 Translation patterns for wh-questions from French to Taiwan Mandarin

Original Translation Raw frequencies
Raw frequencies ) )
(French) (Taiwan Mandarin) (%)
61
Polar question
(3.4%)
1,684
Wh-question
1,793 (93.9%)
Wh-question
(100%) o . 8
Disjunctive question
(0.5%)
40
Other
(2.2%)

Over 90% of wh-questions are translated using the same question type, as shown in (5.23).

(5.23) a. Original French

Qu' allez-vous  faire,
what  go-2SG do now
‘What are you going to do now?’

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

B, 2hs E E
xianzai  ni ddsuan  zénme
now 2sG  plan how

‘Now, what are you planning to do?’

maintenant ?

(Un avion sans elle)

7
ban?
do
(& kbt etk Méiyiil ta de feiji)

Only a small number of instances are translated with other question types in Taiwan

Mandarin, including polar questions in (5.24), and disjunctive questions in (5.25).
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(5.24) a. Original French

Qu' est-cequ' elle montre, cette photographie

what PTCL 3G show DEM photograph

‘What does it show, this photograph?’ (Un avion sans elle)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

B R L A 8 i 7

zhaopian shang you  shéme tezhéng  ma?

photo PREP have what feature = PTCL

‘Is there any feature on the photo?’ (&R w8 Stk Méiyiii ta de feiji)
(5.25) a. Original French

Comment va ta schizophrénie ?

how go POSS.2SG schizophrenia

‘How is your schizophrenia?’ (Gataca)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

R &) AP 2 RIE & zh P 3d
ni de jingsheénfenliezheng hdo dian  méi
2SG  DE schizophrenia better bit NEG
‘Is your schizophrenia any better or not?’ (EWF 6% & Zuopéizi de shayi)

The ‘other’ category accounts for a minor proportion of the data. In this category, French
wh-questions are translated with declarative sentences, as in (5.26), and are merged into

a single question, as in (5.27).

(5.26) a. Original French

Pourquoi n' aurait-il pas  agi de méme

why NEG have.COND-3SG NEG act.PTCP PREP same

avec les autres meres ?

PREP ART  other mothers

‘Why wouldn't he have acted the same with the other mothers?’ (Gataca)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

H SR A = T ¥ Hib HH

qie nanbdo ta bu hui  dui  qita  miigin
moreover not.sure 3G NEG will to other mother
&, & B3 &Y * R e

ye zuochii  tongyang de shi lai.

also do same DE thing come

‘And there is no guarantee that he will not do the same to his other mothers.’

(ZWMF % & Zuopéizi de shayi)
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(5.27) a. Original French

Napoléon Chimaux ?  Qui  est-ce?
Napoléon Chimaux who COP-DEM
‘Napoleon Chimaux? Who is that?’ (Gataca)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

iz 7 7

Ximo shi sheéi?
Ximo cop  who
“Who is Chimaux?’ (EWF 6% & Zuopéizi de shayi)

Finally, Table 88 presents the translation patterns of disjunctive questions from

French into Taiwan Mandarin.

Table 88 Translation patterns for disjunctive questions from French to Taiwan Mandarin

Original . Translation ‘
Raw frequencies ‘ . Raw frequencies
(French) (Taiwan Mandarin)
. 6
Polar question
(8%)
‘ 1
o Wh-question
Disjunctive 75 (1%)
question (100%) Disjunctive 65
question (87%)
3
Other
(4%)

As with the translation patterns found in the other question types, the majority of

disjunctive questions are translated using the same question type, as shown in (5.28).

(5.28) a. Original French

A votre avis, suis-je ' original

PREP POSS.2SG opinion  COP-1SG ART  original

ou la copie ?

or ART  copy

‘In your opinion, am I the original or the copy?’ (L'Anomalie)
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b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

15 R, # & EM FR HBEA?
zaininkanlai wo  shi  zhengpadi haishi fuzhirén?
in.your.opinion 1SG  COP  original or clone

‘In your opinion, am I a real one or a copy?’ (% Yichdng)

Translations involving other question types are relatively rare, including polar questions

in (5.29), and wh-questions in (5.30).

(5.29)

(5.30)

a. Original French

T es bouché  ou quoi ?
2sG  copr  blocked or what
‘Are you clogged or what?’ (Un avion sans elle)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

Gy Z B Jo 5 ?

ni shi bdichi ma
2SG  coprp idiot PTCL
‘Are you an idiot?’ (& w8 Ak Méiyiii ta de feiji)

a. Original French

Un  projet, des  expériences, un programme de recherche ?
ART  project ART  experiments ART program PREP research
‘A project, experiments, a research program?’ (Gataca)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

x HE TES  HR> it E?
shi  shénme  fang'an  shiyan yanjiujthua?
cop  what project  experiment  research.plan

‘What is the program, experiment, research project?’

(WM F % & Zuopéizi de shayi)

The ‘other’ category accounts for only a minimal portion of the data. In these cases,

disjunctive questions are translated as declarative sentences in (5.31) or are merged into

a single question in (5.32).
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(5.31) a. Original French

A-t-il utilisé un prétexte  pour les aborder,
have-t-3SG ~ use.PTCP ART  pretext PREP OBJ.3PL  approach
ou s’ est-il précipité sur eux ?

or REFL COP-38G rush.PTCP PREP OBJ.3PL

A ce stade, la SR est dans le flou.

PREP DEM stage ART SR COP PREP ART unclear

‘Did he use an excuse to approach them, or did he rush at them? At this stage, the

SR is unclear.’

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

R-B-R A o

ta YOou-meéi-you yong Jiekou
3G have-NEG-have use excuse
#Fx RA Heik I
haishi turan kuaisu chdo  tamen
or suddenly quickly  toward 3PL.OBJ
B AT mEa #R
mugian  zhénchazu hai  bu
currently investigation.team  still NEG

(Gataca)
i HWEAN,
kaojin béihairén
approach victim
EE
zouqu

walk.toward

X

qingchii
clear

‘Did he have an excuse to approach the victims, or did he suddenly and quickly
walk towards them, it is not clear to the investigation team.’

(5.32) a. Original French
Et s’ il en parlait
and if 3G that  speak.IMPARF
Ou  aux  gendarmes ?

or PREP police
‘What if he told his father? Or the police?’

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

(ZWMF %" Zuopéizi de shayi)

a son
PREP POSS.3SG

pere ?
father

(Trois jours et une vie)

1 T 2R A &tE EA RE B 7
ta hui  gen ta baba hdishi xunjing shué ma?
3G will PREP 3SG father or police tell PTCL

‘Will he tell his father or the police?’

(=X — &% Santian yishéng)

This subsection has shown that nearly 90% of French questions are translated

into Taiwan Mandarin with the same question type, while approximately 10% are

rendered differently. Among the three question types, wh-questions and disjunctive

questions tend to retain their original type after translation. However, a notable exception
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is observed in the case of French polar questions, almost 12% of which are translated
with disjunctive questions in Taiwan Mandarin. More than half of these translations use
the A-not-A structure. This pattern suggests that certain French polar questions may
implicitly encode disjunctive questions, since polar questions can be analysed as a
reduced form of disjunctive questions in which the negative alternative (i.e., ou pas ‘or
not’) remains covert. When such French polar questions are translated into Taiwan
Mandarin, this covert negative option becomes overt through the use of A-not-A structure,
thereby making the underlying disjunctive structure explicit. Nevertheless, when
compared with the degree of translation bias observed in the direction, namely, the
tendency for Mandarin disjunctive questions to be translated as French polar questions
(approximately 70%), the overall proportion remains relatively low. Therefore, the data
do not provide sufficient evidence to support the second part of the hypothesis, which
predicts that French polar questions tend to be translated with disjunctive questions in
Taiwan Mandarin. In addition to this asymmetry, it is noteworthy that 8% of the French
disjunctive questions (n = 6) are translated with polar questions in Taiwan Mandarin.
Most of these cases arise from the ambiguity of French disjunctive connectives, whose
interpretation can be either inclusive or exclusive. This semantic ambiguity may lead
translators to select polar questions in Taiwan Mandarin when the disjunction does not
need to be made explicit. In addition, one of these mismatches appears to reflect meaning-
based rather than form-based translation choices, as illustrated in (5.29).

The next section broadens the discussion by integrating findings from the

bidirectional parallel analysis of question types.

5.2.3 Discussion on bidirectional parallel analysis of question types

Following the separate analyses of translation correspondences in each direction,
this subsection provides a more comprehensive account by examining translation bias and
calculating mutual correspondence (Altenberg 1999: 254). As outlined at the beginning
of this chapter, both measures assess the extent of correspondence of one item between
source and target languages, in this case, from Taiwan Mandarin to French and from
French to Taiwan Mandarin. The key distinction between the two lies in directionality:
translation bias captures unidirectional correspondences, whereas the mutual

correspondence reflects bidirectional relationships. Using the formulas presented in
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Figure 34 and Figure 35, the results for each question type are summarised in the
following tables: Table 89 for polar questions, Table 90 for wh-questions, and Table 91
for disjunctive questions.

First, the mutual correspondence and translation bias in polar questions are
highly similar in both directions, as shown in Table 89. This indicates that polar
questions are generally translated with the same question type, regardless of the

translation direction.

Table 89 Mutual correspondence and translation bias of polar questions

Mutual correspondence
Taiwan Mandarin = French

French = Taiwan Mandarin

(1493+1948)X100
= 84%
(1756+2328)
Translation bias
Taiwan Mandarin = French % French = Taiwan Mandarin %
1493x1 1948x100
93x100 85 X 84
1756 2328

Secondly, in the case of wh-questions, the mutual correspondence remains high,
suggesting that wh-questions are consistently translated with the same question type
overall. Notably, wh-questions exhibit the highest mutual correspondence among the
three question types. However, the translation bias from Taiwan Mandarin to French

is slightly lower (81%) than in the reverse direction (93.9%).

Table 90 Mutual correspondence and translation bias of wh-questions

Mutual correspondence

Taiwan Mandarin = French and French = Taiwan Mandarin

(1310+1684)x100
(16174+1793)

=87.8%

Translation bias

Taiwan Mandarin = French % French = Taiwan Mandarin %
1310x1 1684x100
1310x100 81 oo 93.9
1617 1793
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In contrast, disjunctive questions display the lowest mutual correspondence (21.6%)
among all question types, as shown in Table 91. This low value can be partly attributed
to the relatively small number of disjunctive questions in the French originals. More
importantly, a marked translation bias is observed in the translation of disjunctive
questions. The value of translation bias from Taiwan Mandarin to French is substantially
lower (11%) than in the other direction (87%), indicating that most Mandarin disjunctive
questions are not translated with the same type in French. One plausible explanation lies
in the structural particularity of Mandarin disjunctive questions, especially A-not-A
construction and VP-Neg. Since French lacks any morphosyntactic counterparts of these
Mandarin structures, this structural mismatch leads to a pronounced asymmetry in
translation bias across the two directions, particularly from Taiwan Mandarin to French.
As a result, Mandarin disjunctive questions are often translated with polar questions in
French. On the one hand, the French translators may not perceive the A-not-A
construction as a disjunctive structure, given that French provides no formal cue
corresponding to these Mandarin patterns. In addition, as shown in the contrastive
analysis in Chapter 4, French generally favours the use of polar questions, while
disjunctive questions are relatively rare in actual use. On the other hand, translators may
intuitively rely on the fact that French polar questions can be analysed as a reduced form
of disjunctive questions, with a negative alternative remaining covert. Taken together,
these observations suggest that French polar questions may display a dual status,
functioning as both polar and disjunctive questions at the same time. This line of
reasoning is supported by the discussion in Section 2.3.2, where experimental results in
French indicate that the language may lack clear morphosyntactic boundaries between
polar and other question types, as well as by the analyses in Section 4.3 concerning the
morphosyntactic overlap between French polar and disjunctive questions. Finally, the low
level of translation bias in this context may also reflect that translators alternate between
formal-based or meaning-based strategies, corresponding to the traditional distinction
between literal (word-for-word) and free (sense-for-sense) translation (Munday, Pinto &
Blakesley 2022: 26-28). As for the other direction, the higher translation bias from French
to Taiwan Mandarin indicates that French disjunctive questions are more frequently

translated with the same question type. Overall, these findings confirm that disjunctive
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questions, especially from Taiwan Mandarin to French, are the least likely to be translated

with the same form, due to structural asymmetries.

Table 91 Mutual correspondence and translation bias of disjunctive questions

Mutual correspondence

Taiwan Mandarin = French and French = Taiwan Mandarin

(52465)x100
—=21.6%
(466+75)

Translation bias

Taiwan Mandarin = French % French = Taiwan Mandarin %
2x1
52x100 1 65x100 %7
466 75

The overall results of question type translation indicate that, in both directions,
questions are generally translated with the same type. However, the proportions are
not symmetrical: while 88% of French questions are translated with the same question
types in Taiwan Mandarin, this rate drops to 74% in the other direction. This asymmetry
is largely driven by a significant divergence in the translation of disjunctive questions
from Taiwan Mandarin to French, as reflected in the both values of translation bias and
mutual correspondence. In contrast, wh-questions exhibit the highest translation bias and
mutual correspondence in both directions, pointing to a high degree of structural
alignment between two languages. With regard to the hypothesis proposed for this
parallel analysis, the findings offer only partial confirmation. Disjunctive questions in
Taiwan Mandarin are frequently translated with polar questions in French, consistent with
the prediction. However, only a limited proportion of French polar questions are
translated with disjunctive questions in Taiwan Mandarin, offering only partial support
for the expected pattern in the other direction. While morphosyntactic differences
between the two languages certainly contribute to this asymmetry, they cannot fully
account for the overall picture. In addition to cross-linguistic contrasts, whether
consciously perceived by translators or not, the translation outcome is also shaped by the
translation strategies adopted in translation process, such as direct vs. oblique translations
(Vinay & Darbelnet 1963: 46). Moreover, translation is mediated by multiple agents,
including revisors and editors, who play key roles in preparation and fashioning of

translations (Munday, Pinto & Blakesley 2022: 201).
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Building on this, the next subsection turns to a more fine-grained examination of a
specific wh-construction, namely, wh-in-situ. Given its optional nature in French, the

following analysis investigates how wh-in-situ is translated in both directions.

5.3 Bidirectional parallel analysis: Wh-in-situ

As discussed in Sections 2.4.3 and 2.4.4, wh-in-situ in Mandarin and French is
argued to be licensed through distinct mechanisms. In Mandarin, wh-in-situ is the default
configuration, explained either by covert movement under the quantificational theory
(Huang 1982) or by a binding under the unselective binding theory (Aoun & Li 1993;
Tsai 1994b). In French, by contrast, wh-in-situ is one of several available options.
Theoretical accounts for this variation include covert movement (Boskovi¢ 1998),
remnant movement (Boucher 2010a), binding relations (Boucher 2010b), and prosodic
licensing (Cheng & Rooryck 2000). While determining the exact nature of syntactic
movement is challenging within a corpus-based approach, it is still possible to examine
translation correspondences through other overt morphosyntactic elements, such as
particles.

According to the unselective binding theory, wh-in-situ constructions in Mandarin
are licensed through a binding relation between an operator and a question word. In

Mandarin, such an operator can be an overt wh-particle, such as %€ ne (Cheng 1991; Tsai

1994b; Cheng & Rooryck 2000: 2; Huang, Y.-H. Audrey Li & Li 2009: 276). Since wh-
in-situ in Mandarin can be licensed by particles, it is plausible to expect that when
Mandarin wh-questions marked with an overt particle are translated, such a licensing
mechanism of wh-in-situ can possibly be transferred to French translations. Namely, this
transfer can also license the wh-in-situ in French and trigger the wh-questions to be in-
situ. Conversely, it has been argued that wh-in-situ in French is licensed by intonation
(Cheng & Rooryck 2000: 5-6). Given the absence of overt licensing elements in French,
such as particle, it is expected that the French wh-in-situ is translated with wh-questions
without particles in Taiwan Mandarin.

In the bilingual comparable analysis presented in Chapter 4, Section 4.4 examined
the phenomenon of wh-in-situ, with particular attention to French, where this structure is
optional, in contrast to its default usage in Mandarin. That section examined both the

distribution of wh-in-situ across different question words and the morphosyntactic
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constraints that may govern its usage. The analysis revealed that the French question
words que ‘what’ and ou ‘where’ are more frequently realised in-situ. Furthermore, wh-
in-situ is more commonly observed in dialogue, which aligns with patterns found in
spoken French. In terms of syntactic constraints, the data from both prior studies and the
current corpus suggest that some previously assumed restrictions on wh-in-situ, such as
its incompatibility with modal verbs or occurrence in embedded clauses, do not hold.
These findings challenge traditional accounts and suggest greater flexibility in the
syntactic licensing of wh-in-situ in French than previously assumed.

Following the results of the bilingual comparable analysis, this section turns to a
bidirectional parallel examination of wh-in-situ, with the goal of identifying translation
patterns between the two languages. As this is the first attempt to observe the cross-
linguistic correspondences in wh-in-situ through parallel corpus, the analysis remains
exploratory in nature. Two questions guide the investigation: (i) what kind of structure
of wh-questions in Taiwan Mandarin is translated into wh-in-situ in French? (ii) how
French wh-in-situ, as analysed in Section 4.4, is translated into Taiwan Mandarin?
Based on the theoretical discussion presented earlier, it is plausible that the presence of
particles in Taiwan Mandarin may interact with the realization of wh-in-situ in
French translations. However, this possible link remains theoretical conjecture rather
than an empirically established mechanism, and therefore no explicit hypothesis is
formulated at this stage.

The analysis is organised as follows: Sections 5.3.1 and 5.3.2 examine translation
from Taiwan Mandarin to French and from French to Taiwan Mandarin, respectively.
Section 5.3.3 synthesises these findings and discusses the bidirectional correspondences
revealed in parallel data. Finally, the present analysis focuses exclusively on the wh-
questions with typical form (i.e., complete sentential form) in the source language and
excludes fragment wh-questions (e.g., wh-word, noun phrases, wh-infinitive, see Section
3.4.2 for details). These fragment wh-questions are categorised as ‘other’ in the

subsequent sections.

5.3.1 Translation of wh-questions from Taiwan Mandarin to French wh-in-situ

This section examines how wh-questions with typical form in Taiwan Mandarin

are translated into French. Broadly speaking, wh-questions in Mandarin may appear
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with or without a particle. The distribution of morphosyntactic structures among all such

wh-questions (n = 1,299) is presented in Table 92.

Table 92 Distribution of morphosyntactic structures of wh-questions in Taiwan
Mandarin (Typical forms)

No particle 1,184
Particle 115
Total 1,299

Among the 1,184 wh-questions without particle, only 953 of them are translated with wh-
questions in French. The following discussion focuses exclusively on these cases of
equivalent translation. These wh-questions employ a range of morphosyntactic structures

in French, as summarised in Table 93.

Table 93 French morphosyntactic structures corresponding to wh-questions without
particles in Taiwan Mandarin

Raw
Original _ Translation Raw
. ‘ frequencies . (%)
(Taiwan Mandarin) %) (French) frequencies
0

Inversion 453 47.53%

Particle est-ce que 187 19.63%
Wh-questions with 953 No inversion 148 15.53%
No particle (100%) In-situ 43 4.51%
Other 122 12.8%

Total 953 100%

The majority are translated using subject-verb inversion in French, as illustrated in
(5.33), followed by constructions with the particle est-ce que, as in (5.34), and finally by

structures without inversion, as in (5.35).

(5.33) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin
=29 I e
wo  yao  qu nali?
IsG  want go where
‘Where do I want to go?’
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b. French translation

Ou  dois-je aller a présent ?

where must-1SG £0.INF PREP  present

“Where must I go now?” (/R BF Pao Mo Zhan Zhéng)
(5.34) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

1 R B R HE & 7

ta ndshi shizong de?

3G when disappear DE

‘When did he disappear?’ (Fo FABAR St Jia Zhén Tan)

b. French translation

Quand est-ce qu' il a disparu?

when PTCL 3G have disappear.PTCP

‘When did he disappear?’ (Rue du dragon couché)

(5.35) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin
& EEY Q) T b

wo  daodi pdo le duojin?

IsG  after.all run  ASP  how.long

‘How long did I run after all?’ (&3 Gui Di Fang)
b. French translation

Combien de temps J' ai pu courir ?

how.much PREP time ISG  have can.PTCP run.INF

‘How long was I able to run?’ (Ghost Town)

Although wh-in-situ in Mandarin is often analysed as being licensed by overt particles,
the licensing may also occur through covert mechanisms (Cheng & Rooryck 2000: 2).
This theoretical possibility offers an explanation for a small subset of cases in the corpus:
approximately 5 % of wh-questions without particles in Taiwan Mandarin are translated

into French using in-situ constructions, as shown in (5.36).

(5.36) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin
R ER # % 8 ?

nimen Xiyao wo  zuo  shénme?

2PL  need IsG do what

“What do you need me to do?’ (Ao RAAIR St Jid Zhén Tan)
b. French translation

Vous avez besoin de moi  pour faire quoi?

2pL  have need PREP 1SG  PREP do.INF what

‘What do you need me to do?’ (Rue du dragon couché)
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Among the wh-questions in Taiwan Mandarin that are translated with wh-in-situ in French,

the distribution of question words is presented in Table 94.

Table 94 Distribution of question words in Mandarin wh-questions translated with wh-

in-situ
Question word Raw frequencies
1+ & shénme ‘what’ 12
JR#E nali ‘where’ 9
EJE zénme ‘how’ 7
3 shéi ‘who’ 5
A+ B 85 4% shénme shihou ‘when’ 4
% /% duoshdo ‘how much/many’ 4
7R nd ‘which one’ 1
By A+ B wéishénme ‘why’ 1
Total 43

This distribution closely aligns with the tendency observed in original French,
discussed in Section 4.4, where certain question words occur more frequently in-situ. In
other words, when Mandarin wh-questions are translated with wh-in-situ in French, the
tendency of question words follows the same pattern in original French. A similar
correspondence is found with respect to register. Given that wh-in-situ is characterised as
a feature associated with spoken language (Adli 2006: 169-170; Coveney 2011: 130;
Zimmermann & Kaiser 2019: 138), it is expected that these translations would
predominantly appear in dialogue. This expectation is born out in the data: most cases
are found in dialogue (n = 37), with only a small number occurs in narrative (n = 6).
This register distribution mirrors the pattern observed in original French.

The category labelled ‘other’ in the tables refers to fragment wh-questions, such as wh-
infinitive, as in (5.37), and a wh-word, as in (5.38), which fall outside the scope of typical

sentential forms.
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(5.37)

(5.38)

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

= wE 2 OB H4R?

xie  gushi yao gan  shénme?

write story want do what

‘What (do you) want to do (by) writing a story?’ (8B A Fu Ydn Rén)
b. French translation

Pourquoi écrire une  histoire ?

why write.INF  ART  story

‘Why write a story?’ (L homme aux yeux a facettes)
a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

Py At S A ?

weishénme  ni bu yong?

why 2SG  NEG use

‘Why don’t you have to do it?’ (EIREF Pao Mo Zhan Zhéng)

b. French translation

Pourquoi pas  toi?
why NEG 2SG
‘Why not you?’ (La guerre des bulles)

With regard to wh-questions containing particles in Taiwan Mandarin, only 101

instances are translated into French using the same question type. Although this number

is relatively small, these questions are also translated with various morphosyntactic

structures in French but not with wh-in-situ, as shown in Table 95.

Table 95 French morphosyntactic structures corresponding to wh-questions with

particles in Taiwan Mandarin

Raw
Original _ Translation Raw
. . frequencies . (%)
(Taiwan Mandarin) %) (French) frequencies
0

Inversion 46 45.54%
Particle est-ce que 19 18.81%

Wh-questions with 101 } . )
Particle (100%) No inversion 18 17.82%
Other 18 17.82%

Total 101 100%

The most frequent strategy is inversion, accounting for over 45% of the cases, as

illustrated in (5.39). This is followed by translations employing the est-ce que particle in

(5.40) and those with no inversion, as shown in (5.41).
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(5.39) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

oo # R e ?
ta zhong shénme  ne?
3G plant what PTCL

‘What was she planting?’
b. French translation

Que  cultivait-elle ?
what  grow.IMPARF-3SG
‘What was she cultivating?’

(5.40) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

1a 1 A g4 8
dan ta néng zuo  shénme
but 3sG can do what
‘But what could he do?’

b. French translation

Mais qu'  est-ce qu’ il

but what PTCL 3sG

‘But what could he have done?’

(5.41) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

AR A 1+ W%
na you  shénme  banfd
then have what method

(BB A Fu Ydn Rén)

(L homme aux yeux a facettes)

% 2
ne?
PTCL
(3 Gui Di Fang)
aurait pu faire ?
have-COND  can.PTCP do.INF
(Ghost Town)
AE & 7’ ?
néng zuodao ne?
can  accomplish  PTCL

‘Then what method can make it work?’

(R A& LBy BEATER Tian Qido Shang De M6 Shit Shi)

b. French translation

Alors comment on fait
then how 3G do
‘So how do we manage to do it?’

pour y
PREP

arriver ?
there arrive.INF
(Le Magicien sur la passerelle)

As aresult, it appears that the findings do not conform with the expectation. Wh-

questions with particles in Taiwan Mandarin do not have any correspondence translated

with wh-in-situ in French. In other words, the licensing of wh-in-situ through particle

does not transfer during the translation and trigger the use of wh-in-situ in French.

In contrast, it is the wh-questions without particle that are occasionally translated with

wh-in-situ in French, albeit in less than 5% of cases. A more detailed discussion of these

findings is provided in Section 5.3.3. The following section turns to the other direction of

translation, examining how French wh-in-situ questions are translated in Taiwan

Mandarin.
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5.3.2 Translation of wh-in-situ from French to Taiwan Mandarin wh-questions

This section investigates how French wh-in-situ questions are translated into
Taiwan Mandarin. Of the 114 wh-in-situ questions in original French, only 107 French
wh-questions are translated into Taiwan Mandarin using the same question type.
Consequently, the following discussion will focus primarily on these 107 wh-questions
in original French. The distribution of their morphosyntactic structures in Taiwan
Mandarin is summarised in Table 96.

Table 96 Taiwan Mandarin morphosyntactic structures corresponding to wh-in-situ
questions in French

Raw
Original Translation Raw
frequencies ‘ . . %
(French) %) (Taiwan Mandarin) frequencies
0
No particle 88 82.24%
Wh-questions with 107
1 0
In-situ (100%) Particle 14 13.08%
Other 5 4.67%

The most common structure involves translations without the use of a particle, as

shown in (5.42), followed by the structure with a particle, as in (5.43).

(5.42) a. Original French

Vous en concluez  quoi ?

2sG  of.it conclude what

‘What do you conclude from it?’ (L'Anomalie)
b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

AR A& 8 R x AE?

suoyi nin  de Jjiélun shi  shénme?

SO 2SG DE  conclusion COP  what (£ % Yichang)

‘So, what is your conclusion?’

(5.43) a. Original French

Et entre vous deux, cela se passe comment ?
and  between 2PL two that REFL happen  how
‘And how is it going between you two?’ (L'Anomalie)
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b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

A W A Z fa o f %R ?

nimen liang rén zhijian ~ ruhé ne?

2PL  two person  between how PTCL

‘How are things between the two of you?’ (% Yichdng)

Regarding the fourteen French wh-in-situ questions translated with a particle in Taiwan

Mandarin, the particles consist of %€ ne (n =5), as in (5.43), and " a (n =9), as in (5.44).

(5.44) a. Original French

c’ est qui  cette fois ?
DEM COP who DEM time
‘Who is it this time?’ (Gataca)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

Ee % = H:3 b

zhe ci shi shei  a?

DEM time COP who PTCL

“Who is it this time?’ (E W F % & Zuopéizi de shayi)

The ‘other’ category includes non-canonical forms in translation, such as a single wh-

word, as in (5.45), and noun phrase, as in (5.46).

(5.45) a. Original French

C’ est  pour quoi?
DEM COP  PREP what
‘What is it for?’ (Un avion sans elle)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation
HE  E2

shénme  shi?

what matter

‘What’s the matter?’ (& w8 FeAk Méiyiii ta de feiji)
(5.46) a. Original French

C’ est quoi, ton nom ?
DEM COP what POSS.2SG name
‘What’s your name?’ (Gataca)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation
A 4 4 F?

ni de mingzi?
2SG  DE name
“Your name?’ (EWF 6% & Zuopéizi de shayi)
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These results align with the expectation that French wh-in-situ questions are
generally translated into Taiwan Mandarin without a particle, as prosody is assumed
to license wh-in-situ structures in French, leading the corresponding Mandarin
translations to omit particles. Nonetheless, 13% of wh-in-situ questions are translated
with particles, indicating that the absence of particles does not necessarily result from the
translation of French wh-in-situ questions. The following section provides a synthesis of

findings from both translation directions and discusses their broader implications.

5.3.3 Discussion on bidirectional parallel analysis of wh-in-situ

While wh-in-situ is an optional strategy in French, it is considered underlyingly
obligatory in Mandarin. This bidirectional parallel analysis has therefore focused on
identifying the types of morphosyntactic structures in Mandarin that correspond to in-situ
constructions in French, as well as how French wh-in-situ is translated into Mandarin. In
this context, the notion of mutual correspondence is not applicable as it is not possible to
quantify the frequency of wh-in-situ in Mandarin, where it is the default configuration
and not a marked syntactic option.

Through a detailed analysis of the morphosyntactic structures in both the original
Mandarin and French data, the results reveal a clear pattern: the expected relationship
between particle and wh-in-situ is not as robust as anticipated. While French wh-in-
situ is more often translated into Taiwan Mandarin without particles, the presence of
particles in Taiwan Mandarin does not appear to increase the likelihood of wh-in-situ in
French. The following paragraphs explore possible explanations for these findings.

The expectation that the presence of a particle in wh-questions in Taiwan Mandarin
consistently triggers the use of wh-in-situ in French translations is not supported, as the
data show no instance in which a French wh-in-situ is translated from a Mandarin wh-
questions containing a particle. This is despite previous claims that particles serve as
evidence for the availability of wh-in-situ in Mandarin. Evidently, the syntactic
conditioning provided by particles in Mandarin does not carry over in translation.
Moreover, both data and theoretical accounts suggest that a covert particle can also
license wh-in-situ in Mandarin (Cheng & Rooryck 2000). Therefore, the presence of an
overt particle does not seem to be a necessary condition to wh-in-situ licensing in Taiwan

Mandarin. Given that particles do not play an essential role in licensing the wh-in-situ in
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Mandarin, they cannot be expected to exert any direct influence on French syntax in
translation, particularly in triggering wh-in-situ. This finding, that the expectation fails,
thus underscores that the wh-in-situ works differently across the two language
systems. In French, two main factors have been identified in the studies as influencing
the use of wh-in-situ: the nature of the question words and the discourse context. Certain
question words, such as que ‘what’ and ou ‘where’, are more likely to be used in-situ
(Druetta 2018: 43), a tendency also observed in both parallel (see Section 5.3.1) and
comparable analyses (see Section 4.4). The second factor relates to discursive context:
wh-in-situ in French is more likely to appear in strongly presupposed contexts (Boucher
2010b: 116, 130; Coveney 2011: 125). However, since the present bidirectional parallel
corpus does not include discursive level coding, this aspect cannot be empirically verified
within the current framework.

When examining the translation direction from French to Taiwan Mandarin,
the expectation somewhat holds. French wh-in-situ questions are most frequently
translated into Taiwan Mandarin with the wh-questions without particles than with
particles. Since wh-in-situ in French is licensed by prosody, specifically, rising intonation
(Cheng & Rooryck 2000; Boucher 2010b: 123), this result suggests that prosodic
licensing in the source language may influence the morphosyntactic realization in
the target language. As a consequence, wh-questions Taiwan Mandarin translations tend
not to feature overt morphosyntactic marking, such as particles. Nevertheless, some
translated wh-questions in Taiwan Mandarin are marked with particles. Given the
optional nature of particles in wh-questions in Mandarin, their presence may be driven by
contextual needs, such as enhancing discourse coherence. Alternatively, it is also possible
that linguistic markedness is being transferred from French into Mandarin. In French, wh-
in-situ is generally considered a marked structure relative to subject-verb inversion, as its
usage is often constrained by discourse conditions. Similarly, while particles in Mandarin
are not syntactically required, their presence adds a level of interpretive specificity, thus
rendering them marked as well. Accordingly, the marked syntactic nature of French wh-
in-situ may influence the appearance of particles in the Mandarin translations. In this
sense, markedness in the source language may find a parallel expression through similarly

marked structures in the target language.
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To conclude, although wh-in-situ in Mandarin and French share surface similarities
and, to some extent, comparable syntactic mechanism (e.g., movement or binding
relation), the licensing conditions differ significantly. In Mandarin, wh-in-situ is
licensed through overt or covert particles; while in French, it is licensed by prosodic cues,
discourse context, and additional factors, such as lexical identity of the verb (Fliessbach
& Rockstroh 2024). This structural resemblance belies deeper syntactic and pragmatic
differences. As a result, cross-linguistic link strength (i.e., connectivity) (Halverson 2024:
28-29) of wh-in-situ construction might be weak. Notably, no instance of French wh-in-
situ in the corpus is found to be translated from a Mandarin wh-question containing a
particle. This may be due in part to the relatively low frequency of particle-marked wh-
questions in the corpus, since particles are optional in Mandarin. Nonetheless, particles
remain a key morphosyntactic strategy for marking questions in Mandarin, and they also
appear as one of the strategies available in French. The following Section 5.4 will offer a

more detailed parallel analysis of question particles in Mandarin and French.

5.4 Bidirectional parallel analysis: Question particles

In addition to wh-in-situ, another point of similarity between Mandarin and French
lies in their use of particle in questions. Mandarin generally employs four particles in
questions, while French makes use of three. Each particle exhibits distinct syntactic
distributions and pragmatic functions, as discussed in Sections 2.5.1 for Mandarin and
2.5.3 for French. A preliminary cross-linguistic comparison is provided in Section 2.5.5,

and the key contrasts are summarised in Table 97.
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Table 97 Syntactic distribution and pragmatic functions of question particles in
Mandarin and French

Mandarin French
ma ba a ne est-ce que ¢a donc
Polar v v v x v x x
Syntactic
distribution Wh x x v v v v v
Disjunctive x x v v v x X
Reinforce v v
Solicit agreement v
Pragmatic
Reduce forcefulness v v
function
Enhance contextual coherence v v
Continuation v v

Mandarin and French share certain similarities in both distribution across question types
and pragmatic functions. For example, the particle a in Mandarin and the est-ce que
particle in French can both occur across three questions types. In terms of function, both
ma particle in Mandarin and the est-ce que in French can serve to reinforce the
interrogative force of a question. However, other particles tend to be restricted to specific
question types and contribute unique pragmatic functions to questions. For instance, some
particles function to indicate speaker attitude or mark discourse status, features that differ
across the two languages. It has been argued that the kinds of functions expressed via
particles in Asian languages (e.g., Mandarin) are more typically conveyed through
prosody in Western languages (e.g., French) (Hancil, Post & Haselow 2015: 18).
Accordingly, while surface-level similarities exist, particles in Mandarin and French
generally do not have one-to-one correspondence, particularly in terms of pragmatic
function and discourse usage.

This section investigates how particles are translated between Mandarin and French
from a bidirectional parallel perspective. Based on the previous discussion and the results

of bilingual comparable analyses, the following hypothesis can be formulated:

Hypothesis: Since particles in Mandarin often serve pragmatic or discourse marking

functions that are typically conveyed through prosody in French, they are not necessarily
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translated with overt particles. Instead, the particles in Mandarin tend to be translated with
declarative word order in French (i.e., without subject-verb inversion), thereby relying on
intonational cues. By contrast, French particles tend to be translated into Taiwan
Mandarin using particles, as Mandarin particles not only constitute the dominant strategy
for marking questions but also cover the full range of syntactic distribution and pragmatic

functions of French particles, as shown in Table 97.

The following analysis will focus primarily on the particles that appear in typical question
forms (i.e., questions with complete sentential form) in both source texts and their

translations.

5.4.1 Translation of question particles from Taiwan Mandarin to French

A total of 957 particles are found in Mandarin questions with typical forms. The
majority appear in polar questions (n = 828), followed by wh-questions (n = 115) and
disjunctive questions (n = 14). The corresponding translations of these particles into
French vary in morphosyntactic strategies, as summarised in Table 98. Of the 957
Mandarin particles, only 96 instances are translated with particles in French. The vast
majority are translated without particles, suggesting a preference for prosodic or other
syntactic encoding (e.g., inversion). Additionally, approximately 8% of Mandarin
questions with particles are translated with declarative sentences, translation merging,

and zero translation. They are categorised in ‘Other’.

Table 98 Overview of translating patterns for question particles, from Taiwan Mandarin

to French
Structure in original texts Structure in translations ~ Raw frequencies

(Taiwan Mandarin) (French) (%)
. 96

Particle (10%)

957
Non-particle 782
(100%) P (81.7%)

79

Other (8.3%)

First, among the 96 instances where Mandarin particles are translated with particles

in French, the most frequently observed are the *% ma in polar question, as in (5.47),
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the particle & ne in wh-question, as in (5.48), and the particle "E ne in disjunctive

question, as in (5.49).

(5.47)

(5.48)

(5.49)

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

# A KE o B?
wo  you  fangqi ta ma?
I1sG  have giveup 3SG PTCL
‘Did I give her up?’

b. French translation

Est-ce que  je ' ai
PTCL IsG  0oBJ]  have give.up.PTCP
‘Did I give her up?’

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

() B 8 %’ ?
nimen xidng shuo shénme  ne?
2pL  want say  what PTCL
‘What do you want to say?’

b. French translation

Qu'  est-ce que vous voulez dire ?

what PTCL 2SG  want say
‘What do you want to say?’

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

TR TR AT K%

ke bu keyi  kanyixia daxiang
can NEG can look elephant
‘Can or cannot take a look at the elephant costume?’

abandonnée ?

(3 Gui Di Fang)

(Ghost Town)

(78K 5 Pdao Mo Zhan Zhéng)

(La guerre des bulles)

% 7
ne?
PTCL

(R A& L8y BEATER Tian Qido Shang De M6 Shi Shi)

b. French translation

Est-ce qu' on pourrait  d'abord

PTCL 3SG  can.COND first
le déguisement d’' eléphant ?
ART  costume PREP elephant

‘Could we first see the elephant costume?’

(Le Magicien sur la passerelle)

Other Mandarin particles, such as *7 a and "& ba, are also occasionally translated with

the French est-ce que particle, though their frequency is considerably lower compared to

the particle "% ma, as shown in Table 99.
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Table 99 Distribution of Mandarin particles translated with French est-ce que particles

Particle "% ma % ne ™ a @ ba Total

Raw frequencies 70 17 5 3 95

Interestingly, there is one instance in which a Mandarin particle is translated with the
particle ¢a in French. In this case, the question type shifts from a polar question in

Mandarin to a wh-question in French, as illustrated in (5.50).

(5.50) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin
R G 7 & ?

wo  fang duo le ma?

IsG  put much ASP  PTCL

‘Did I put too much?’ (X8R I8 % F Chdo Fan Jii Ji Shou)
b. French translation

Comment ¢a,  je les sale  trop ?

how PTCL 1SG OBJ salt too.much

‘What do you mean, I salt them too much?’ (Le sniper, son wok et son fusil)

For the remaining 782 cases where Mandarin particles are not translated with
particles in French, a variety of syntactic strategies are employed. These include
declarative word order in polar questions, as in (5.51) (n = 446 , 69%), inversion in wh-
questions, as in (5.52) (n = 46, 56%), and inversion in disjunctive questions, as in (5.53)

(n=2). See Table 100.

(5.51) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

A % A B Wi % ?
gongche méi  you dao  shangchang ma?
bus NEG have arrive mall PTCL

‘Doesn't the bus go to the mall?’
(R A& LBy BEATER Tian Qido Shang De M6 Shit Shi)

b. French translation

Le bus  ne va pas  jusqu' au marché ?
ART bus NEG go NEG until PREP market
‘Doesn't the bus go to the market?’ (Le Magicien sur la passerelle)

(5.52) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

N PRT & 1£ R P %’ ?

xidodi yigian shi  zhu  nd hu ne’?

little.brother before cop  live  which CL.HOUSE PTCL

“Where did the younger brother live before?’ (R3F Gui Di Fang)
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(5.53)

b. French translation

Lequel  de ces  appartements habitait-il ?

which.one PREP DEM apartments live.IMPARF-3SG

‘Which of these apartments did he live in?’ (Ghost Town)
a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

A A # &) 3 A W N % ?

na suanshi ~ wo de xin haishi ta de xin ne?

DEM count ISG  DE heart or 3G DE heart PTCL

‘Would that count as my heart or his?’
(R A& L8y BEATER Tian Qido Shang De M6 Shii Shi)

b. French translation

Etait-ce mon ceur ou bien le sien ?
COP.IMPARF-DEM POSS.1SG heart or indeed ART POSS.3SG
‘Was it my heart or his?’ (Le Magicien sur la passerelle)

In addition to typical questions forms in French, some examples involve fragment

questions, which are classified into ‘Other structures’ in Table 100, for example, a noun

phrase in (5.54) and a tag in (5.55).

(5.54)

(5.55)

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

TEA v 4BEk w7

keyi  chi  guotié ma?

can  eat potsticker PTCL

‘Can (we) eat potstickers?” (R A& _E &) JEH78F Tian Qido Shang De M6 Shit Shi)

b. French translation

Et des  raviolis poélés ?
and ART dumplings  pan-fried
‘(How about) potstickers?’ (Le Magicien sur la passerelle)

a. Original Taiwan Mandarin

Bk S ¥F w7

zheyang  bu hdo  ma?
thissway NEG good PTCL
‘Isn’t it good?”’ (RA& L&Y BT €T Tian Qido Shang De M6 Shii Shi)

b. French translation

Pas  mal, non?
NEG bad NEG
‘Not bad, right?’ (Le Magicien sur la passerelle)

Overall, when particles in Mandarin are translated into French, typical question structures

are the most frequently observed. Less common are structures involving fragments
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questions. These distributional patterns are summarised in Table 100 and visualised
Figure 36. It should be noted that 48 original questions in Mandarin are translated into
different question types in French; these are excluded from the summary data presented

in the table and figure below.

Table 100 Non-particle translation by question types of Mandarin and French

Question types Structures Raw frequencies

Polar Declarative order 446
Inversion 120

Other structures 84

Wh Inversion 46

No inversion 18

Other structures 18

Disjunctive Inversion 2
Total 734

Polar Wh Disjunctive
446

400

300

Count

200

120
100 84
46
18 18
2
0
N2 N et o0 O (2 RN
et @ N & \\\\ e o
O ot AN o S A AR
N NI
o\ W A\

Figure 36 Particle translation by question types

Finally, Mandarin particles are also occasionally translated with declarative

sentences, as in (5.56), translation merging, as in (5.57), and instance of zero translation.
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(5.56) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin
R EB R "z BT & %’ ?

ni zenme bu chi  ziji  de xidogou ne?
You how NEG eat self DE puppy PTCL
‘How come you don’t eat your own puppies?” (7K #F Pdao Mo Zhan Zhéng)

b. French translation

Tu aurais dii manger  tes chiots.
2sG  have.COND  must.PTCP eat.INF POSS.2SG puppies
“You should have eaten your puppies.’ (La guerre des bulles)

(5.57) a. Original Taiwan Mandarin
=29 x ik NG - X 3k % ?

wo shi shéi ne? Wo shi shéi  ne?
1sG cop who PTCL 1SG CcoP who PTCL

“Who am I? Who am 1?° (B A Fu Yin Rén)
b. French translation

Qui je suis ?

who ISG  cop

‘Who am 1?7’ (L homme aux yeux a facettes)

Following the analysis of particle translation from Taiwan Mandarin to French, the
results indicate that only approximately 10% of Mandarin question particles are
translated with the est-ce que particle in French. Among these, the majority

correspond to the particle "% ma in the original Mandarin. By contrast, over 80% of

Mandarin particles are translated with other typical French question structures, such as
declarative word order and inversion, both of which occur frequently across various
question types. These findings suggest that the question particles in Taiwan Mandarin
do not map neatly onto the particles in French, which explain the low rate of particle-
to-particle translatability. The next section turns to another direction of translation,

examining how French question particles are translated into Taiwan Mandarin.

5.4.2 Translation of question particles from French to Taiwan Mandarin

The use of particle est-ce que in original French texts is notably less frequent than
the use of question particles in original Mandarin. Nevertheless, as shown in Table 101,
the majority of est-ce que particles are not translated with particles in Taiwan
Mandarin (n = 171). Only 27% of these instances (n = 63) are translated with a particle,

and two cases are translated with declarative sentences, categorised as ‘Other’ in the table.
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Table 101 Overview of translating patterns for question particles, from French to
Taiwan Mandarin
Particle est-ce que in

. Structure in translations ~ Raw frequencies
original texts

(French) (Taiwan Mandarin) (%)
63
Particle (27%)
236 171
(100%) Non-particle (T2%)
Other ( I%A))

Among the 236 French particles, most occur in wh-questions (n = 176), as shown in (5.58),
followed by polar questions (7 = 60), as shown in (5.58). No cases are found in disjunctive

questions.

(5.58) a. Original French

Qu'  est-ce que tu vas imaginer ?
what PTCL 2SG  go imagine.INF
‘What are you going to imagine?’ (Le voleur d'ombres)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

o A B R 7

ni zai  xidng shémme  a?

2sG  ASP  think what PTCL

‘What are you thinking about?”’ (4% -F 89 A Tou yingzi de rén)
(5.59) a. Original French

Est-ce que  tu aimes dessiner ?
PTCL 28G  like  draw.INF
‘Do you like drawing?’ (L'Anomalie)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

I ik £ & ?

ni xithuan huahua  ma?

2sG  like  draw PTCL

‘Do you like drawing?’ (£ % Yichang)
In the Mandarin translations, a range of particles are used, as shown in Table 102, and

their distribution varies across question types.
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Table 102 Mandarin particle correspondences in the translation of French est-ce que

Particle "% ma % ne ™ a @ ba Total

Raw frequencies 41 15 6 2 64

This suggests that the translation of es?-ce que particle into Mandarin is sensitive to
the type of question. While wh-questions account for the majority of the est-ce que
particle uses in the French source texts, the most frequent Mandarin particle used in

translation is % ma, which is primarily associated with polar questions. This is reflected

in Table 102, which presents the overall distribution of particles in the Mandarin
translations. Therefore, despite the predominance of particle use in French wh-questions,
one-to-one particle translations occur more frequently in polar questions, indicating
a structural and functional mismatch between the two languages in terms of particle use.

Most French particles are translated without any particle in Taiwan Mandarin. For
example, polar questions are translated without particles in (5.60), and wh-questions in

(5.61).

(5.60) a. Original French

Est-ce qu' il est vraiment... mort ?
PTCL 3G cop really dead
‘Is he really... dead?’ (Trois jours et une vie)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

$id o Eey L & T?

nandao ta zhénde ...... ST le?

don’t.tell.me 3SG  really die ASP

‘Could it be that he’s really... dead?’ (=X — % Santian yishéng)
(5.61) a. Original French

D’ ou est-ce que ¢a vient ?

PREP where PTCL DEM come

‘Where does that come from?’ (Gataca)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

i k3 7 AR AR R & 7

zhe  hua da nali lai de?

DEM painting from where come DE

“Where did this painting come from?” (EWF % & Zuopéizi de shayi)
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Additionally, fragment questions are also attested, such as wh-word, as shown in (5.62).

(5.62)

a. Original French

Qu' est-cequ' il y a?
what PTCL 3G there have
‘What is going on?’

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

&E T2
zénme le?
how ASP

‘What’s wrong?’

(Gataca)

(W F % & Zuopéizi de shayi)

In addition to est-ce que, two other particles ¢a and donc are also examined. Both

are structurally restricted to wh-questions, and only 18 instances are found in the

bidirectional parallel corpus (17 with particle ¢a and one with particle donc). None of

these French particles are translated with particles in Taiwan Mandarin. Thirteen of

these are translated with a single wh-word, as shown in (5.63) for the particle ¢a, and the

particle donc in (5.64). The remaining 5 instances are translated without any particle, as

in (5.65).

(5.63)

(5.64)

a. Original French

Ou ca?
where PTCL
‘Where?’

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

o HRAL 7
cha  nali

check where
‘Where to check?’

a. Original French

Pourquoi donc?
why PTCL
‘Why on earth?’

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation
B ?

weishéenme?

why

‘Why?’
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(5.65) a. Original French

Comment ¢a, depuis le temps que  ¢a te ronge?
how PTCL since ART time COMP DEM OBJ.2SG  bother
‘What? Since when has it been bothering you?’ (Un avion sans elle)

b. Taiwan Mandarin translation

g - R T # R 7
shnme jiao  ni ldozdo  jiu liangxin buan?

what mean 2SG long.ago already conscience  uneasy
‘What does it mean that your conscience has been uneasy for a long time already?’

(& A ko etk Méiyii ta de feiji)

The results of this section suggest that direct correspondence between the
particles in French and Mandarin is relatively rare. In most cases, particles are not
retained in French to Mandarin translation. However, when a French particle is translated
with a particle in Taiwan Mandarin, it typically originates from polar questions involving
est-ce que. Lastly, the translation of ¢a and donc show no particle correspondence at all,
likely due to their limited distribution and low frequency in the corpus. In the following
section, I will provide an overview of particles translation in both directions, with a

particular focus on translation bias and mutual correspondence.

5.4.3 Discussion on bidirectional parallel analysis of question particles

The two preceding sections have examined how particles are translated
bidirectionally between Taiwan Mandarin and French. The results indicate a general lack
of systematic one-to-one correspondence. In other words, particles are rarely translated
as such in the target language, regardless of the translation direction. To provide more
quantitative support for this observed asymmetry, two measures are introduced:
translation bias and the mutual correspondence. These values offer a more robust
assessment of the degree of translational equivalence between the particles in the two
languages.

Specifically, 957 particles are found in the source texts in Taiwan Mandarin, of
which only 96 are translated with particles in French. In the opposite direction, 236
particles appear in the French source texts, but only 64 are translated with particles in

Mandarin. These figures are summarised in Table 103.
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Table 103 Translation bias and mutual correspondence of particles

Mutual correspondence
Taiwan Mandarin = French

French = Taiwan Mandarin

(96+64)x100

=13.4%
(957+236)

Translation bias

Taiwan Mandarin = French % French = Taiwan Mandarin %
1 64x100
96x100 10 X 7
957 236

As shown by the mutual correspondence, the overall translatability of particles
between Taiwan Mandarin and French is very weak: particles are rarely translated
with particles in either direction. The translation bias confirms this tendency. In the
direction from Taiwan Mandarin to French, Mandarin particles are unlikely to be
translated into French with particles, which confirms the first part of the hypothesis:
particles in Taiwan Mandarin are not generally translated with overt French particles, but
rather with declarative word order in French (i.e., without subject-verb inversion), as
demonstrated in Section 5.4.1. Conversely, given that French particles, primarily est-ce
que, are often translated without particles in Taiwan Mandarin, the results do not support
the second part of the hypothesis, namely that French particles tend to be translated with
particles in Taiwan Mandarin. Despite this general lack of direct correspondence, a light
translation bias is noted: the value is higher in the direction from French to Taiwan
Mandarin, which indicates that est-ce que seems somewhat more likely to be translated
with a particle in Mandarin than the reverse. Two possible explanations may account for
this tendency: (1) Mandarin possesses a wider range of particles than French, and (2)
Mandarin particles are frequently used to convey modality or speaker attitude. On the one
hand, this discourse-pragmatic function of Mandarin particles may encourage translators
to retain particle usage in the Taiwan Mandarin translations. On the other hand, because
French typically conveys such functions through intonation, this typological difference
may also lead translators to introduce a Mandarin particle in order to render nuances that
are not overtly marked in the French source text. Importantly, however, the present study

does not systematically analyse instances in which particles are added during translation,
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and this remains an issue for future investigation. In sum, although both metrics point to
a general lack of direct translatability between particles in the two languages, two
additional tendencies emerge when translation bias is examined by question type in
each direction. To explore these tendencies in more detail, I examine the frequency of
particles in cases where translated questions retain the same question type from Taiwan

Mandarin to French. The results are presented in Table 104.

Table 104 Particle raw frequencies and translation bias by question type from Taiwan
Mandarin to French

Type Taiwan Mandarin originals ~ French translations  Translation bias
Polar 69x100
, 828 69 — = 8%
question 828
19x100
Wh-question 115 19 = 17%
115
Disjunctive
‘ 14 0 0%
question

Notably, most instances in which a particle appears in the French translation correspond
to polar questions in the Taiwan Mandarin source texts. However, despite the high
frequency of particles in polar questions in Taiwan Mandarin, the translation bias for this
question type remains relatively low (8%) compared to wh-questions (17%). This
suggests that particles used in wh-questions in Taiwan Mandarin are more likely to
be translated with est-ce que in French than those in polar questions. This tendency
may be attributed to syntactic and pragmatic similarities between the two languages. On

the one hand, both the Mandarin particle % ne in wh-questions and French est-ce que are

highly optional syntactic elements. On the other hand, both serve to soften the
illocutionary force of the question, often signaling politeness or a reduction in directness.
These shared syntactic similarity and pragmatic functions may motivate the use of
particles when translating Mandarin wh-questions containing particles into French.

In the opposite direction, I also examine cases where questions in French are
translated into the same question type in Taiwan Mandarin. The results are presented in

Table 105.
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Table 105 Particle est-ce que raw frequencies and translation bias by question type from
French to Taiwan Mandarin

Type French originals =~ Taiwan Mandarin translations  Translation bias
Polar 38x100
. 60 38 = 63%
question 60
17x100
Wh-question 176 17 1X76 =9.7%

Although most particles in French source texts appear in wh-questions, they are not
frequently translated with particles in the corresponding wh-questions in Taiwan
Mandarin. In contrast, particles in French polar questions are more likely to be
translated with particles in Taiwan Mandarin. The tendency is further supported by
the value of translation bias across question types. The higher translation bias in polar
questions indicates a strong likelihood of maintaining the particle in translation, whereas
this is not observed for wh-questions. This asymmetry may be explained by the shared
pragmatic function of particles in polar questions in both languages, namely, to reinforce
the interrogative force. Such functional overlap may increase the likelihood of particle
preservation during translation between polar questions.

To sum up, the mutual correspondence values indicate that particles are unlikely
to be directly translated as such in either direction between Taiwan Mandarin and
French. However, when each direction is examined individually, the translation bias is
higher from French into Taiwan Mandarin. This can be attributed to the fact that
Mandarin has a richer inventory of particles, each with specific syntactic distribution and
pragmatic functions, many of which are typically expressed through intonation in French
rather than morphosyntactic means. Interestingly, when analysing particle translations
by question types, an opposite trend emerges across the two directions. From Taiwan
Mandarin to French, the translation bias is higher for particles in wh-questions, while
from French to Taiwan Mandarin, it is higher for particles in polar questions. This
divergence appears to be closely tied to the pragmatic and typological nature of each
language.

In the direction from Taiwan Mandarin to French, particles are more likely to be translated

when both source and target particles are highly optional, such as " ¢ and %E ne in

Taiwan Mandarin and est-ce que in French. Based on their theoretical functions, such
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particles are expected to mitigate the forcefulness of the question and thereby enhance
politeness in the translation. Conversely, from French to Mandarin, particles that serve to
reinforce the interrogative force in the source text are likely to be translated with overt
particle in Taiwan Mandarin, transferring this pragmatic emphasis. It should be noted that,
however, the present corpus does not systematically annotate pragmatic functions. Thus,
these conclusions are based on theoretical functional similarities rather than direct
empirical evidence. These functional tendencies in particle translation may also imply
that the direction of translation interacts with the socio-cultural communication style of
the source language. As discussed in Section 4.3, Mandarin, as a language that tends
toward indirectness in communication, tends to trigger the use of mitigating structures
(e.g., the est-ce que particle) in French translations. In contrast, French, being more direct
in socio-cultural interaction, appears to influence Mandarin translations toward more

marked and reinforced question forms, especially through the use of the %% ma particle.

5.5 Summary of bidirectional parallel analysis of questions in Taiwan
Mandarin and French

Sections 5.1 to 5.4 have investigated the translation of questions between Taiwan
Mandarin and French. The analysis focused on three main phenomena: question types,
wh-in-situ constructions, and question particles. In the following summary, I present my
key findings, drawing on evidence from the bidirectional parallel data analyses presented
above.

First, the translation of question types appears to be generally stable across the two

directions. In most cases, the original question type is preserved in translation.
However, this cross-linguistic correspondence is more pronounced in the direction from
French into Taiwan Mandarin (88%) than into the other direction (74.3%). The difference
can be attributed partly to morphosyntactic divergence between the two languages,
especially in disjunctive questions, and partly to the translation strategies adopted in
translation. Given that the present study focuses on the structural level, a closer
examination of individual question types reveals more nuanced patterns. For instance, a
striking difference emerges across the two languages: nearly 70% of disjunctive
questions in Taiwan Mandarin are translated with polar questions in French. Notably,
many of these Mandarin disjunctive questions involve the A-not-A structures, which do

not exist in French. Accordingly, the Mandarin A-not-A structures, a distinctive structure
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without a direct counterpart in French, is frequently translated with French polar
questions. This suggests that translators, possibly guided by functional considerations,
choose to translate A-not-A disjunctive questions with French polar questions. Such
translation choices are consistent with the theoretical claim that polar and disjunctive
questions in French are syntactically overlapping. A similar tendency, though far less
frequent, is observed in the other direction: over 10% of French polar questions are
translated with disjunctive questions using A-not-A structure in Taiwan Mandarin.
Overall, the mutual translatability of disjunctive questions between the two
languages is remarkably low, especially in the direction from Taiwan Mandarin to
French. Moreover, these findings partially confirm the hypothesis: disjunctive questions
in Taiwan Mandarin are frequently translated with French polar questions. However,
French polar questions are less frequently translated with disjunctive questions in Taiwan
Mandarin.

Second, with regard to wh-in-situ structures, given that wh-in-situ is the default
strategy in Mandarin but an option in French, the parallel analysis was exploratory and
focused on how wh-in-situ is translated to and from Taiwan Mandarin. Based on the
theoretical discussion, I aimed to explore a possible connection between the use of
particle in Taiwan Mandarin and the choice of wh-in-situ in French. However, the results
showed no evidence for such a relationship: the presence of particles in Taiwan Mandarin
does not trigger the use of wh-in-situ in French. In the other direction, French wh-in-situ
questions are often translated into Taiwan Mandarin without particles, but with particles
to a lesser extent. Taken together, the results suggest that wh-in-situ may be regulated
independently within each language by the internal licensing system rather than by
cross-linguistic influence. Although the French translations of Mandarin questions
exhibit a distribution pattern of in-situ questions words similar to that in original French,
this appears to reflect that language-internal preference rather than an effect driven by the
source texts in Taiwan Mandarin.

Third, drawing on the tentative comparison of particles presented in Section 2.5, 1
investigated how question particles are translated between Mandarin and French. Given
that Mandarin often uses particle to express speaker modalities, whereas French relies
more on prosody to convey similar meanings, it was hypothesised that particles would

rarely be translated directly between the two languages. The findings, supported by a very
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low mutual correspondence (13.4%), confirm this hypothesis: particles in Mandarin
and French are generally not mutually translated, despite some overlaps in their
syntactic distribution and pragmatic functions. Nonetheless, the analyses across question
types revealed some notable directional tendencies. From Taiwan Mandarin to
French, particles in wh-questions are more likely to be translated with particles, as
reflected in a relatively higher translation bias (17%), compared with polar questions (8%).
Conversely, in the direction from French to Taiwan Mandarin, particles in polar
questions are more frequently translated with particles in Taiwan Mandarin, as indicated
by a much higher translation bias (63%). This opposing trend in the two directions
suggests that the communicative norms of the source language can influence the choice
of using particles or not in the target language. Based on the tentative comparison of
particles in terms of their syntactic and pragmatic distributions, I argue that the choice
made in translating particles may be related not only to syntactic factors but also to the
pragmatic functions shared across the two languages. In this sense, socio-cultural
preferences regarding directness or politeness in communication may influence whether
translators to use particles in the target language. It should be noted, however, that this
remains a speculation grounded in theoretical reasoning and in structural tendencies
observed in the translations, as the present study does not include a systematic coding of
pragmatic functions.

This bidirectional parallel approach offered a deeper and more nuanced comparison
between Mandarin and French than what can be achieved through bilingual comparable
analysis alone. While the bilingual comparable approach highlighted surface-level
similarities, the analysis of parallel data revealed fundamental structural and functional
differences. Specifically, the licensing mechanisms of wh-in-situ are not mutually
transferable and particles are rarely translated across the two languages. In contrast,
question types tend to be preserved in translation, with the notable exception of
disjunctive questions from Taiwan Mandarin, which are frequently rendered as polar
questions in French. Importantly, however, the patterns observed in the parallel analyses
do not only reflect morphosyntactic discrepancies between the two languages. They also
suggest the influence of translator’s cognitive selection process related to the connectivity
of establishing translation pairs (Halverson 2024: 22). In the present study, although both

Mandarin and French employ particles in questions, the connectivity between them is not
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strongly entrenched. As a result, translators may not readily perceive particles as a natural
translation pair (Halverson 2024: 28-29). In this sense, translational choices arise not
only from structural differences but also from the varying degrees of cross-linguistic link
activated during translation.

To account for these translation-induced influences, the final analysis in the
following section adopts a monolingual comparable perspective. By comparing translated
with non-translated language, this approach helps distinguish effects that stem from
translation choices (e.g., source language interference and normalisation) from those that
arise from inherent cross-linguistic discrepancies. As in previous sections, three topics

will be examined under this framework: question types, wh-in-situ, and question particles.

5.6 Monolingual comparable analysis

The final section of this chapter adopts a monolingual comparable approach,
focusing on comparisons between non-translated and translated varieties,
specifically, original Taiwan Mandarin vs. translated Taiwan Mandarin, and original
French vs. translated French. Building on the results of the parallel analyses presented
above, it is clear that discrepancies in morphosyntactic structures across languages can
influence translation outcomes, while individual translator choices also play a crucial role.
Accordingly, a monolingual comparable analysis enables the identification of translation-
specific effects by disentangling them from cross-linguistic structural differences, thereby
complementing the patterns observed in translated texts. More specifically, the
monolingual comparable approach aims to determine whether the phenomena observed
in translated texts arise from the influence of the source text/language or rather from a
tendency to adhere to target language norms, as represented by their non-translated
counterparts. In contrast to the parallel approach, which focuses on specific choices, the
monolingual comparable approach provides a more general and quantitative view of
translated languages, capturing broader distributional patterns rather than individual
instances (Bernardini 2022: 489). In the following, I will first review the features (e.g.,
explicitation, simplification) and effects of translation, including interference and

normalisation.
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5.6.1 Translation features: Interference and normalisation in translated language

The monolingual comparable approach has been central to corpus-based
translation studies since its inception (Bernardini 2022: 489, Lefer 2025:2). In particular,
following Baker (1993; 1996), translations can be conceptualised as essential
communicative events worth studying in their own right. From this perspective, translated
texts should be analysed independently of their source texts and systematically
compared with non-translated texts in the same language. Building on this view, Baker
(1993; 1996) proposes that translated texts have a set of recurrent features, which she
refers to as ‘translation universals’ (now termed ‘translation features’ or ‘translation
properties’, Lefer 2025:2). These are defined as “features which typically occur in
translated text rather than original utterances and which are not the result of interference
from specific linguistic systems” (Baker 1993:243). Four such features are identified:
simplification, explicitation, normalisation, and levelling out (Baker 1996: 176-177).
Simplification refers to the tendency to simplify the language used in translation, for
instance by avoiding redundancy, reducing lexical scope and lexical density, and
simplifying sentence structures (Hu & Zheng 2024: 222-224). Explicitation denotes the
tendency to spell things out rather than leave them implicit in translation, such as through
the addition of explanatory notes, discourse markers (e.g., because, therefore), and
optional complementisers (e.g., that in English). As a result, text length in translations is
usually longer than their originals (Baker 1996: 180). Normalisation captures the
tendency to exaggerate features of the target language and to conform to its typical
patterns, including grammatical and collocational structures and clichés (Baker 1996:
183). Finally, levelling out refers to the tendency of steering a middle course between
any two extremes, converging towards the centre (Baker 1996: 184). In other words,
translated texts are more homogeneous and convergent, while non-translated texts are
more heterogeneous and divergent (Francgois & Lefer 2022: 65, Hu & Zheng 2024: 227).
Therefore, these features suggest that, in comparison to non-translated texts, translated
texts tend to be simpler, more explicit, more conventional, and more homogeneous (Oster
2022: 8; Bernardini 2022: 492). By positing such regularities, the notion of translation
universals/features establishes translated language as a legitimate object of study in its
own right, with properties that are not reducible to source-language influence. However,

this idea of excluding source-text influence from translations has been subject to
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substantial critics (see e.g., Becher 2011: 42-43, Oster 2022: 9; Hu & Zheng 2024: 217).
Notably, even Baker (1996: 183) acknowledges the possible influence from the source
text in her discussion of normalisation. Consequently, Chesterman (2004: 39) proposed a
distinction between S-universals (i.e., characteristics of the way in which translators
process the source text) and T-universals (i.e., characteristics of the way translators use
the target language when they translate). This distinction highlights that some universal
features are more source-oriented, while others are more target-oriented. For example,
explicitation has often been explored as an S-universal by comparing the frequency of
specific elements between source and target texts as an indicator of the relative
explicitness. In contrast, simplification is typically investigated as a T-universal, for
instance through measures, such as lexical density and sentence length in translated texts
vs. non-translated texts (Castagnoli & Kajzer-Wietrzny 2024: 4-5). Although these
studies have contributed to our understanding of translation and offer a new perspective
on it, the idea of universality, namely the assumption that all translations share a set of
common features regardless of language, has been called into question (Pym 2008: 319).
Empirical studies have shown that such tendencies are not consistently attested across
languages. For example, Puurtinen (2004) demonstrates that explicitation is difficult to
be maintained as a universal feature, as no significant difference is found in the frequency
of connective use between translated and non-translated Finnish children’s literature.
Similarly, after examining linguistic dimensions (e.g., type-token ratio, word length,
sentence length, and keywords analysis) in translated Chinese, Wang & Qin (2010: 179)
find that the hypotheses of translation universals are not fully supported. In particular,
simplification is not observed, as translated Chinese uses more lexical types and longer
segments than original Chinese, although explicitation of logical relations and co-
reference devices is attested in Chinese translations. Xiao & Hu (2015) likewise re-
evaluate the translation universal hypotheses from Chinese perspective. Although
explicitation can be identified in translated Chinese at lexical and grammatical levels,
translated Chinese may display greater complexity, as reflected in longer word length and
sentence segment length in translated Chinese. Consequently, these findings cast doubt
on the universality of such translation universals. Accordingly, the term translation
universals has gradually been abandonned in favour of the more neutral notion of

translation features (Granger & Lefer 2022:27).
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Despite the controversial status of translation universals, the concept of translation
features has attracted considerable attention and continues to be an important research
strand in corpus-based translation studies, with explicitation in particular receiving
sustained focus (Granger & Lefer 2022:27). However, this strong research focus may be
disproportionate, as it stems from a very tentative list of suggestions for a starting-point
of corpus-based translation investigation (Baker 1993: 243; see De Sutter & Lefer 2020).
At the same time, several fundamental issues remain unresolved, such as the nature of
explicitation, which remains difficult to account for, as it is still impossible to predict
when translators will (or will not) use linguistic devices to encode explicitness (De Sutter
& Lefer 2020: 2). Moreover, the proposed universals partially overlap with other
theoretical accounts regarding translated language, in particular the Toury’s laws of
standardisation and interference (Pym 2008: 318). According to Toury, translated
language is generally understood to be governed by two universal laws: the law of
interference and the law of growing standardisation (Toury 1979; Toury 2012: 303).
The law of interference concerns the influence of the source text, whereby linguistic
features of the source language are transferred into the target language (Toury 2012: 310—
311). In other words, the source language “shines through” the translation (Teich 2003:
145). This law is specific to translation and other language contact situations and does not
apply to the non-translated (original) language (Lefer & Vogeleer 2013: 2-3). Conversely,
the law of growing standardisation refers to the modification of textual relations found
in the original text “in favour of [more] habitual options offered by a target repertoire”
(Toury 2012: 304). This law of standardisation closely resembles normalisation a la
Baker (1996: 176) and is widely regarded as a core feature of translated language,
reflecting a tendency of translators to conform to the typical patterns of the target
language. As noted by Pym (2008), normalisation largely overlaps conceptually with the
law of standardisation. The other proposed translation features, such as explicitation and
simplification, have also been criticized for downplaying the role of source-text
interference and for treating these phenomena as separate tendencies, while they may in
fact reflect different manifestations of normalisation in translated texts (Pym 2008: 318).
In other words, an exclusive focus on translation features risks constraining the scope of
investigation by privileging target-oriented explanations without systematically

inspecting the potential effects of the source text. A comprehensive account of translation
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therefore requires consideration of both explanatory mechanisms: the tendency towards
the target language systems (i.e., law of standardisation or normalisation) and the
influence of the source text (i.e., interference or source language influence). Importantly,
these explanatory dimensions are not mutually exclusive. Explanations based on source-
language interference are not necessarily opposed to those invoking translation features,
since interference itself may be considered a fundamental law of translation (Mauranen
2004; Cappelle & Loock 2013: 253). Consequently, a growing body of corpus-based
translation studies has approached translated language in terms of these two translation
effects.

Pang & Wang (2020), for example, examine adversative conjunctions in the

Chinese translations from English, including # #X suirdn ‘although’, 12 % danshi ‘but’,
R ™ ran’ér ‘however’. Despite the accent on diachronic variation, their results

consistently show a higher occurrence of such conjunctions in translated Chinese than
non-translated Chinese. This pattern is attributed to the interference from the source
language (i.e., English). A similar effect has been observed for passive constructions.
Their frequency in Chinese translated from English is higher than in non-translated
Chinese, as a result of interference from the source language (Xiao, He & Yue 2010: 205).
In addition to studies focusing on one translation direction, Cappelle & Loock (2013)
adopt a bidirectional approach to examine existential constructions in French (i.e., il y +
avoir) and in English (i.e., there + be). Given that existential constructions occur more
frequently in original English, translated French exhibits an increased use of such
structures compared to non-translated French, indicating source-language interference.
Likewise, the same translation effect is attested in translated English, since the frequency
of existential constructions is lower than in non-translated English. However, these
effects are not symmetrical. While existential constructions increase in translated French
compared to non-translated French, such an increase is weaker than the decrease observed
in translated English. This asymmetry suggests that translated French also conforms to
target-language norms, namely, a tendency towards normalisation, given that non-
translated French typically uses fewer existential constructions (Cappelle & Loock 2013:
267). Adopting a similar approach, this thesis focuses on the two translation laws
described above: interference and normalisation, to investigate bidirectionally the

distribution of questions and three related issues, including question types, wh-in-situ,
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and particles, across translated and non-translated varieties of the two languages
investigated.

Despite the primarily linguistic focus of the present study, translation outcomes
may also be affected by other crucial factors, such as register and translation expertise
(De Sutter & Lefer 2020: 4). In this respect, translation can be viewed as one variety of
constrained communication (Van Rooy & Kotze 2024: 275), as it is produced in language
contact situations where one or more of the constraints or factors play a role in affecting
communication. These constraints include (1) language activation (i.e., monolingual vs.
bilingual), (2) modality and register (i.e., spoken vs. written vs. multimodal), (3) text
production (i.e., independent vs. dependent), (4) proficiency (i.e., native vs. non-native),
and (5) task expertise (i.e., expert vs. non-expert) (Kotze & Van Rooy 2024: 5). Such
constraints model the outcome of the language production the same way as cognitive and
socio-pragmatic processes, jointly shaping linguistic output. In other words, translation
should not be understood merely as a product, but a production arising from the
interaction of multiple factors. Although the translation analyses in this thesis do not
directly implement the constrained language framework in examining question
distribution, they do take into account key sources of variation. In particular, variation
across translators and register (i.e., dialogue vs. narrative), operationalised here as random
and fixed effects, respectively, in the statistical analysis presented in Section 5.11,
following the recommendations of Halverson & Kotze (2024: 14).

This section is organised as follows. Section 5.6.2 presents the overall frequency of
questions in translations, specifically in translated Taiwan Mandarin and translated
French. Sections 5.7 through 5.9 provide detailed analyses of three main topics (i.e.,
question types, wh-in-situ, and question particles) to compare original and translated
varieties in each language. Finally, Section 5.10 summarises the findings from the

monolingual comparable analyses.

5.6.2 Overall frequency of questions in each translated language

The question marks were retrieved using the advanced Concordance function in
Sketch Engine (searching for the character: ?) (Kilgarriff et al. 2014). In principle, each
question mark is assumed to correspond to a single question. However, one instance in

the French sub-corpus contains two consecutive question marks for emphasis, as in (5.66).
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(5.66) ...Famille ?!?
‘Family?!?’ (Le sniper, son wok et son fusil)

To maintain consistency, such cases with duplicated question marks are counted as a
single occurrence of a question. The following analyses are based on these adjusted
counts. Frequencies of questions in non-translated and translated languages is presented

in Table 106 below.

Table 106 Frequencies of question in non-translated and translated languages

Relative .
Languages Type Raw Frequencies per Corpus size

Frequencies 100,000 tokens (tokens)

Tatwan 0 translated 3,921 762 514,540
Mandarin

Tawan Translated 4,433 737 601,139
Mandarin

French Non-translated 4,224 653 647,180

French Translated 4,188 600 697,504

As shown in Table 106, the two translated varieties display lower relative frequency
of questions compared to their non-translated counterparts. This is likely due to the
tendency of translated texts to expand through additional lexical or structural material, a
phenomenon commonly associated with the explicitation universal in translation studies
(Frankenberg-Garcia 2009). To quantify the expansion observed in the corpora of
translated languages, a corpus-level coefficient of expansion was calculated by dividing
the increase in corpus size of each language (translated minus non-translated corpus size)
by the size of the non-translated corpus of each language. According to this measure,
translated French exhibits a 7.8% of expansion, while translated Taiwan Mandarin shows
a substantially larger expansion of 16.8%. This expansion or increase in textual volume
directly affects the relative frequency calculation, explaining the lower relative
frequency of questions observed in translated corpora. In addition, when comparing
the difference of relative frequency, the difference of relative frequency is more
pronounced in French, where the translated French shows 53 fewer questions per 100,000
tokens, compared to a reduction of 25 questions in Taiwan Mandarin. In proportional
terms, translated French contains 8.1% fewer questions per 100,000 tokens than non-

translated French, while the decrease in Taiwan Mandarin is relatively modest at 3.3%.
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This reduction can be partly attributed to expansion mechanisms in both languages.
However, expansion alone cannot explain the cross-linguistic difference in the degree of
reduction. Such differences are likely related to the translation strategies employed. As
shown in the parallel analysis of question types in Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2, changes in
sentence type occur in 10% of questions in translated French, compared to only 2% of
questions in translated Taiwan Mandarin. This further suggests that the larger reduction
in relative frequency observed in translated French may be related to more frequent
alternations of sentence types during translation. In addition to these overall trends,
variation across individual translated works should also be taken into account. Examining
the distribution of question frequency at the textual level can help determine whether the
observed pattern reflects a broader translation tendency or whether it is more closely
linked to specific textual characteristics, such as works and genres. The following tables
provide language-specific comparisons of question frequency across individual translated
works. Table 107 presents the data for translations into Taiwan Mandarin, and Table 108

for translations into French.
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Table 107 Metadata and frequencies of question marks for novels in translated Taiwan
Mandarin (Raw and relative frequencies)

Novels in translated Taiwan Mandarin

Raw
Text size frequencies of
Translator Work Genre (number of  question mark
tokens) (per 10,000
tokens)
Gataca
Chang Chiao-wen T RE Detective 148,862 1,458
Zuopéizi de shayi )
Un avion sans
. ) elle . 1,211
Liang Sophie 8 A Wt e Detective 150,661 (’80)
Meéiyiu ta de feiji
L'Anomalie
Chen Yung-Wei 2F Fantasy 90,810 (67539)
Yichang
Trois jours et
) une vie . 448
Miao Yung-hua —R—4 Detective 66,350 (68)
Santian yishéng
Le voleur
) d'ombres 402
Duan Yun-ling BT A Fantasy 66,175 61)
Tou yingzi de rén
Wu Qing-zhu/ La vie des elfes
Duan Yung-ling/ HED & Fantasy 78,288 (23535)
Nian Geng-jia Jingling shaonti
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Table 108 Metadata and frequencies of question marks for novels in translated French

(Raw and relative frequencies)

Novels in translated French

Raw
Translator Work Genre (number of crlnark
tokens) 1 er 10,000
tokens)
X R % F
Alexis Brossollet Chdofan jijishou Detective 97,615 1,031
Le sniper, son (106)
wok et son fusil
o FARR
Em,manuelle Stjid zhentan Detective 159,545 1,219
Péchenart Rue du dragon (76)
couché
E 11 sy 684
mmanuelle L e
Péchenart Guidifang Fantasy 149,209 (46)
Ghost Town
BARBF
Paomo 533
Gwennaél Gaffric zhanzhéng Fantasy 100,695 (53)
La guerre des
bulles
RARA
Gwennaél Gaffric ’Fuy anren Fantasy 116,228 474
L’homme aux (41)
yeux a facettes
R A £ 6 B Ay 67
Tiangiaoshang de a7
Gwennaél Gaffric moshushi Fantasy 74,270 (33)

Le Magicien sur
la passerelle

Poisson regression models were applied using the g/mer function (Bates et al. 2015)
to examine the number of questions (i.e., dependent variable) across genres and individual

works within each translated language. Genre was specified as a fixed effect, while work
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was included as a random effect to account for variability among individual texts. In
addition, to control for differences in text length, the total number of tokens per novel
was incorporated as an offset in the model (i.e., offset = log(Total Translation)), thereby
adjusting the question counts to a comparable scale across texts. The results of the
regression models are shown in Table 109 for Taiwan Mandarin translations and Table

110 for French translations.

Table 109 Poisson regression output for frequencies of question marks in translated
Taiwan Mandarin

Estimate Standard Error  z value p value
(Intercept) -4.8151 0.1509 -31.917 <.0001 ***
Genre Fantasy  -0.4337 0.2144 -2.023 0.0431 *

Formula= glmer(Count_translation ~ Genre+ (1 | Work), family = poisson, offset =
log(Total_translation), control = glmerControl(optimizer = "bobyqa"), data = .)

Table 110 Poisson regression output for frequencies of question marks in translated

French
Estimate Standard Error  z value p value
(Intercept) -4.7141 0.1148 -41.047 <.0001 ***
Genre Fantasy  -0.7407 0.1419 -5.219 <.0001] ***

Formula= glmer(Count translation ~ Genre+ (1 | Work), family = poisson, offset =
log(Total_translation), control = glmerControl(optimizer = "bobyqa"), data = .)

The results of both regression models indicate that the distribution of question marks
differs significantly across two genres in Taiwan Mandarin translations (z = -2.023, p =
0.0431) and in French translations (z = -5.219, p <.0001). More specifically, compared
with detective fiction, fantasy novels contain significantly fewer questions in both
translated languages, with a particularly strong effect observed in French. These
findings suggest that genre consistently influences the distribution of questions in
translated novels across the two languages. As for the random effect of work, the
estimated variance is minimal in both models (0.067 for Taiwan Mandarin and 0.025 for
French), indicating that inter-textual variation among individual works contributes

negligibly to the overall distribution of questions in translation.
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The analyses above demonstrate that the relative frequency of questions decreases
in both translated languages compared with their non-translated languages. One possible
explanation is that translated languages tend to use more lexical and syntactic material, a
phenomenon referred to as ‘expansion’ in translation. This expansion can consequently
reduce the relative density of questions, consistent with the explicitation hypothesis in
translation studies. In addition to expansion, the baseline frequency in non-translated
(original) language provides a reference point for the expected relative frequency in
translation: since the relative frequency of questions in original Taiwan Mandarin is
higher than in original French, one might expect translated French to retain a higher
relative frequency if all questions were translated directly from Taiwan Mandarin.
However, the larger reduction in relative frequency observed in translated French is likely
due to translation strategies, particularly the tendency to alter sentence types during
translation. In other words, French translations more frequently modify sentence type,
which contributes to a more pronounced reduction in the relative frequency of
questions. Additionally, the Poisson regression models of individual translated works
reveal that the genre is a significant factor influencing the distribution of questions,
with translated fantasy novels in the corpus containing fewer questions than translated
detective fictions. Taken together, these findings suggest that the observed decrease in
relative frequency in translated language results primarily from a combination of
textual expansion, translation strategies, and genre-specific tendencies, while
baseline difference in the original language helps contextualise the expected relative
frequency in translation.

Having examined the overall frequency of questions in each translated language,
the following sections (Sections 5.7 to 5.9) offer detailed monolingual comparable
analyses focusing on three specific linguistic features (i.e., question types, wh-in-situ, and
question particles). These analyses aim to investigate whether the translated languages
exhibit source-language interference or target-language normalisation. Accordingly,
each discussion will be framed around two hypotheses corresponding to these distinct
translation effects. A total of 23 cases in translated Taiwan Mandarin and 64 cases in
French are excluded from the following analyses, as they are non-qualifying cases (e.g.,

interjections and questions in other languages, see Section 3.4 on data coding).
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5.7 Monolingual comparable analysis: Taxonomy of question types

The first topic investigated concerns the distribution of question types. Based on
the results in Section 4.3 from the comparable corpus, polar questions are the most
frequent types in both Taiwan Mandarin and French. However, a divergence emerges
when comparing polar and disjunctive questions. On the one hand, polar questions occur
much more frequently in original French; on the other hand, disjunctive questions are
used more often in original Taiwan Mandarin, but not in original French. These
tendencies observed in the source languages can ultimately influence their translations
into the other language, as reflected in the parallel corpus results discussed in Section 5.2.
Although most question types tend to be translated with the same types, the particularly
low mutual correspondence value of disjunctive questions indicates that their translations
rarely correspond across the two languages. Building on these findings, two relevant
hypotheses can be proposed when comparing translated languages with non-translated
languages. Under the source language interference hypothesis, translated Taiwan
Mandarin is expected to contain fewer disjunctive questions, whereas translated French
is expected to contain more. By contrast, from the normalisation perspective, the
frequency of disjunctive questions would be expected to increase in translated Taiwan
Mandarin but decrease in translated French. These two hypotheses are summarised in

Table 111.
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Table 111 Two hypotheses based on two translation effects for question types

. . . Frequency of
Hypothesis Pair of comparison Translation effect disjunctive questions in
translated language
Non-translated
Taiwan Mandarin vs.
Translated Taiwan v
I Interference of
Mandarin source language
Non-translated French
vs. Translated French T
Non-translated
Taiwan Mandarin vs.
Translated Taiwan T
II . .
Mandarin Normalisation
Non-translated French
vs. Translated French v

In what follows, Section 5.7.1 focuses on non-translated and translated Taiwan
Mandarin, while Section 5.7.2 presents the results for French. Finally, an overall
discussion is provided in Section 5.7.3.

5.7.1 Comparison of question types in non-translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin

This section begins with an analysis of the distribution of question types in non-

translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin, as shown in Table 112 and Figure 37.

Table 112 Question types in non-translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin (raw

frequencies)
Polar . Disjunctive
Languages Type question Wh-question question Total
Taiwan Non-
Mandarin translated 1,756 1,617 466 3,839
45.7% 42.1% 12.1% 100%
Taiwan Translated 2,133 1,897 380 4,410
Mandarin
48.4% 43% 8.6% 100%
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Taiwan Mandarin

2133
1756 (48.4%)
50% (45.7%) 1617 1897
(42.1%) (43%)
40%
2 Question Types
£
— 30% Polar
g Wh
8 Disjunctive
20% 466
(12.1%) 380
(8.6%)
10%
0% .
Non-translated Translated

Translation Types
Figure 37 Question types in non-translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin

Results indicate that there is not much difference between the two varieties in terms of
question type distribution. In Taiwan Mandarin, wh-questions occur at nearly the same
proportion across both translation types. However, disjunctive questions appear more
frequently in non-translated Taiwan Mandarin, showing a difference of 3.5%,
respectively, whereas polar questions appear more frequently in translated Taiwan
Mandarin, with a difference of 2.7%. The chi-square test further reveals a significant
difference (x> (2) =28.21, p <.0001), particularly for polar and disjunctive questions,

as reflected in the adjusted residuals presented in Table 113.

Table 113 Adjusted residuals of question type by translation status

Type Non-translated Translated
Polar -2.38 +2.38
Wh -0.82 +0.82
Disjunctive +5.26 -5.26

Accordingly, translated Taiwan Mandarin shows an increase in polar questions and a
greater decrease in disjunctive questions. These findings may be attributed to
interference from French. On the one hand, disjunctive questions are not frequently used

in French, leading to their underuse in translated Taiwan Mandarin. On the other hand,
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the number of polar questions is significantly higher in original French, which in turns
results in a higher frequency of polar questions in translated Taiwan Mandarin.

In sum, question types appear less divergent between non-translated and translated
Taiwan Mandarin overall, yet evidence of source-language interference is observed in
the case of polar and disjunctive questions. This “shining through” effect reduces the
use of disjunctive questions while increasing the use of polar questions in translated

Taiwan Mandarin.

5.7.2 Comparison of question types in non-translated and translated French

For non-translated and translated French, the distribution of question types is

presented in Table 114 and in Figure 38.

Table 114 Question types in non-translated and translated French (raw frequencies)

Languages Type qlllae?sltailf)n Wh-question D;ﬂgsiic;ige Total
French MO 238 1,793 75 4,196
55.5% 42.7% 1.8% 100%

French Translated 2,334 1,692 98 4,124
56.6% 41% 2.4% 100%
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French

2328 2334
60% (55.5%) (56.6%)
1793
. 1692
(42.7%) 1%)
R 409% Question Types
C
o Polar
5 Wh
o - )
@) . Disjunctive
20%
75 98
(1.8%) (2.4%)
0% [ [
Non-translated Translated

Translation Types
Figure 38 Question types in non-translated and translated French

Overall, the distribution across question types is highly similar between the two varieties,
although disjunctive questions occur slightly more frequently in translated French. The
chi-square test shows no significant difference between non-translated and translated

French (y* (2) = 5.37, p = 0.06822). Therefore, no clear translation effect is observed.

5.7.3 Discussion of question types in non-translated and translated languages

Overall, the distribution of question types is largely similar between non-translated
and translated languages. In other words, translation does not appear to substantially
alter the use of question types. However, polar and disjunctive questions in translated
Taiwan Mandarin constitute a notable exception. Compared with non-translated Taiwan
Mandarin, translated Taiwan Mandarin contains significantly more polar questions but
significantly fewer disjunctive questions. This pattern suggests source language
interference from French into Taiwan Mandarin. By contrast, no translation effect is
observed when comparing non-translated French and translated French. Accordingly,
when examining question types across non-translated and translated languages, only the

first hypothesis is partially supported.
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5.8 Monolingual comparable analysis: Wh-in-situ

The topic of wh-in-situ mainly focuses on French, given that this syntactic structure
is optional and can be readily observed and extracted from the French sub-corpus. In
contrast, since wh-in-situ is the default structure in Mandarin, it is difficult to investigate
this phenomenon in the corpus. Accordingly, the following discussion primarily centres
on the comparison of wh-in-situ constructions between non-translated and
translated French. Two hypotheses related to translation effects are formulated and
presented in Table 115. Given that wh-in-situ is the default structure in Mandarin, its use
in translated French is expected to increase, reflecting source language interference. By
contrast, since wh-in-situ is only an optional structure and occurs rarely in original French,
its frequency in translated French is expected to decrease, demonstrating normalisation

toward non-translated French.

Table 115 Two hypotheses based on two translation effects for wh-in-situ

Frequency of wh-

Pair of comparison Hypothesis | Translation effect | in-situ in translated

language
Interference of
I N
Non-translated French source language
vs. Translated French
II Normalisation \Z

In addition to examining the overall translation effect, the following analyses and
discussion address both the frequency of wh-in-situ occurrences and the types of question
words that appear in-situ. Furthermore, the syntactic constraints argued to govern the use

of wh-1in-situ in translated French will also be examined.

5.8.1 Comparison of wh-in-situ in non-translated and translated French

The frequency of the wh-in-situ phenomenon in non-translated and translated

French is presented in Table 116 and Figure 39.
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Table 116 Wh-in-situ in non-translated and translated French

Relative frequencies

Language Type Raw frequencies (% of all wh-questions)
Non-translated 114 6.4%
French
Translated 76 4.5%
114 (6.4%)
90
76 (4.5%
S 60 Non-translated
8 Translated
30
0

French

Figure 39 Wh-in-situ in non-translated and translated French

Although this syntactic structure is rare in both non-translated and translated French, a
decrease in its use is observed in translated French. Only 4.5% of the wh-questions in
translated French uses wh-in-situ, compared to 6.4% in non-translated French. This
finding indicates a normalisation effect in translation. Given that translated French tends
to conform to the linguistic norms of its non-translated counterpart, the following analysis
examines whether the distribution of in-situ question words also aligns with that observed
in non-translated French.

Based on previous studies and the comparable results for original (non-translated)
French, the distribution of in-sifu question words in non-translated French is shown in
Figure 40. These results align with the patterns reported in Druetta (2018: 43) (see Section
4.4), namely that the question words quoi ‘what’ and o “where’ are more likely to occur

in-situ.
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Figure 40 Distribution of wh-words in-situ in non-translated French

When examining translated French, quoi ‘what’ and ou ‘where’ are likewise the most
frequently attested in-situ question words, as shown in Figure 41. Although the types of
in-situ question words found in translated French broadly overlap with that of non-
translated French, their relative distribution diverges. More specifically, in non-
translated French, the proportion of quoi ‘what’ is 40% more frequent than that of ou
‘where’, whereas this gap is reduced to less than 10% in translated French. In other words,
the our ‘where’ becomes comparatively more frequent in-sifu in translated French, while

quoi ‘what’ shows a noticeable decline.
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Figure 41 Distribution of wh-words in-situ in translated French

Other question words likewise appear in-situ, although their proportions within the types
of in-situ question words show only minor differences between non-translated and
translated French. An additional notable observation in translated French is the
occurrence of pourquoi ‘why’ in-situ, as in (5.67).

(5.67) Tu devines  pourquoi ?

2SG  guess why
‘Guess why?’ (L homme aux yeux a facettes)

This finding is consistent with previous studies, since the question word pourquoi ‘why’
is either unacceptable or rarely found in-situ (Rizzi 1990: 47; Beyssade 2006: 181; Myers
2007: 153; Coveney 2011: 130; Druetta 2018: 41-42). The two major differences in the
distribution of wh-in-situ between non-translated and translated French may stem from
two factors. First, the divergence may be partly due to corpus limitations, as corpus size
necessarily affects the range of observable phenomena. Given the already marginal status
of in-situ pourquoi ‘why’, the present corpus is unlikely to capture its occurrence. Second,
a possible explanation, suggested by previous theoretical work, is that the use of wh-in-
situ can be pragmatically conditioned and strongly grounded in discourse contexts
(Boucher 2010b: 130-131). Accordingly, the differences observed between non-

translated and translated French may reflect the contextual environments favoured in
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translated texts. In other words, the specific contexts provided by translated discourse
may have allowed ou ‘where’, que/+N ‘which+N’, and pourquoi ‘why’ to be more likely
in-situ, while quoi ‘what’, though typically the most dominant question words being wh-
in-situ, may be situated in such contexts less frequently in translation texts than in non-
translated ones.

In addition to the distribution of in-situ question words, I examine instances of in-
situ in translated French with respect to their syntactic environment. Several syntactic
constraints are argued to prevent question words from appearing in-situ, including
negation, modal verbs, universal quantifiers, and relative clauses (see Sections 2.4.4 and
4.4). In non-translated French, two types of counterevidence have been observed. First,
wh-in-situ can co-occur with modal verbs. Second, this syntactic structure is allowed in
embedded clauses (see Section 4.4). In translated French, a further type of

counterevidence not attested in non-translated French is observed, as shown in (5.68).

(5.68) s ont  trouvé ' identite  de qui?...
3p L cop  find.PTCP ART identity PREP who
‘Who did they identify?’ (Le sniper, son wok et son fusil)

According to Starke (2001: 25), a complement of noun phrase with specific reference is
typically inappropriate for wh-in-situ. However, in the example, the question word qui
‘who’ appears in-situ as the complement of the noun phrase with specific reference
’identity ‘the identity’. Nevertheless, this instance may be an echo-question, for which
wh-in-situ is known to be less syntactically constrained (Chang 1997: 17-18; Cheng &
Rooryck 2000: 13). The context, however, is not sufficiently clear to determine

definitively whether this is indeed an echo question.

5.8.2 Discussion of wh-in-situ in non-translated and translated French

The overall results indicate a decrease in the frequency of wh-in-situ in translated
French, confirming the second hypothesis concerning translation-driven normalisation.
This pattern is consistent with the fact that wh-in-situ in French is an optional and
relatively rare syntactic structure. Moreover, the distribution of in-situ question words
is broadly similar between non-translated and translated French. Specifically, quoi
‘what’ and ou ‘where’ are the two most frequently attested in-situ question words,
followed by others, such as comment ‘how’ and combien ‘how much/many’. A rare

instance of pourquoi ‘why’ occurring in-situ is also found in translated French. However,
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a difference emerges when comparing the relative proportions of the two most frequent
in-situ question words across the two datasets. In translated French, the difference
between quoi ‘what’ and ou ‘where’ narrows to around 10%, in contrast to 40% in non-
translated French. A possible explanation, suggested by previous theoretical work rather
than directly derived from the corpus, is that the availability of discourse environments
favouring wh-in-situ may differ between translated and non-translated texts. Such a
contextual variation may therefore account for both the reduced gap between quoi ‘what’
and ou ‘where’. Finally, a possible counterevidence to the syntactic constraints of wh-in-
situ is observed in translated French: the in-situ question word appears as the complement
of a noun phrase with specific reference. This instance could potentially be accounted for
as an echo question, although the context is insufficiently clear to determine this

definitively.

5.9 Monolingual comparable analysis: Question particles

The review and tentative conclusions presented in Section 2.5 indicate that question
particles share similarities across Mandarin and French, stemming from their syntactic
distribution and pragmatic functions. These shared properties serve as the fertium
comparationis for comparing question particles in the two languages. Despite these
similarities, the languages differ in the variety of particles they have at their disposal.
Mandarin employs four main particles (i.e., *% ma, "€ ba, *FI a, % ne) in questions,
whereas French primarily uses one (i.e., est-ce que). Based on both bilingual comparable
and bidirectional parallel analyses, the results show that question particles occur more
frequently in original Taiwan Mandarin (n = 957) than in French (n = 254). Moreover,
the mutual correspondence value of particles is very low (13.3%), particularly from
Taiwan Mandarin to French. Therefore, it can be concluded that the two languages not
only exhibit different preferences in the use of question particles, but their cross-linguistic
correspondence is also very limited. Consequently, two potential translation effects are
hypothesised. First, under source language interference, the frequency of question
particles is expected to decrease in translated Taiwan Mandarin but increase in translated
French. Second, under normalisation, the number of question particles is expected to
increase in translated Taiwan Mandarin but decrease in translated French. Two

hypotheses are summarised in Table 117.
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Table 117 Two hypotheses based on two translation effects for question particles

Frequency of question

vs. Translated French

Hypothesis Pair of comparison Translation effect particles in translated
language
Non-translated
Taiwan Mandarin vs.
Translated Taiwan v
I Interference of
Mandarin source language
Non-translated French
vs. Translated French T
Non-translated
Taiwan Mandarin vs.
Translated Taiwan T
II . .
Mandarin Normalisation
Non-translated French
N2

In what follows, Section 5.9.1 examines the comparison of question particles in

non-translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin. Section 5.9.2 presents the results of

particle comparison in non-translated and translated French. Finally, Section 5.9.3

provides an overall discussion of question particles across non-translated and translated

languages.

5.9.1 Comparison of question particles in non-translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin

The distribution of question particles in non-translated and translated Taiwan

Mandarin is shown in Table 118 and Figure 42.
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Table 118 Overall distribution of question particles in non-translated and translated
Taiwan Mandarin

Raw frequencies of Total frequencies

Language Type particle (%) of questions
957 3,839
| Non-translated (25%) (100%)
Taiwan
Mandarin 1.502 4.410
Translated (34%) (100%)

Taiwan Mandarin
1502 (34%)

1500
1000 957 (25%)

€
>3
o
O

500

0

Non-translated Translated
Type

Figure 42 Overall distribution of question particles in non-translated and translated
Taiwan Mandarin

Overall, the total number of question particles increases by nearly 10% in translated
Taiwan Mandarin and differs significantly from that in non-translated Taiwan Mandarin
(o (1) = 81.3, p < .0001). In other words, translated Taiwan Mandarin exhibits a
significant overuse of particles. This outcome supports the second hypothesis and
indicates a normalisation effect in translation. Since the use of particles may vary across
question types, I further examine their distribution in detail, as shown in Table 119 and

Figure 43.
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Table 119 Question particles in non-translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin across
question types (raw frequencies)

Polar Disjunctive

Language Type question Wh-question question Total
Non. 828 115 14 957
Taiwan translated 86.5% 12% 1.5% 100 %
Mandarin 1,202 256 44 1,502
Translated
80% 17% 3% 100%

Taiwan Mandarin
1250

1000

750

Non-translated
Translated

Count

500

250

0,
14 (1.5%) |—(—L|44 2.9%

Polar Wh Disjunctive
Question type

Figure 43 Question particles in non-translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin

In both non-translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin, most particles occur in polar
questions, followed by wh-questions and disjunctive questions. Moreover, the number of
question particles differs significantly across the three question types (%> (2) = 18.506, p
< .0001). However, notable shifts appear in translated data. Specifically, the overall
proportion of particle use in polar questions decreases in translated Taiwan Mandarin,
while the proportions in wh- and disjunctive questions increase correspondingly. This

pattern is further supported by the adjusted residuals in Table 120.
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Table 120 Adjusted residuals of question particles by translation status

Taiwan Mandarin

Type Non-translated Translated
Polar 4.137 -4.137
Wh -3.396 3.396
Disjunctive -2.336 2.336

The residual analysis shows that the particle use in polar questions is significantly higher
than expected in non-translated Taiwan Mandarin, but significantly lower than expected
in the translated Taiwan Mandarin. By contrast, for wh- and disjunctive questions, particle
frequencies are significantly lower than expected in non-translated Taiwan Mandarin yet
significantly higher in translated data. These findings suggest that, despite the overall
normalisation trend, source language interference may have contributed to a
reduced use of particles in polar questions in translated Taiwan Mandarin.

In addition, I examine the detailed distribution of individual question particles and

compared them with those in non-translated Taiwan Mandarin, as shown in Table 121

and Figure 44.
Table 121 Five particles in non-translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin (raw
frequencies)
49 kil
"5 ma "% ba & ne Total
o/lo allalya
666 112 29 41 109 957
Non-translated
(69.6%) (11.7%) (3%) (4.3%) (11.4%) (100%)

1,037 125 21 62 257 1,502

Translated
(69%) (8.3%) (1.4%) (4.1%) (17.1%) (100%)
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Taiwan Mandarin

1200
1037
(69%)
800 666
= (69.6%) Language type
8 Non-translated
@) Translated
400 257
(17.1%)
n2 125 109
(11.7%) (8.3%) 62 (11.4%)

21
(4.1%)
(3% 147) (43%)
0 (I = mm [

E ma 2 ba B o/lo W a/la/ya B ne
Particle

Figure 44 Five particles in non-translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin

The distribution of particles differs significantly between non-translated and translated
Taiwan Mandarin (y? (4) = 27.5, p < .0001). Moreover, the adjusted residuals in Table
122 indicate that certain particles contribute disproportionately to this significant

difference.

Table 122 Adjusted residuals of five question particles by translation status

Type Non-translated Translated
"% ma 0.2888 -0.2888
"2 ba 2.7699 -2.7699
% 0/ lo 2.796 -2.796
T allalya 0.1887 -0.1887
E ne -3.886 3.886

Specifically, the particles "& ba and % o / lo occur less frequently than expected in
translated texts, while the use of & ne exceeds the expected frequency. This pattern

suggests that normalisation manifests primarily through the increased use of

particle %E ne. Given that the use of particle in Mandarin varies across question types, I

further examine the interaction between the five particles and question types, as shown in

Table 123 and Figure 45.
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Table 123 Five particles in non-translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin across
question types (raw frequencies)

Particle Language type Polar Wh Disjunctive
80.4%
Non-translated 0 0
(666/828)
"5 ma
86.3%
Translated 0 0
(1,037/1,202)
13.5%
Non-translated 0 0
(112/828)
"2, ba
10.4%
Translated 0 0
(125/1,202)
3.5%
Non-translated 0 0
39 (29/828)
o/lo 1.7%
Translated 0 0
(21/1,202)
2.5% 17.4%
Non-translated 0
o] (21/828) (20/115)
a/la/ya 1.6% 12.9% 22.7%
Translated
(19/1,202) (33/256) (10/44)
82.6% 100%
Non-translated 0
(95/115) (14/14)
T ne
87.1% 77.3%
Translated 0

(223/256)  (34/44)
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Taiwan Mandarin

1B ma IE ba B o/lo 1 a/la/ya g ne
1500 1037
666 (69%) -
1000 (49.6%) <)
500 112125 29 21 21 19 Q
D (” 7%)(8 3% (3%) (1.4%) (4.3%) (4.1%)
0 —_— — — — —
1500
= Language type
223
S 1000 = [:l Non-translated
8 00 0 33 95 (17.1%) =
(43%)(4.1%) (11.4%) . Translated
0 — —m— @ —— — e ——— 3
1500 9
2
1000 3
500 10 14 (17.1%) -2-
(4.1%) (11.4%) o

0 — — S - T S —_— — — —

Figure 45 Five particles in non-translated and translated Taiwan Mandarin across
question types

No statistical test is conducted here, as the distinctions in particle distribution are already
clear. The particles %% ma, *& ba and %k o/lo occur predominantly in polar questions,
whereas "E ne appears mainly in whi- and disjunctive questions. The proportional results
also show that each question type exhibits distinct behaviour. For polar questions, all
particles tend to decrease in translated Taiwan Mandarin, consistent with the overall
reduction of particle use observed in polar questions, particularly "& ba and %% o / lo. In
contrast, for wh and disjunctive questions, particle use increases in translated Taiwan
Mandarin, with the "E ne particle showing the most pronounced increase. This finding
aligns with the earlier analyses.

Therefore, although particles appear to be overused in translated Taiwan Mandarin,
indicating a normalisation effect, more fine-grained differences emerge when examining
their distribution across question types and across the five individual particles.
Specifically, normalisation seems more pronounced in the use of particle & ne in
wh- and disjunctive questions, while source language interference may reduce the
use of particle "& ba and & o/ lo, as well as the overall particle use in polar questions.

On the one hand, certain linguistic features specific to Mandarin may be highlighted and
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reinforced through the normalisation, such as the preference for disjunctive questions and
the distinctive functions of the particle & ne. On the other hand, source language
interference affects the overall particle use in polar questions, potentially reflecting the
French preference for polar questions with declarative word order. Interestingly, the
decrease in the use of particle *% ma in translated Taiwan Mandarin is not significant
compared to its use in non-translated Taiwan Mandarin. This may suggest that the particle

"% ma remains highly dominant regardless of translation status.

5.9.2 Comparison of question particles in non-translated and translated French

The overall distribution of question particles in non-translated and translated French
is presented in Table 124 and Figure 46. In both datasets, the frequencies of the ¢a and
donc particles are categorised under wh-questions.

Table 124 Overall distribution of question particles in non-translated and translated
French

Raw frequencies of Total frequencies of

Languages Type particle (%) questions
Non- 254 4,196
translated (6.1%) (100%)
French
466 4,124
Translated (11.3%) (100%)
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Figure 46 Overall distribution of question particles in non-translated and

translated French

An increase of 5% in particle use is observed in translated French compared with non-

translated French, and this difference is statistically significant (y* (1) =71.76, p <.0001).

This outcome supports the first hypothesis, indicating source language interference

effect from Taiwan Mandarin. I further examine the distribution across question types, as

shown in Table 125 and Figure 47.

Table 125 Question particles in non-translated and translated French across question

types (raw frequencies)

Polar . Disjunctive
Languages Type question Wh-question question Total
Non- 60 194 0 254
translated 23.6% 76.4% 0% 100%
French
149 316 1 466
Translated
32% 67.8% 0.2% 100%
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French

300

200
g Non-translated
8 149 (32% Translated

100

60 (23.6%
0 0(0%) _ 1(0.2%)
Polar Wh Disjunctive

Question type
Figure 47 Question particles in non-translated and translated French

The results show that the majority of occurrences are found in wi-questions, followed by
polar questions, in both non-translated and translated French. However, the number of
question particles differs significantly across question types (¥ (1) = 5.2486, p <.0001).
2! In addition, the adjusted residuals reveal that polar questions employ more particles
than expected, while wh-questions use fewer particles than expected, as shown in Table
126. In other words, the increase in particle use in polar questions may be attributed
to source language interference, while the decrease in wh-questions reflects a

normalisation effect.

Table 126 Adjusted residuals of question particles by translation status

French
Type Non-translated Translated
Polar -2.377 2.377
Wh 2.377 -2.377

In addition, I examined the detailed distribution of question particles, as shown in Table

127 and Figure 48.

2! Disjunctive questions are excluded from this statistical analysis, since their frequency is too low.
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Table 127 Three particles in non-translated and translated French (raw frequencies)

Est-ce que ca donc Total
236 17 1 254
Non-translated
(92.9%) (6.7%) (0.4%) (100%)
437 24 5 466
Translated
(93.8%) (5.2%) (1.1%) (100%)
French
437
(93.8%)
400
= 234 Language type
3 (92.9%) Non-translated
O Translated
200
24
i (5.2%) s
(67%) > (0.4%) (1.1%)
est-ce que ca donc
Particle

Figure 48 Three particles in non-translated and translated French

The results indicate a slight increase in the use of est-ce que and donc in translated French,
while the use of ¢a particle decreases. Since ¢a and donc are more restricted in usage and
occur infrequently in the corpus, the subsequent analysis focuses on the distribution of

est-ce que across question types between non-translated and translated French, as
presented in Table 128 and Figure 49.
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Table 128 Particle est-ce que in non-translated and translated French across question
types (raw frequencies)

Particle  Language type  Polar Wh Disjunctive Total
60 176 236
Non-translated 0
(25.4%) (74.6%) (100%)
est-ce que
149 287 1 437
Translated
(34.1%) (65.7%) (0.2%) (100%)
French
287
300 (65.7%)
176
+= 200 (74.6%) Language type
S 149 )
o) (34.1%) Non-translated
@) ) Translated
100 60
(25.4%)
0 1
(0%)  (0.2%)
0
Polar Wh Disjunctive
Question Type

Figure 49 Particle est-ce que in non-translated and translated French across question types

The overall distribution of particles in translated French is largely comparable to that in
non-translated French (see Section 4.5.2). In both datasets, the est-ce que particle occurs
mostly in wh-questions, followed by polar questions. Noted that est-ce que particle does

not appear in disjunctive questions in non-translated French, whereas one instance is

attested in translated French, as illustrated in (5.69).
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(5.69) Est-ce qu' il parlait d humanité ou de

PTCL 3G speak.IMPARF ART  humanity or PREP

symboles ?

symboles

‘Was he speaking about humanity or symbols?’ (Rue du dragon couché)

However, a distinct pattern emerges when comparing the proportion of est-ce que across
question types between non-translated and translated French. In translated French, the use
of est-ce que increases in polar questions but decreases in wh-questions. These differences
are statistically significant (x> (1) = 5.4716, p < .0001). 22 Furthermore, this tendency is
supported by the adjusted residuals shown in Table 129.

Table 129 Adjusted residuals of est-ce que particle across question types by translation

status
French
Type Non-translated Translated
Polar -2.339 2.339
Wh 2.339 -2.339

The est-ce que particle is used more frequently than expected in polar questions in
translated French, while its frequency is lower than expected in wh-questions. This
finding aligns with earlier conclusion that the increase in polar questions results from
source language interference, while the decrease in whi-questions reflects a normalisation
effect.

Although the use of particle in wh-questions decreases in translated French, this
question type remains the dominant environment for particle use in both non-translated
and translated French. Accordingly, I examine the distribution of the est-ce que particle
across different question words in both translation status. Among the wh-questions
containing the est-ce que particle in translated French, the question word que ‘what’
accounts for the majority of occurrences, as shown in Table 130. This pattern is consistent

with the distribution found in non-translated French, as shown in Table 131.

22 Disjunctive questions are excluded from this statistical analysis, since their frequency is too low.
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Table 130 Distribution of the est-ce que across question words in translated French

Question Que Pourquoi Ou Comment
word ‘what’ ‘why’ ‘where’ ‘how’
R
w 233 21 12 11
frequency
Question Quand Qui Combien Quel+N
word ‘when’ ‘who’ ‘how much/ many’  ‘which+N’
Raw 6 2 1 1
frequency

Table 131 Distribution of the est-ce que across question words in non-translated French

Que ‘what’ Ou ‘where’  Pourquoi ‘why’ Total

Raw frequenc
a Y 172 3 1 176

Although que ‘what’ is the most frequently used question word with the est-ce que
particle, a wider variety of question words co-occurs with this particle in translated French
than in non-translated French, as illustrated in Table 130. This expanded range can be
attributed to source language interference from Taiwan Mandarin, which may trigger the
use of particles with a broader set of question words in translated French. In addition, this
increased diversity may also reflect the interference of socio-cultural communication
norms in Mandarin, which often favour indirectness, and consequently politeness. Since
the particle est-ce que carries pragmatic functions related to politeness, such socio-
pragmatic transfer from the source language may further contribute to its use with a more

varied set of question words in translated French.

5.9.3 Discussion of question particles in non-translated and translated languages

Although question particles are more frequent in both translated Taiwan Mandarin
and French, these findings reflect two distinct translation effects. In translated Taiwan
Mandarin, the increase in question particles indicates a normalisation effect (i.e., adhere
to Taiwan Mandarin norms). By contrast, the increase in question particles in translated
French reflects an interference effect from the source language. However, more nuanced
patterns emerge when examining particle distribution across question types and, in the

case of Taiwan Mandarin, across individual particles.
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First, the analysis across question types reveals patterns that differ from the overall
trends. In translated Taiwan Mandarin, despite the general increase in particles suggesting
normalisation, source language interference leads to a reduced use of particles in polar
question. Conversely, in translated French, although the overall pattern indicates source
language interference, a decrease in particle use in wh-questions reflects normalisation.

Second, the detailed distribution of individual particles shows that each particle may
undergo different translation effects. In translated Taiwan Mandarin, the proportions of

particles in polar questions decreases, particularly *& ba and %% o/lo, suggesting source

language interference, while particles used in wh- and disjunctive questions increase,
indicating normalisation. In translated French, although there is basically one particle, the
est-ce que particle displays divergent tendencies across question types. Its increased use
in polar questions aligns with source language interference, while its decreased use in wh-
questions signals normalisation. Yet, when examining the question words that co-occur
with est-ce que, a different picture emerges: translated French shows a wider variety of
question words accompanying this particle than non-translated French, suggesting source
language interference.

To sum up, the overall tendencies in the two languages are consistent with their
typological characteristics, as particles are dominant in Taiwan Mandarin and but
relatively restricted in French. Nevertheless, the two translation effects co-exist within a
single translated set, as their interaction is complex and sometimes competitive (Lefer &

Vogeleer 2013: 5-7).

5.10 Summary of monolingual comparable analysis of questions in Taiwan
Mandarin and French

From a monolingual comparable perspective, three main topics (i.e., question types,
wh-in-situ, and question particles) were examined through comparisons between non-
translated and translated languages (i.e., Taiwan Mandarin and French). These analyses
revealed two primary translation effects (i.e., interference from the source language and

normalisation towards the target language), summarised in Table 132.
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Table 132 Overall translation effects in translated languages

Language type Topic Translation effect

Non-translated vs. translated Question types Interference

Taiwan Mandarin

Question particles Normalisation
Question types No effect
Non-translated vs. translated Wh-in-situ Normalisation
French
Question particles Interference

Interestingly, both translation effects manifested in the two languages, but in different
ways. In Taiwan Mandarin, source language interference is observed in the distribution
of question types: translated Taiwan Mandarin shows a slight increase in polar questions
and a decrease in disjunctive questions. By contrast, normalisation is evident in question
particles, as their overall frequency in translated Taiwan Mandarin is substantially higher
than in non-translated texts, suggesting potential overuse. A more detailed examination
of particles distribution across question types and individual particles revealed a nuanced
picture: while the general trend indicates normalisation, source language interference is

also observed in polar questions, particularly for the *& ba and % o/lo particles. In French,

a normalisation effect is observed in use of wh-in-situ. Given the low frequency of wh-
in-situ in non-translated French, its occurrence decreases further in translated French.
Conversely, interference from the source language is evident in the use of question
particles and in the diversity of question words accompanying est-ce que. This reflects
the dominant role of particles in Mandarin questions, resulting in increased particle use
and a broader range of question words in translated French. Nevertheless, a normalisation
effect is also seen in the use of est-ce que particles in wh-questions.

Finally, although the overall trends in translation effect may appear categorical,
fine-grained analyses revealed more nuanced picture. The two types of translation
effects may compete, with one effect predominating in most cases, or they may co-
exist simultaneously, as observed in the translation of question particles. Translated
Taiwan Mandarin tends to adhere to the norms of its original language, as reflected in the

general effect of normalisation. However, the decrease in particle use in polar questions

355



suggests the presence of source language interference. Conversely, translated French
shows clear influence from source language interference, while the decrease in particle
use in wh-questions indicates a normalisation effect. In some cases, the two effects may
balance each other, as exemplified by question types in French translation, which exhibit
no significant translation effect. These findings highlighted the complexity of translation
effects and suggested that interference tolerance operates at different levels, potentially
influenced by socio-cultural conditions (Toury 2012: 311; Munday, Pinto & Blakesley
2022: 155). Toury (2012: 314) suggests that “tolerance of interference [...] tends to
increase when the translation is carried out from a ‘major’ or highly prestige language/
culture, especially if the target language/ culture is ‘minor’, or ‘weak’ in some other sense.”
Given that Taiwan literature occupies a relatively minor position in World literature (see
Section 3.2.1), translated Taiwan Mandarin novels may allow greater interference from
French. By contrast, translated French may resist such interference, showing lower
tolerance.

As shown in Chapter 4 and previous sections in Chapter 5, the results of the
contrastive study of questions between Taiwan Mandarin and French are influenced by
the analytical perspective adopted. The final part of the analysis aims to integrate
pertinent factors from three different perspectives (i.e., bilingual comparable, parallel,
and monolingual comparable) and to examine whether these factors collectively influence

the overall picture of questions used in the two languages.

5.11 Exploring the relationship between questions, genre, authorship, and
translation status

While examining the data from three distinct perspectives, namely, bilingual
comparable, parallel, and monolingual comparable, I initially analysed the results
independently from each perspective, without considering potential interactions among
them. The final part of the analysis, however, aims to provide a more comprehensive
understanding by integrating all relevant factors, including genre, register, language,
translation status (i.e., whether the text is translated or not), author and translator, in
accounting for the distribution of two dependent variables: question types and the
morphosyntactic structures of questions. Given that both dependent variables consist of
more than two categorical outcomes, a Bayesian multinomial mixed-effects model was

employed using the brm function (Blirkner 2021). In the model, the aforementioned
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factors were included as fixed effects (independent variables), such as genre, language,
register, translation status, while author, translator, and work were treated as random

2

effects. Note that only “work” was explicitly modelled, as each work corresponds
essentially to a specific author and translator. Thus, their effects are indirectly accounted
for via the “work” as random effect. Due to the complexity of the data, the two
dependent variables were analysed in separate models. Both models included the same
random effect and largely the same fixed effects. However, for the morphosyntactic
structure model, language was not included as a fixed effect because the analyses were

conducted separately for each language.

5.11.1 Question types in Taiwan Mandarin and French

The analysis of the regression model begins with the dependent variable: question
types (Type), which comprises a total 16,569 observations and is a categorical variable
within three levels (i.e., polar, wh-, and disjunctive). Disjunctive questions were
automatically set as the reference level. The model structure included random effect for
the variety of works and fixed effects (i.e., register, language, translation status, and genre)
that potentially influence the distribution of the question types. The R-hat statistic was
1.00, indicating that the four Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) chains had
successfully converged and mixed well.

Two main indicators are used to interpret the results of the Bayesian regression
model. The first is the posterior mean, which represents the estimated effect of a specific
variable: larger value indicate stronger effect, with positive values indicating a positive
effect and negative values indicating a negative effect. The second is the 95% credible
interval (CI), with emphasis placed on effects whose CI does not include zero, as this
provides strong evidence for an effect. The overall statistical results are presented in Table
133 for the random effect (i.e., work) and Table 134 for the fixed effects (i.e., register,

genre, language, and translation status).
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Table 133 Multinomial mixed-effects model output for question types (Random effect:

work)
Question type Posterior me.anoof 95% CI
standard deviation (lower, upper)
Polar 0.58 [0.34, 1.04]
Wh 0.54 [0.31, 0.95]

Formula= brm(Type ~ Register + Language + Translation Status + Genre + (1 |
Work),data = data_all, family = categorical(), chains = 4, cores = 4, iter = 2000, control
= list(adapt_delta = 0.9), refresh = 50.

The 95% credible intervals for the random effect do not include zero, indicating that the
effects of work are statistically significant. The posterior means of the standard deviation
suggests a mild variation in the distribution of question types across works, with mean
values between 0.5 and 0.6, a moderate range. These results indicate that while work
contributes to differences in question type usage, the magnitude of this variation is
relatively modest. The results for the fixed effects are presented in Table 134.

Table 134 Multinomial mixed-effects model output for question types (Fixed effects:
register, language, translation status, genre)

Question type Predictor Posterior mean (lovgszoucp;er)
Intercept 3.44 [2.80, 4.06]
Register: Narrative -0.89 [-1.04, —0.75]
Polar Register: Other —0.05 [-0.77, 0.76]
Genre: Fantasy 0.30 [-0.45, 1.05]
Language: Taiwan Mandarin -1.79 [-1.96, —1.61]
Translation: Translated 0.11 [-0.06, 0.29]
Intercept 3.01 [2.42, 3.60]
Register: Narrative -0.16 [-0.30, —0.01]
Register: Other 0.12 [-0.62, 0.96]
" Genre: Fantasy 0.24 [-0.45, 0.99]
Language: Taiwan Mandarin -1.59 [-1.77, —1.42]
Translation: Translated 0.06 [-0.12, 0.23]

Formula= brm(Type ~ Register + Language + Translation Status + Genre + (1 |
Work),data = data_all, family = categorical(), chains = 4, cores = 4, iter = 2000, control
= list(adapt_delta = 0.9), refresh = 50.
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In general, both polar and wh- questions are predicted to occur more frequently
in dialogue and in French, relative to disjunctive questions. This pattern aligns with
observations from bilingual comparable analyses. Register and language are the two
primary factors influencing the distribution of question types, as evidenced by 95%
credible intervals that do not include zero. Accordingly, Figure 50 illustrates that only
register and language (i.e., the two upper-left and upper-right graphs) show clear
differences in predicted distribution, whereas translation status and genre display minimal
variation. Specifically, regarding register, polar questions are predicted to occur more
frequently in dialogue, while wh-questions are more frequent in narrative. Disjunctive
questions show no substantial variation across registers. As for language, French is
predicted to use more polar questions than in Taiwan Mandarin, whereas Taiwan
Mandarin is predicted to have higher proportion of disjunctive questions. By contrast,
translation status (non-translated vs. translated) and the genre exhibit negligible effects in

predicting the distribution of question types.
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Figure 50 Predicted probability of question types by independent variables

The analyses presented in this section examine a cross-linguistic comparison of

question types while accounting for four variables: register, language, translation status,
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and genre. Both statistical estimates and predicted probability suggest that register
(dialogue vs. narrative) and language (Taiwan Mandarin vs. French) have stronger
effects on the distribution of question types, and that these predictors effectively capture
the predicted pattern. Although individual works, including authors and translators, also
affect the distribution of question types in the two languages, this effect is relatively minor
in relation to the other predictors included in the model, according to the regression results.
More importantly, these results further indicate that the distribution of question types is
both language-specific and register-related. Using the same regression framework, the
next analysis focuses on another dependent variable: morphosyntactic structure in Taiwan

Mandarin and French, analysed separately.

5.11.2 Morphosyntactic structures in Taiwan Mandarin and French

To ensure model stability, the analysis focuses only on the typical morphosyntactic
structures, including inversion, particles, and declarative word order. Because Taiwan
Mandarin and French employ basically different morphosyntactic structures, two
Bayesian Multinomial regression models were fitted separately for each language. The
aim is to estimate the effects of register, translation status, and genre on the tendency of
morphosyntactic structures, while accounting for dependencies among observations
nested within individual works. The following discussion first presents the results for
Taiwan Mandarin, followed by those for French.

For Taiwan Mandarin, the regression model includes a total of 6,727 observations.
The dependent variable, morphosyntactic structures (Structure Simple), is a categorical
variable with eight levels (i.e., A-not-A, A-not-A+ particle, No inversion (declarative),
No particle, Or, Or + particle, Particle, and VP-Neg). The A-not-A structure was
automatically set as the reference level. The model includes fixed effects for register,
translation status, and genre, and a varying intercept across the level of work. All R-hat
values were 1.02 or below, indicating that the four Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
chains converged and mixed adequately. The model results for Taiwan Mandarin are

presented in Table 135 for the random effects and Table 136 for the fixed effects.
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Table 135 Multinomial mixed-effects model output for morphosyntactic structures in
Taiwan Mandarin (Random effect: work)

Posterior mean of
Structure 95% CI (lower, upper)
standard deviation

A-not-A + particle 1.34 [0.46, 2.87]
Declarative 0.81 [0.47,1.37]
No particle 0.61 [0.34, 1.09]

Or 0.55 [0.18, 1.13]

Or + particle 2.58 [0.68, 6.27]
Particle 0.73 [0.41, 1.29]
VP-Neg 0.94 [0.23,2.39]

Formula= brm(Structure_Simple ~ Register + Translation_Status + Genre + (1 | Work),
Data data = data_all TM_STC TYP, family = categorical(), chains = 4, cores = 4, iter =
2000, control = list(adapt_delta = 0.9), refresh = 50)
Based on the results for the random effect, all morphosyntactic structures show non-zero
variation across works, indicating that the use of structure is indeed influenced by
differences among works. Most of them, however, exhibit only modest levels of
variation, with standard deviations generally falling between 0.5 and 0.8. The greatest
variation is observed for the two morphosyntactic structures for disjunctive questions, 4-
not-A + particle (SD = 1.34) and or + particle (SD =2.58), suggesting substantial cross-
work differences in their frequency of use. However, the two structures are among the
least frequent in the corpus, which may partially explain their high variability. By contrast,
the lowest variation is found for the Or structure (SD =0.55), indicating that its usage is
relatively stable and evenly distributed across works.

For the fixed effects, as shown in Table 136, the discussion focuses on predictors
whose 95% credible intervals (CI) exclude zero, indicating robust evidence that register,

translation status, and genre affect the distribution of morphosyntactic structures.
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Table 136 Multinomial mixed-effects model output for morphosyntactic structures in
Taiwan Mandarin (fixed effects: register, translation status, genre)

(1)
Structure Predictor Estimate 95% CI
(lower, upper)
Register: Narrative 1.07 [0.38, 1.79]
) Register: Other -332.36 [-1543.67,-5.43]
ANA + particle .
Translation Status: Translated  2.31 [0.57, 4.63]
Genre: Fantasy 1.54 [-0.56, 3.98]
Register: Narrative 0.20 [-0.04, 0.46]
) Register: Other 0.95 [-0.28, 2.53]
Declarative )
Translation Status: Translated  0.72 [-0.31, 1.72]
Genre: Fantasy -0.35 [-1.40,0.71]
Register: Narrative 0.64 [0.41, 0.87]
) Register: Other 1.23 [0.08, 2.73]
No particle .
Translation_Status: Translated ~ 0.90 [0.12, 1.70]
Genre: Fantasy -0.29 [-1.10, 0.53]
Register: Narrative 1.63 [1.27, 1.99]
Register: Other 1.11 [-1.06, 3.09]
or
Translation_Status: Translated  1.70 [0.88, 2.50]
Genre: Fantasy -0.55 [-1.44,0.31]
Register: Narrative 3.32 [1.97, 5.01]
) Register: Other -394.44 [-1879.15, -5.08]
Or + particle .
Translation Status: Translated  2.51 [-1.39, 7.53]
Genre: Fantasy -0.71 [-5.64, 3.84]
Register: Narrative 0.06 [-0.17,0.29]
. Register: Other -0.23 [-1.52, 1.33]
Particle .
Translation Status: Translated  1.21 [0.24, 2.16]
Genre: Fantasy 0.46 [-0.51, 1.51]
Register: Narrative -0.86 [-1.93, 0.09]
Register: Other 1.00 [-2.21, 3.34]
VP-Neg .
Translation Status: Translated  -0.44 [-2.19, 1.22]
Genre: Fantasy -2.45 [-4.70, -0.92]

Formula= brm(Structure Simple ~ Register + Translation_Status + Genre + (1 | Work),
Data data = data_all TM_STC TYP, family = categorical(), chains = 4, cores = 4, iter =
2000, control = list(adapt_delta = 0.9), refresh = 50)
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The three independent variables (fixed effects) exert significant effects on specific
morphosyntactic structures. In narrative contexts, the structures A-not-A + particle, No
particle, Or, and Or + particle occur significantly more frequently. Regarding translation
status, A-not-A + particle, No particle, Or, and Particle are significantly more frequent
in translated Taiwan Mandarin. Finally, genre show a significant effect for the structure
VP-Neg, which is less frequent in fantasy novels. Since these results are based on
comparisons with the reference level (i.e., A-not-A), Figure 51 presents the predicted
probabilities of each morphosyntactic structure across three independent variables, using
marginal effects to provide a clearer illustration of how these factors influence structure

distribution.
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Figure 51 Predicted probability of morphosyntactic structures in Taiwan Mandarin by
independent variables
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As shown in Figure 51, several observations can be drawn. First, comparing registers,
No particle (purple line and dots) is predicted to occur more frequently in narrative, while
A-not-A (red line and dots), No inversion (declarative) (green line and dots), and Particle
(pink line and dots) show slightly lower predicted probabilities in narrative. Second,
regarding translation status, Particle (pink line and dots) shows a notable increase in
translated Taiwan Mandarin, whereas A-not-A (red line and dots) and No inversion
(declarative) (green line and dots) display slightly lower predicted probabilities. Finally,
considering the two genres, Particle (pink line and dots) is predicted to occur more
frequently in fantasy, while No particle (purple line and dots) and No inversion
(declarative) (green line and dots) show a decrease. Table 137 summarises the main
findings based on Figure 51.

Table 137 Summary of salient directional changes of morphosyntactic structures in
Taiwan Mandarin

Structure Predicted probability
No particle 0
Register Particle
(Narrative) Declarative word order N
A-not-A
Particle 0
Translation status .
Declarative word order
(Translated) \Z
A-not-A
Particle 0
Genre .
No particle
(Fantasy) N

Declarative word order

For French, a total of 5,828 observations were analysed in the regression model.
The dependent variable, morphosyntactic structures (Structure Simple), is a categorical
variable with 8 levels (i.e., est-ce que, wh-in-situ, Inversion (polar), Inversion + ou,
Inversion (wh), No inversion, Declarative word order, No inversion + ou), with est-ce que
automatically set as the reference level. The model included fixed effects for register,
translation status, and genre. In addition, variety of works was the random effect. Overall,
the R-hat value was close to 1 (mostly between 1.01 to 1.05), indicating good convergence

of the model. A few cases showed slightly higher R-hat values (up to 1.14-1.22), likely
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due to sparse data for certain combinations of morphosyntactic structures and predictors
levels (e.g., Inversion + ou and No inversion + Ou under Register = Other), suggesting
less stable sampling for these effects. The results for the French morphosyntactic
structures are first presented in the Table 138 (random effects) and Table 139 (fixed
effects).

Table 138 Multinomial mixed-effects model output for morphosyntactic structures in

French (Random effect: work)

Posterior mean of

Structure standard deviation 95% CI (lower, upper)
In-situ 1.09 [0.57,2.02]
Inversion (polar) 0.86 [0.49, 1.49]
Inversion + ou 1.32 [0.12, 3.97]
Inversion (wh) 0.56 [0.29, 1.00]
No inversion (wh) 0.52 [0.23, 1.02]
declarative word order 0.48 [0.27, 0.84]
No inversion + ou 2.27 [0.52, 6.07]

Formula= brm(bf struct FR STC TYP, data = data all FR STC TYP, family =
categorical(), chains = 4, warmup = 1000, cores =4, iter =4000, control = list(adapt delta
=0.9), refresh = 50)
The results for the random effect indicate that most structures show only modest
variation across works, as reflected by their relatively low posterior standard deviation.
This suggests that these structures are generally evenly distributed across works. By
contrast, the distribution of certain structures associated with disjunctive questions varies
more considerably across works: Inversion + ou (SD = 1.32), and No inversion + ou (SD
= 2.27). This greater variation is likely due to their lower frequencies in the dataset.
Regarding the fixed effects, the overall results are shown in Table 139. Following
the same approach as before, I focus primarily on effects whose 95% credible intervals
(CI) do not include zero, providing strong evidence that the corresponding predictor

influences the distribution of morphosyntactic structures.
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Table 139 Multinomial mixed-effects model output for morphosyntactic structures in
French (fixed effects: register, translation status, genre)

Structure Predictor Estimate (lovzzzoucp:)er)
Register: Narrative -1.03 [-1.57, -0.53]
Inositu Register: Other -482.44 [-1942.88, -13.01]
Translation_Status: Translated -0.92 [-2.36, 0.36]
Genre: Fantasy -1.01 [-2.43, 0.23]
Register: Narrative 1.53 [1.30, 1.78]
Register: Other -0.44 [-2.14, 1.22]
Inversion )
Translation_Status: Translated -0.95 [-2.05, 0.24]
Genre: Fantasy -0.66 [-1.97, 0.36]
Register: Narrative 2.16 [1.40, 2.95]
Register: Other -1698.37 [-9963.74, -20.29]
Inversion + ou )
Translation_Status: Translated -34.50 [-197.49, -3.57]
Genre: Fantasy -1.73 [-6.50, 1.10]
Register: Narrative 1.17 [0.96, 1.40]
Inversion Register: Other 0.46 [-0.59, 1.71]
(wh-) Translation Status: Translated -0.79 [-1.47,-0.17]
Genre: Fantasy -0.27 [-1.01, 0.45]
Register: Narrative 0.41 [0.13, 0.70]
No inversion Register: Other 0.29 [-1.05, 1.75]
(wh-) Translation Status: Translated -0.63 [-1.40, 0.05]
Genre: Fantasy -0.60 [-1.36, 0.22]
Register: Narrative -1.31 [-1.54, -1.05]
Declarative Register: Other -1.20 [-2.40, 0.05]
word order Translation Status: Translated -0.35 [-0.98, 0.29]
Genre: Fantasy -0.44 [-1.04, 0.24]
Register: Narrative -31.82 [-153.73,-1.92]
No inversion Register: Other -1835.18 [-8160.32, -24.20]
+ou Translation_Status: Translated -21.84 [-82.40, -2.44]
Genre: Fantasy -3.26 [-9.98, 1.05]

Formula= brm(bf struct FR STC TYP, data = data all FR STC TYP, family =
categorical(), chains = 4, warmup = 1000, cores =4, iter =4000, control = list(adapt delta
=0.9), refresh = 50)
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The results show that register has the most consistent influence across morphosyntactic
structures in French. In narrative, Inversion, No inversion in wh-questions tend to occur
more frequently, whereas [n-situ and Declarative word order tend to decrease.
Translation status also influences the use of wh-questions with inversion, as translated
French shows fewer occurrences of these structures. By contrast, the effect of genre is
limited. Figure 52, drawn using marginal effects, illustrates the interaction between the
distribution of morphosyntactic structures and the three predictors (i.e., register,

translation status, and genre), providing a clear view of these patterns.
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Figure 52 Predicted probability of morphosyntactic structures in French by independent
variables
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The three plots illustrate the predicted probabilities of different structures, conditional on
register, translation status, and genre, while accounting for the effects of the predictors in
the model. Several observations can be made based on the plots. For register, the
structure No inversion (declarative) (pink lines and dots) tends to decrease in narrative,
while Inversion (green and orange lines and dots) tend to increase. Regarding translation
status, translated French tends to show higher probabilities of No inversion (declarative)
(pink lines and dots) and Est-ce que (red lines and dots), while Inversion (green and
orange lines and dots) tends to decrease. Finally, the probability of most structures
appears relatively stable across genres. Some exceptions include Est-ce que particle (red
lines and dots) and inversion in wh-questions (orange lines and dots), which show a slight
increase in fantasy novels, whereas inversion in polar questions (green lines and dots) and
wh-in-situ (blue lines and dots) tend to decrease slightly. Table 140 summarises the main

findings based on Figure 52.

Table 140 Summary of salient directional changes of morphosyntactic structures in

French
Structure Predicted probability
Register Inversion N
(Narrative) No inversion (declarative) NZ
. Est-ce que
Translation status ‘ ' ‘ 0
No inversion (declarative)
(Translated) .
Inversion N2
Est-ce que A
Genre Inversion (wh-questions)
(Fantasy) Inversion (polar questions) ¢
In-situ

Based on the results of the Bayesian regression models for each language analysed
separately, the random effect appears to have little influence on the distribution of
morphosyntactic structures in both Taiwan Mandarin and French, except for certain
structures with lower frequencies in the corpus. Furthermore, the models for each
language indicate that register generally has the stronger effect on the distribution of
structures. Examining the predicted probabilities across the three predictors, several

morphosyntactic structures show salient directional changes within each predictor, such
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as the use of particle and A-not-A structure in Taiwan Mandarin, and the use of inversion
in French. The following subsection will provide an integrated summary that compares
patterns across both languages with respect to the three main factors considered in this

study: register, translation status, and genre.

5.11.3 Cross-linguistic summary of question types and morphosyntactic structures
with respect to register, translation status, and genre

The analyses based on the Bayesian regression model provided an integrated view
of how various factors influence the distribution of question types across Taiwan
Mandarin and French, as well as language-specific morphosyntactic structures. Overall,
the distribution of question types is strongly affected by language and register. The
bilingual comparable analysis revealed a clear cross-linguistic difference: Taiwan
Mandarin favours disjunctive questions, while French shows a higher frequency of polar
questions. Regarding register, although most questions in the corpus appear in dialogue,
examining the effects of predictors reveals contrasting tendencies: polar questions are
more frequent in dialogue, wh-questions are more likely to occur in narrative.

Regarding morphosyntactic structures in each language, their distribution is
strongly influenced by register and, to a lesser extent, by translation status. In Taiwan
Mandarin, the use of particles and the connective in disjunctive questions is particularly
sensitive to these predictors. Examining the predicted probabilities across register,
translation status, and genre reveals notable directional changes. For example, questions
without particles are predicted to occur more frequently in narrative, whereas questions
with particles are more likely in translated language. A-not-A structures, in contrast, are
less probable in translated language. With respect to genre, a complementary pattern is
observed: particles are more likely to appear in fantasy texts, while questions without
particles are more likely to occur in detective texts.

In French, register has a considerable effect on the distribution of morphosyntactic
structure, with inversion being particularly sensitive and more frequent in narrative. By
contrast, declarative word order and wh-in-situ tend to decrease in narrative. Examining
the predicted probabilities across registers, translation status, and genres further
highlights the role of inversion. This latter is more likely to occur in narrative, but shows
a decreasing tendency in translated French. Regarding genre, the inversion of polar

questions tends to decrease in fantasy novels, whereas the inversion of wh-questions is
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more likely to increase. Other structures also show notable probabilities. The particle est-
ce que is predicted to occur more frequently in translated French and in fantasy novels,
while wh-in-situ structure is predicted to be less frequent in fantasy texts.

To summarise, although the variation across works (authors and translators) has a
slight effect on the distribution of question types in the two languages, this effect arises
from the limitations of the corpus and is generally not desirable. Nevertheless, regression
results indicated that its influence remains relatively moderate compared with other
predictors. Accordingly, register and language appear to primarily influence the
distribution of question types. The comparable analysis in Chapter 4 not only highlighted
language-specific preferences for question types, but also showed that questions in both
languages are generally more frequent in dialogue. Furthermore, the parallel analysis
revealed a low correspondence value when translating disjunctive questions, indicating
cross-linguistic divergence in question translation.

Regarding morphosyntactic structures, the Bayesian regression models for Taiwan
Mandarin and French indicated that register has stronger effect, while translation status
has a more modest effect, particularly in Taiwan Mandarin, and only minimally in French.
This discrepancy in the influence of translation may be attributed to the concept of
tolerance of interference, which suggests that translations from a highly prestige
language/culture are more likely to exhibit interference, as discussed in the monolingual
comparable analyses in Section 5.10. Additionally, these tendencies were further
reflected in predicted probabilities derived from the models. Notably, these predicted
tendencies align with observations from both comparable and parallel analyses. For
example, particles in Taiwan Mandarin are predicted to occur more frequently in dialogue
and in translated Taiwan Mandarin, while A-not-A structures are predicted to be frequent
in dialogue but less common in translated Taiwan Mandarin. These predictions are
consistent with the fact that particles often serve pragmatic functions in dialogue and that
A-not-A structures are less frequent in translated Taiwan Mandarin (47% vs. 74% in non-
translated Taiwan Mandarin), likely due to source language interference from French,
which lacks this syntactic construction. Similarly, in French, inversion is predicted to
appear more frequently in dialogue but less often in translated French (24% vs. 29% in

non-translated French), reflecting the tendency of inversion to be used in formal context
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and written language, and the potential interference of Taiwan Mandarin as a source
language, which does not use subject-verb inversion to form questions.

Overall, register emerges as the most influential predictor for both distribution of
question types and their morphosyntactic structures. This finding echoes the importance
of register distinctions within fiction in contrastive studies. As argued by Egbert &
Mahlberg (2020), novels comprise multiple discourse levels, and this observation is
further supported by Ebeling & Ebeling (2020), who demonstrated the cross-linguistic
and cross-register differences both in word lists comparisons of originals and in detailed
case studies of there and see. In contrast, genre differences appear to play only a marginal
role in shaping the distribution of questions in the two languages. This result aligns with
insights from other contrastive studies across written genres (Neumann 2013; Kunz &
Lapshinova- Koltunski 2015; Dupont 2021). Although these studies examined a broader
range of written text types, such as editorials, scientific articles, popular-scientific texts,
political essays, and instruction manuals, the underlying notion of genre distinction is
comparable to the differentiation between detective and fantasy fiction adopted in the
present study. Kunz & Lapshinova-Koltunski (2015), and Dupont (2021) showed that
cross-genre comparison often do not yield differences in the use of certain linguistic
phenomena (e.g., discourse markers), when such differences are already present within
each language. In other words, cross-linguistic genre differences largely stem from the
inherent characteristics of individual language systems. This insight parallels the
distribution of question types in the present study, where statistical analyses reveal no
significant genre effects. By contrast, Neumann (2013) showed that differences observed
between comparable genres cannot be attributed solely to typological differences between
language systems. Genre distinctions may still contribute to cross-linguistic divergence
in ways that extend beyond system-level contrasts, underscoring the relevance of genre
as an analytical dimension in contrastive studies. Consistent with this view, some
morphosyntactic tendencies in the present study appear to differ between detective and
fantasy fictions.

To sum up, this statistical exploration provided a more comprehensive account of
how register, language, translation status, and genre influence the distribution of question
types and their morphosyntactic structures. It not only consolidates and refines the

findings from the bilingual comparable, parallel, and monolingual comparable analyses,
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thereby offering a coherent cross-linguistic perspective, but also sustantiates the

relevance of cross-register and cross-genre distinctions in contrastive linguistic research.
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Chapter 6 General conclusion

The final chapter synthesises the major findings of the study and discusses their
implications for corpus linguistics and contrastive linguistics. The overarching objective
of this dissertation has been to explore and compare the distribution of questions in
Taiwan Mandarin and French novels, adopting a predominantly syntactic perspective.
Three main topics were examined in detail, namely, question types, wh-in-situ, and
question particles. While the first topic draws on the theoretical dichotomy of question
types, the second and third focus on shared syntactic properties between Taiwan
Mandarin and French. Given the aim of integrating theoretical accounts and corpus
analysis, this study began with a theoretical overview of these three topics. This overview
provided a comprehensive understanding of how each phenomenon functions across
Mandarin and French, and laid the groundwork for the subsequent corpus analysis.
Building upon this theoretical foundation, the empirical part of the study employed a self-
built bidirectional parallel corpus of Taiwan Mandarin and French contemporary novels.
The corpus analysis was conducted from three complementary perspectives (i) a bilingual
comparable approach (i.e., comparing original Taiwan Mandarin and French); (ii) a
bidirectional parallel approach (i.e., comparing original texts and their translations in the
two translation directions); and (iii) a monolingual comparable approach (i.e., comparing
non-translated and translated texts within each language). This general conclusion
summarises the main findings of these analyses, highlights their contributions to
contrastive linguistics, corpus linguistics, and theoretical research on question taxonomy,
and presents a discussion of limitations, along with several promising directions for future

research and implications for related fields.

6.1 Summary of the main findings

As stated in the introduction, the theoretical discussion and corpus analyses
conducted in this dissertation were guided by two central research questions concerning

the three topics under investigation:

(i) Theoretically, what are the similarities and differences between Taiwan

Mandarin and French with respect to the three topics examined?
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(ii) Empirically, how are these linguistic phenomena distributed in the comparable
corpus and how are question types, wh-in-situ, and question particles translated

across the two languages?

This section summarises the major findings that have emerged from both theoretical
discussions and the corpus analyses. It is divided into three subsections, each presenting
the results for the three topics from three analytical perspectives: bilingual comparable,
parallel, and monolingual comparable, in addition to a statistical analysis. The following
sections will first address question types, followed by wh-in-situ, and will conclude with

question particles.

6.1.1 Question types

From a typological perspective, questions can generally be classified into two major
categories. Nevertheless, the categorization into three question types (i.e., polar, wh-, and
disjunctive questions) remains the most widely recognised taxonomy in the literature.
Despite this popularity, a dichotomy of question types is theoretically more compelling.
Drawing on pragmatic, semantic, and morphosyntactic evidence, Her, Che & Bodomo
(2022) propose a dichotomy in which questions are divided into confirmation-seeking
(i.e., polar questions) and information-seeking (i.e., wh- and disjunctive questions), on
the basis of their number of propositional sets. Confirmation-seeking questions involve a
singleton set of propositions and aim to test the truth value of a single proposition,
whereas information-seeking questions contain multiple sets of propositions, forcing a
choice among two or more propositions.

In addition to pragmatic and semantic distinctions, several morphosyntactic
features (e.g., adverbs, particles, direct and indirect question forms) serve as diagnostic
tests that reinforce this dichotomy. The theoretical validity of this distinction has been
supported by evidence from various languages, including Taiwan Mandarin, Xiang and
English (Her, Che & Bodomo 2022), Taiwan Southern Min (Hsiao & Her 2021), and
Paiwan (Austronesian) (Huang & Her 2024). However, the empirical findings from our
experiments on Taiwan Mandarin and French reveal an interesting contrast. In Taiwan
Mandarin, the dichotomy of question types is clearly supported by morphosyntactic
evidence, such as adverbs, particles, and (in)direct question forms. In contrast, the French

data, tested through adverbs and (in)direct question forms, show the opposite pattern.
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These findings suggests that, unlike Mandarin, French morphosyntax does not
systematically distinguish polar questions from other question types; instead, the
distinction in French appears to rely primarily on prosodic cues.

In addition to typological differences observed at the level of question type, Taiwan
Mandarin and French also diverge in their morphosyntactic marking of questions. A
closer examination of their respective morphosyntactic structures shows that Taiwan
Mandarin primarily employs particles, which effectively differentiate polar questions
from the other type. Furthermore, the distinctive A-not-A structure is exclusively used to
form disjunctive questions. By contrast, the morphosyntactic marking strategies in French
(e.g., inversion, the particle est-ce que) are shared across all question types. In addition,
because the connective ou ‘or’ retains an identical form, it becomes difficult to distinguish
the inclusive interpretation of ou ‘or’ in polar questions from its exclusive interpretation
in disjunctive questions. On the basis of the theoretical discussion and experimental
findings, it appears clearly that the distribution of question types differs between Taiwan
Mandarin and French. These observations have therefore led to the formulation of several
working hypotheses for the subsequent corpus analyses.

Based on the preceding theoretical accounts, it was hypothesised that the proportion
of French polar questions would approximate the combined proportion of polar and
disjunctive questions in Taiwan Mandarin. Using a bilingual comparable approach, the
comparison between original Taiwan Mandarin and original French revealed that polar
questions occur most frequently in Taiwan Mandarin and French, which is in line with
the theory of social economics of questions (Levinson 2012). However, a significant
cross-linguistic difference was observed across the three question types, particularly
between polar and disjunctive questions. French polar questions and Mandarin
disjunctive questions occur more frequently than expected, whereas Mandarin polar
questions and French disjunctive questions occur less frequently than expected. This
divergence may be explained by two factors. First, it may reflect socio-cultural
communication differences, for example, directness in interaction. Second, it may result
from morphosyntactic differences between the two languages, such as the presence of the
A-not-A construction in Taiwan Mandarin and the lack of morphosyntactic distinction

for polar questions in French.
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Following the theoretical reasoning and the observations from the bilingual
comparable analysis, two major contrasts emerged regarding question types. First,
disjunctive questions are relatively frequent in Taiwan Mandarin, largely due to the
widespread use of the A-not-A structure. Conversely, French exhibits a lower frequency
of disjunctive questions, but a higher proportion of polar questions, reflecting its
preference for direct forms of interrogation and the fact that French polar questions may
implicitly contain disjunctive questions. Based on these findings, the bidirectional
parallel was designed to test the hypothesis that disjunctive questions in Mandarin would
often be translated with polar questions in French, and conversely, that French polar
questions would frequently be translated with disjunctive questions in Mandarin. Only
the first part of this hypothesis was confirmed. Most question types tend to be translated
with their corresponding types in both directions, although a difference is observed
between the two translation directions. This discrepancy is primarily due to the translation
of disjunctive questions, whose mutual correspondence value is notably low. In particular,
a translation bias was evident when disjunctive questions in Taiwan Mandarin are
translated into French, further confirming an asymmetry in the translation of disjunctive
questions between the two languages.

Finally, when comparing the non-translated and translated languages from a
monolingual comparable perspective, it was expected that the translated language may
be influenced either by the source language (i.e., interference) or by adherence to target
language norms (i.e., normalisation). In the case of question types, no substantial
differences were found between non-translated and translated French. However, in
translated Taiwan Mandarin, the proportion of polar questions is significantly higher,
while that of disjunctive questions is significantly lower. This pattern suggests a clear
interference of the source language when French question types are translated into Taiwan
Mandarin.

Overall, the results from both the theoretical discussion and the corpus analyses
indicate that Taiwan Mandarin and French diverge systematically in their use of question
types, particularly with respect to polar and disjunctive questions. While French exhibits

a strong preference for polar questions, Taiwan Mandarin favours disjunctive questions.
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6.1.2 Wh-in-situ

The second topic addressed in this dissertation concerned wh-in-situ, which
represents the default structure in Mandarin, but serves as an optional alternative among
other syntactic structures in French, such as inversion and the est-ce que particle. Despite
this typological difference, it has been argued in the literature that wh-in-situ in both
languages involves either covert LF movement or an unselective binding relation.
Although the covert LF movement offers a theoretical account for the licensing of wh-in-
situ in the two languages, various syntactic constraints affect whether a question word
can remain in-situ, particularly in relation to syntactic islands, such as negation as a weak
island and relative clause as a strong island. A cross-linguistic comparison revealed that
these constrains operate differently in the two languages. Question words in Mandarin
are primarily sensitive to strong islands, while question words in French tend to be
constrained by weak islands. However, empirical evidence from French studies (Adli
2006; Zimmermann & Kaiser 2019) challenges these restrictions, showing that wh-in-situ
can still occur within such syntactic environments. Given the complexity of covert LF
movement and inconsistencies regarding island sensitivity, the unselective binding theory
provides an appealing alternative, positing a relationship between an in-sifu question
word and an overt or covert operator, such as a question particle in Mandarin or a null
element with a strong [+Wh] feature in French. In addition, other accounts have
approached wh-in-situ from prosody in Cheng & Rooryck (2000) or pragmatic
perspectives (Boucher 2010b: 104). Nevertheless, given the syntactic focus of this
dissertation, the corpus analyses were restricted to the syntactic distribution of wh-in-situ.
Moreover, the bilingual comparable and monolingual comparable analyses were limited
to French, since wh-in-situ is a genuine structure in Mandarin that cannot be reliably
identified through surface comparison.

Based on the corpus of original French novels, the distribution of wh-in-situ was
examined. Although this structure occurs infrequently, the relative frequencies of in-situ
question words align with the pattern reported by Druetta (2018: 43). The most frequent
in-situ question word is que ‘what’, followed by ou ‘where’ and quand ‘when’. Notably,
we found that wh-in-situ with pourquoi ‘why’ is not attested, conforming previous
observations that this question word is rarely, if ever, licensed in-situ (Rizzi 1990: 47;

Beyssade 2006: 181; Myers 2007: 153; Coveney 2011: 130; Druetta 2018: 41-42). The
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majority of wh-in-situ occurrences were found in dialogue in fiction, reflecting the
tendency of this structure to be associated with spoken French. Finally, the corpus data
provided further counter evidence to the movement-based syntactic constraints: some in-
situ question words do co-occur with negation, and others appear in embedded contexts.

Given that wh-in-situ is the default structure in Mandarin, conducting a
bidirectional parallel analysis proved challenging. Accordingly, this part of the analysis
remained exploratory. The main goal was to investigate how French wh-in-situ is
translated from Taiwan Mandarin, and conversely, how it is translated into Taiwan
Mandarin. On the one hand, most wh-in-situ in French translations originated from
Mandarin wh-questions without particle, while none were translated from wh-questions
with particle. On the other hand, original French wh-in-situ was predominantly translated
into Taiwan Mandarin without particle. This pattern suggests a potential association
between French wh-in-situ and Mandarin wh-question without particle. However, since
the majority of the wh-questions in Taiwan Mandarin in the corpus do not contain
particles, establishing a clear and systematic parallel correspondence remains difficult.

In the monolingual comparable analysis, the comparison focused on wh-in-situ
between non-translated and translated French. The results indicate a decrease in wh-in-
situ usage in translated French, compared with non-translated French. This suggests that
translated French may undergo a normalisation effect during translation from Taiwan
Mandarin, whereby translators tend to reduce the use of wh-in-situ to align with the low
frequency observed in non-translated French.

In summary, although wh-in-situ is a syntactic feature shared by Mandarin and
French, several differences emerged from the analyses. Theoretically, various accounts
can explain wh-in-situ in both languages, but the specific syntactic constraints differ.
Empirically, the distribution of wh-in-situ in both original and translated French showed
similar tendencies regarding which question words appear in-sifu. Notably, the
normalisation effect in translated French results in a reduction of wh-in-situ occurrences,

reflecting the influence of target language norms during translation.

6.1.3 Question particles

Question particles represent another point of similarity between Mandarin and

French. In Mandarin, particles are a dominant marking strategy for questions, with four
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main particles, i.e., % ma, "& ba, "l a, "E ne, frequently appearing. By contrast, French
primarily uses a single particle est-ce que, while two other particles ¢a and donc, are
restricted to wh-questions. This difference in variety reflects how Mandarin relies on
particles to express discourse functions, whereas French encodes these functions mainly
through prosody (Hancil, Post & Haselow 2015: 18). Despite these differences, a tentative
contrastive analysis revealed that particles in both languages share similar syntactic

distribution and pragmatic functions. Syntactically, the Mandarin particle *F a can appear
in all question types, analogous to est-ce que in French. Pragmatically, %% ma and the est-

ce que both reinforce interrogative force, eliciting responses from the addressees, while

Y& ne and ca enhance contextual coherence, and %€ ne and donc can mark continuation

in discourse. Therefore, the shared syntactic and pragmatic properties of particles
provided a strong tertium comparationis for the corpus analyses conducted in this study.

Examining the corpus from a bilingual comparable perspective revealed a notable
difference in particle usage: question particles are frequently used in Taiwan Mandarin
than in French. This aligns with the typological distinction that particles are a main
marking strategy for questions in Mandarin but only an alternative in French. In Taiwan
Mandarin, the particle % ma dominates polar questions, whereas the est-ce que particle
appears predominantly in French wh-questions. Regarding registers, both % ma in
Mandarin and est-ce que in French occur frequently in dialogue of fiction, reflecting their
discourse-related functions. By contrast, particles in Mandarin wh- and disjunctive
questions (e.g., & ne) are mostly found in narrative, consistent with their role in
enhancing contextual relevance, which is more prominent in written language.

In the parallel data, I examined how particles are translated in both directions.
Based on the literature, it was hypothesised that particles in Taiwan Mandarin would be
translated into French with declarative word order and without subject-verb inversion,
reflecting the tendency of French to encode discourse functions prosodically. Conversely,
it was expected that French particles would be translated into Taiwan Mandarin with
particles, given their similar syntactic distribution and pragmatic functions. The
hypothesis was partially confirmed. From Taiwan Mandarin to French, most particles in
Taiwan Mandarin are translated without a particle. Among these, polar questions

typically adopt declarative word order, whereas wh- and disjunctive questions employ

379



inversion. In the reverse direction, French particles are mostly translated without particle,
which contradicts the hypothesis. Note that when particles are translated with particles in

either direction, it is usually the *% ma in Mandarin polar questions corresponding to est-

ce que in French polar questions, and vice versa. Additionally, French particles ¢a and
donc are rarely translated with particles in Taiwan Mandarin; they are mostly translated
with a single wh-word or without particle. Overall, the low mutual correspondence value
of particles further indicates a limited direct translatability of question particles between
the two languages.

The final analysis investigated the translation effect by comparing the non-
translated and translated languages to explore translation effects. In translated Taiwan
Mandarin, a significant increase in particle use is observed compared with the non-
translated Taiwan Mandarin. This increase may reflect a normalisation effect in
translations into Taiwan Mandarin. In addition, despite the overall higher frequency, the
distribution of particle remains similar between non-translated and translated Taiwan

Mandarin. Namely, most particles cluster in polar questions; specifically, the "% ma

particles remains the most frequent. However, a more fine-grained analysis across
question types and individual particles revealed a different translation effect. Evidence of
source language interference emerges in the reduced use of particles in polar questions,

particularly & ba and "% o/lo in translated Taiwan Mandarin. In translated French, a

smaller but significant increase in particle use, along with a wider range of question words
co-occurring with the est-ce que particle, compared with non-translated French. Both
tendencies likely reflect interference from Taiwan Mandarin. Nevertheless, a closer
examination of particle distribution across question types indicates a significant decrease
in wh-questions in translated French, suggesting a counteracting normalisation effect.
Consequently, although the dominant trend in translation appears to involve the transfer
or retention of salient linguistic features, such as particle use, the findings also
demonstrate the possible coexistence and even competition of the translation effects

within a single translated text.

6.1.4 Integrated analysis based on Bayesian regression models

To provide a clearer understanding of how language phenomena interact with

multiple variables, this study concluded with a comprehensive statistical analysis using
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Bayesian regression models. The goal was to examine how question types and their
morphosyntactic structures are shaped by factors, such as register (dialogue vs. narrative),
language (Taiwan Mandarin vs. French), translation status (original vs. translated), and
literary genre (detective vs. fantasy). The results show that language and register play
an important role for the distribution of question types. This finding is consistent with
the patterns revealed in the bilingual comparable analysis: French shows a preference for
polar questions, while Taiwan Mandarin tends to favour disjunctive questions. The
bilingual comparable analysis also indicates that questions occur more often in dialogue
than in narrative. However, the Bayesian regression model reveals a more nuanced pattern:
while polar questions tend to be found in dialogue, wh-questions show a higher
probability of being used in narrative. Regarding the morphosyntactic structures, their
distributions are likewise influenced by register, translation status, and genre. In
Taiwan Mandarin, the use of particle, A-not-A structures, and declarative word order are
predicted to be more frequent in dialogue. In translated Taiwan Mandarin, however, only
the use of particle shows an increase, whereas A-not-A structures and declarative word
order do not increase accordingly. Genre also plays a role: the use of particle is predicted
to increase in fantasy texts but decrease in detective novels. In French, the predicted
probabilities across the three predictors highlight a notable divergence in the use of
inversion. Inversions are more likely to appear in narrative and in translated French, while
non-inversion questions tend to occur in dialogue. Furthermore, genre produces opposite
probability trends for inversion in polar vs. wh-questions: inversion in wh-questions is
predicted to increase in fantasy novels, while inversion in polar questions is predicted to
decrease in the same genre. In addition, the particle est-ce que is expected to increase in
translated French and in fantasy novels, whereas wh-in-situ structures tend to be more
common in detective novels.

Overall, the predicted distributions of question types and their morphosyntactic
structures are shaped by register, translation status, and genre. These statistical findings
revealed how different predictors interact and provide a more explicit quantification of

the tendencies observed in the corpus analyses.
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6.1.5 Summary of the cross-linguistic findings in Taiwan Mandarin and French

Based on this comprehensive cross-linguistic exploration of questions in Taiwan
Mandarin and French, the two languages demonstrate both typological divergence and
structural convergence at the morphosyntactic levels. First, although polar questions are
frequently used in both languages, the bilingual comparable analysis revealed distinct
tendencies. The preference patterns can be attributed to both socio-cultural
communication styles and language-specific morphosyntactic properties, such as the A-
not-A structure in Taiwan Mandarin. Second, wh-in-situ emerges as a syntactic feature
shared by the two languages, yet realised differently. It is default and syntactically
implicit in Mandarin but optional and syntactically explicit in French. While several
syntactic accounts can explain the in-situ phenomenon cross-linguistically, the licensing
mechanisms appear to operate independently within each language. Finally, question
particles represent a major divergence in marking strategies. Mandarin relies heavily on
a rich system of particles, whereas French uses them only marginally. Nevertheless, both
languages display parallel patterns in the syntactic distribution and pragmatic functions
of these particles.

Building on these observations across the three topics of questions in Taiwan
Mandarin and French, several linguistic-specific features are also reflected in translation
data. The bidirectional parallel analyses revealed a low mutual correspondence value
for disjunctive questions, particularly from Taiwan Mandarin into French. Similarly, the
overall mutual correspondence value for particles is also low, suggesting a mismatch
between the two languages in both question types and particle use. However, the results
also indicate that translation effects can shape these patterns. The monolingual
comparable analyses demonstrated that translated language can be influenced by either
source or target language. Specifically, an interference from the source language is
observed when question types are translated from French into Taiwan Mandarin and when
particles are translated from Taiwan Mandarin into French. Conversely, a normalisation
effect occurs when particles are translated from French into Taiwan Mandarin and when
wh-in-situ structures are translated from Taiwan Mandarin into French.

Finally, statistical analyses employing Bayesian regression models incorporated
multiple factors, including register, language, translation status, and genre. Cross-

linguistically, these factors influence the distribution of both question types and their
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morphosyntactic structures. For question types, register and language exert strong effect
on its distribution. With respect to morphosyntactic structures, although the two
languages use different structures, their distributions are all similarly shaped by register,
translation status, and genre. In each language, certain morphosyntactic structures are
particularly influenced by these factors, for example, the use of particle and A-not-A
structures in Taiwan Mandarin, and the use of inversion in French. A cross-linguistic
comparison further showed that the use of particles is sensitive to translation status in the
two languages, with an overall increase predicted in translated Taiwan Mandarin as well
as in translated French. Overall, the statistical findings not only complemented the corpus
analyses, but also offered a broader and more integrated perspective on how the
distribution of question types and morphosyntactic structure is shaped by linguistic and
textual factors.

To summarise, the findings of this cross-linguistic study highlighted that each
language exhibits its own linguistic specificity in the use of question types, wh-in-situ,
and question particles, even though initial observations suggested structural similarities.
Moreover, the stronger a given linguistic specificity is, the more likely it is to be mirrored
in translations, thereby shaping correspondence patterns between the two languages.
Finally, the statistical analyses further reinforced and expanded upon the conclusions
drawn from the corpus-based investigations, offering a more comprehensive account of

how questions in both languages interact with multiple factors.

6.2 Main contributions of the study

As the dissertation lies at the intersection of two major fields: contrastive studies
and corpus linguistics, the findings presented above offer both theoretical and
methodological contributions to these fields. In particular, the study advances the
understanding of cross-linguistic comparison of questions from a corpus-based

perspective, while also proposing a more integrated approach to contrastive studies.

6.2.1 Contribution to contrastive linguistics

In contrastive linguistics, the primary objective is to conduct systematic cross-
linguistic comparisons with the aim of identifying both similarities and differences across
languages (Bugarski 1991: 77). Notably, this field places particular emphasis on the

detailed description of linguistic differences (Gomez Gonzalez & Doval-Suérez 2005: §;
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Gast 2012; Ke 2019: 8; Ramon Garcia 2021: 394). Originating from its ‘old style’
pedagogical orientation, contrastive linguistics now encompasses every aspect of
linguistic analysis, including theoretical (e.g., phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics,
etc.) and applied disciplines (e.g., language learning/teaching and translation) (Gémez
Gonzélez & Doval-Suarez 2005: 20). With the advent of corpora, the field has further
expanded to new linguistic areas, such as the study of connectors and prepositions,
allowing for more empirically grounded comparisons (Aijmer 2024: 11). However,
certain topics remain underexplored, particularly the study of questions (Curry &
Chambers 2017: 327; Axelsson 2020: 238).

Following the study of Axelsson (2020), which appears to be the first
comprehensive contrastive study on the entire system of questions of two related
languages (i.e., English and Swedish), the present dissertation extends this line of
research in four major ways. First, it provides a systematic contrastive investigation
of the question systems, including both question types and morphosyntactic
structures. Second, it focuses on a pair of typologically distant languages (i.e.,
Taiwan Mandarin and French), thereby broadening the scope of contrastive study.
Third, this study incorporates register variation within fiction (dialogue vs.
narrative), as suggested by Axelsson (2020: 260) and Ebeling & Ebeling (2020), to
capture finer distinctions in question-related phenomena, such as wh-in-situ and question
particles. Fourth, the study introduces the Bayesian regression models, which have
gained increasing popularity across different fields of linguistics (Levshina 2025), to
examine complex language phenomena involving more than two categories, such as the
three question types and their morphosyntactic structures, while simultaneously
accounting for multiple predictors and random effects. Overall, this study contributes
to contrastive linguistics by (1) offering a comprehensive cross-linguistic comparison
of question systems, (2) addressing a relatively under-investigated language pair, (3)
integrating register variation into contrastive framework, and (4) demonstrating the
use Bayesian regression models to reinforce cross-linguistic findings and provide a
robust and efficient statistical approach for contrastive research. Within this broader
framework, the detailed analyses of each question-related phenomenon further enhance

our understanding of how languages encode interrogativity from a contrastive perspective.
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First, the contrastive analysis of question types in Taiwan Mandarin and French
confirmed that polar questions are the most frequently used type across languages. This
finding is consistent with cross-linguistic tendencies reported in Enfield, Stivers &
Levinson (2010) and with the theory of social economics of questions proposed by
Levinson (2012). Moreover, the corpus results showed that this tendency also hold in
translated language, suggesting that translation does not disrupt the cross-linguistic
preference for polar questions. In this sense, the present study not only reinforces the
existing empirical and theoretical accounts established through contrastive research on
original languages, but also extends them by incorporating translation as a new linguistic
dimension that reflects the same interrogative norms.

In addition, in order to examine the other two topics (i.e., wh-in-situ and question
particles), the morphosyntactic structures of questions in both Mandarin and French were
systematically coded. This coding enabled a more fine-grained understanding of how the
two languages encode interrogative force, particularly given their divergent marking
strategies. By moving beyond broad classifications, such as question types, the detailed
structural coding offered deeper insights into the subtle morphosyntactic differences
between the two languages. In turns, this methodological refinement facilitated the
investigation of wh-in-situ and question particles, allowing for more precise cross-
linguistic comparisons within the broader framework of question use.

The topic of wh-in-situ has received limited attention within contrastive linguistics,
despite its prominence in generative syntax. Extensive research has been conducted on
this phenomenon in individual languages, such as Mandarin (Huang 1982: 19; Watanabe
1992; 2001), and French (Shlonsky 2012; Poletto & Pollock 2004), as well as from a
cross-linguistic perspective (Cheng & Rooryck 2000; Wu 2019). However, most of these
studies focus primarily on the syntactic mechanisms of licensing wh-in-situ, rather than
on its distribution and usage in authentic data. The main contribution of this dissertation
is therefore to provide a corpus-based and translation exploration of wh-in-situ. This study
not only investigated the use of wh-in-situ in original French but also compared it with
translated French, thereby revealing how the structure behaves across different linguistic
varieties. Moreover, by drawing on parallel data, this dissertation represents the first
attempt to examine how wh-in-situ is translated from French into Mandarin, a language

where wh-in-situ is the default strategy. Conversely, it also explored what types of
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morphosyntactic structures in Taiwan Mandarin correspond to wh-in-situ in French,
where this structure is only one of several syntactic options. Finally, the corpus analysis
provided further empirical evidence regarding syntactic constraints on wh-in-situ in
French. Several constraints are found to be violated in the corpus, a finding that aligns
with previous experimental and descriptive studies (Mathieu 1999; 2004; Adli 2006;
Zimmermann & Kaiser 2019). Collectively, these results not only expand the empirical
foundation of wh-in-situ research, but also demonstrate how contrastive and translation-
based corpus analyses can refine theoretical assumptions about this syntactic
phenomenon.

Finally, question particles have predominantly been investigated from a
monolingual perspective, particularly in studies on Mandarin, while they remain largely
overlooked in French. Several cross-linguistic works on particles have been carried out
in Hancil, Post & Haselow (2015), including comparisons such as English vs. German
and Northern Italian vs. Mandarin Chinese. Moreover, detailed analyses of particles in
polar questions have been presented by Bailey (2013; 2015). However, a systematic
comparison involving French has been absent to date, most likely due to the limited
attention paid to particles in French, given their low frequency and their primary
occurrence in wh-questions. Furthermore, the very notion of question particle has not yet
reached consensus among French linguists. On the basis of the shared syntactic
distribution and pragmatic functions of particles in the two languages, the present
dissertation proposes, to the best of my knowledge, the first tentative cross-linguistic
comparison of question particles between Mandarin and French. The corpus findings,
however, revealed that two languages employ their particles in different ways, and that
the cross-linguistic correspondence between their respective particle systems is much
weaker than might be expected.

Overall, this contrastive investigation began with the observation of apparent
similarities between the two languages but ultimately uncovered deeper structural
differences that emerge beneath this surface resemblance. These findings, in turn, offers

a more substantial contribution to the theory of question.
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6.2.2 Contribution to the theory of questions

Following the discussion of the overall contributions to contrastive linguistics, it is
important to highlight the theoretical implications for the theory of questions,
particularly the dichotomy of question types.

In Chapter 2, question types were examined from a typological perspective, often
employing a three-way distinction. However, building on the dichotomy of question types
proposed by Her, Che & Bodomo (2022), supported by theoretical evidence from other
languages and two experimental studies to date, their framework appears more
empirically and theoretically plausible. As demonstrated in both theoretical accounts and
experimental outcomes, Mandarin can successfully distinguish two question types (i.e.,
confirmation vs. information-seeking questions) through specific morphosyntactic
features (e.g., adverbs, particles, and question forms). By contrast, in French, the language
compared with Mandarin in the present study, these morphosyntactic cues are largely
absent and distinctions between question types may instead rely on prosodic features. In
other words, the corpus data are expected to reflect this absence of a dichotomy in French
questions relative to Taiwan Mandarin. Accordingly, the observed morphosyntactic
similarities between polar and disjunctive questions in French can be primarily attributed
to this lack differentiation.

In examining the bilingual comparable data, the combined proportion of polar
and disjunctive questions in Taiwan Mandarin is roughly equivalent to the proportion of
polar questions in French. This initial observation provided a theoretical basis for the
claim that French polar questions do not distinguish disjunctive questions based on their
morphosyntactic structures, which leads to the assumption that French polar questions
may include a subset of disjunctive questions. This overlap arises from morphosyntactic
similarities (i.e., the same particle est-ce que, and the same connective ou ‘or’) and
potential ambiguity between inclusive and exclusive disjunctive readings. Regarding the
parallel analysis of question types, the results revealed low translatability of disjunctive
questions, particularly from Taiwan Mandarin into French. This finding further supports
the distinction in the taxonomy of question types between the two languages: translating
a language with two question types into a language with only one single question type
poses inherent difficulties, leading to mismatches in translation. From a theoretical

perspective, the same finding may also be interpreted as suggesting that French polar
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questions can assume a dual role, encompassing both polar and disjunctive questions.
Finally, the monolingual comparable analysis of question types demonstrated source
language interference, particularly comparing non-translated and translated Taiwan
Mandarin. Specifically, translated Taiwan Mandarin shows a decrease in disjunctive
questions and a corresponding increase in polar questions. This pattern suggests that when
translating from a language with a single question type or with an ambiguous distinction
between polar and disjunctive questions, the translation tends to favour the question type
characteristic of the source language, while suppressing the use of question types specific
to the target language.

These corpus analyses on question types not only provided contrastive
evidence between the two languages but also made a clear contribution by
reinforcing and extending the theoretical dichotomy of question types. They offered
concrete evidence that some languages, particularly French, lack clear morphosyntactic
means to distinguish polar questions from other question types. As a result, French may
exhibit a blurred delineation between polar questions and other question types. This
ambiguous boundary supports the view that French polar questions may also encompass
disjunctive questions. Crucially, such theoretical insights have only become accessible
through the integration of comparable and parallel corpus analyses, which together
highlight the nuanced interplay between typological similarity and language-specific
realization. Beyond these theoretical implications, the dissertation also makes several

methodological contributions to the field of corpus linguistics.

6.2.3 Contribution to corpus linguistics

In addition to its contribution to contrastive linguistics, the methodological
framework adopted in this dissertation constitutes an indispensable element in obtaining
and presenting the findings. Since technological development in the 1990s, large-scale
text collections have become digitally accessible (Goémez Gonzélez & Doval-Suérez 2005:
22; Ramoén Garcia 2021: 395). This advancement has introduced the corpora as a
powerful tool to the field of contrastive linguistics, broadening the possibilities for cross-
linguistic comparison and offering new empirical insights based on authentic language
use. Consequently, contrastive studies began to employ corpus-based methodologies to

examine linguistic phenomena in greater detail. In particular, comparable and parallel
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corpora have become essential resources for contrastive research (Aijmer 2024: 12). Each
provides unique advantages: parallel corpora enable efficient identification of less
straightforward equivalents across languages through the direct comparison of source and
target texts, although they are inevitably influenced by translation effects. Comparable
corpora, by contrast, are free from such translation effects because they consist of original
texts in each language; however, they pose challenges in defining a clear the fertium
comparationis between languages. Building on the respective strengths and weaknesses
of both corpus types, Johansson (1998; 2007) proposed combining them within a unified
framework, resulting in the construction of a multilingual corpus model that integrates
parallel and comparable corpora. This design allows researchers to control translation
effects while still identifying cross-linguistic correspondences with precision.
Accordingly, the first contribution of this dissertation to corpus linguistics lies in the
compilation of a bidirectional parallel corpus specifically designed for Taiwan
Mandarin-French comparison. Furthermore, the analyses conducted in this study
demonstrated that Johansson’s model (1998; 2007) is both empirically useful and
methodologically efficient for carrying out contrastive research through three different
approaches: bilingual comparable, bidirectional parallel, and monolingual comparable.
The second contribution to corpus linguistics concerns the language pair
involved in this corpus, namely Taiwan Mandarin and French. To the best of my
knowledge, this bidirectional parallel corpus of contemporary novels represents the first
of its kind. While several comparable or parallel corpora of Chinese have been employed
in contrastive studies, such as The Lancaster Corpus of Mandarin Chinese, The Zhejiang
University Corpus of Translational Chinese, and The Babel English-Chinese Parallel
Corpus, these corpora primarily focus Mandarin Chinese from Mainland China to ensure
the textual homogeneity. However, given the linguistic variation in Mandarin Chinese
from Taiwan or Singapore, it is essential to explore the varieties of Chinese languages
beyond Mainland China (Xiao & Hu 2015: 38, 43). Moreover, as frequently noted in
corpus-based contrastive studies, research has been heavily clustered around European
languages, with English being particularly dominant (Xiao & Hu 2015: 173; Hasselgéird
2020; Cermékova et al. 2021: 90). There is thus a notable scarcity of corpora that include
genetically distant languages, such as French and Mandarin Chinese. Even though

corpora for other language pairs, such as Japanese-Chinese or Russian-Chinese, are
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gradually being developed (Shei & Gao 2017: 533), most studies remain limited to
unidirectional translation. In this study, following the standards for building a balanced
comparable corpus (e.g., controlling for genre and publication time), a selection of
contemporary novels from Taiwan and France were carefully made, taking into account
local recognition of the works and authors as well as the availability of translations in
both directions. Accordingly, the creation of this bidirectional parallel corpus from
scratch constitutes a significant contribution to corpus linguistics by combining the
advantages of both parallel and comparable corpora, while also providing access to a
language pair that has been underrepresented in the field. However, this corpus is not
publicly accessible, as copyright permissions for the included novels were not obtained
from publishers.

To summarise, the contributions to corpus linguistics are twofold. First, this study
demonstrates the efficiency of the model integrating comparable and parallel
corpora. Using this model, the study systematically investigated questions from three
different approaches, an analysis that can only be achieved with a bidirectional parallel
corpus. Second, the self-compiled multilingual corpus of contemporary novels in
Taiwan Mandarin and French addresses the long-standing gap in language pair
diversity in contrastive studies. Furthermore, while the corpus is not publicly accessible,
it opens up new opportunities for my own future research across multiple linguistic levels
between the two languages. These contributions pave the way for further investigations.
However, the present study is subject to certain limitations, particularly in its

methodology, which will be addressed in the following section.

6.3 Limitations of the study

This dissertation has provided several new insights into the systems of questions in
Taiwan Mandarin and French. Nevertheless, it does not claim to have exhausted all
possible perspectives on this topic, and there remains room for methodological and
empirical refinement in future research. Accordingly, this section aims to outline the main
limitations of the present study, particularly those of a methodological nature.

The first limitation concerns the composition of the corpus, which is arguably the
most critical issue in ensuring comparability and representativeness in a contrastive study.

When examining the distribution of questions across individual works, variation appears
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to have a minor effect on the overall patterns observed in the study, suggesting that corpus
composition indeed remains a potential source of concern. Despite efforts to maintain
comparability in terms of genre and publication time, limitations in the availability of
novels made the task very challenging. In particular, the pool of eligible Taiwan Mandarin
novels for inclusion was relatively small, largely due to the considerable imbalance in the
translation direction from Taiwan Mandarin to French, as discussed in Chapter 3.
Furthermore, it should be acknowledged that other Taiwan Mandarin novels not included
in the corpus were published and translated into French after 2010 (e.g., Les Lignes de
navigation du sommeil, La Salle d’attente, Encore plus loin que Pluton).>> These could
have been included in the corpus. However, practical constraints, such as limited
institutional resources for obtaining and processing texts, as well as the need to
maintain comparability between genres across languages, guided the final selection of
the twelve novels included in the corpus. Given these representativeness caveats,
variables such as authorship and translators were taken into account when interpreting the
findings. Nonetheless, if a larger number of novels were to be included, the corpus would
naturally achieve greater balance and better representativeness, thereby providing a more
robust foundation for contrastive and translation analysis.

In addition, the restriction to a single literary genre presents another limitation
in the composition of the corpus. Since the present study examines only novels, its
findings may be confined to this specific type of written texts. Expanding the corpus to
include a broader range of literary genre (e.g., poems, prose, or essays) would not only
yield potentially different patterns, but also enhance the generalization of the findings.

Another limitation concerns the extraction of the data. The present research
focused on questions marked with question marks, following the most common and
efficient approach adopted in corpus-based studies of questions (Wikberg 1996; Curry &
Chambers 2017; Axelsson 2020). However, beyond the direct use of questions that

genuinely seek information, those ending with a question mark may also serve indirect

23 See the following novels translated from Taiwan Mandarin into French after 2010. )

Les Lignes de navigation du sommeil (2012), translated by Gwennaél Gaffric (Editions You Feng).
Translation of BEBR &9 A4k (Shuimidn de hangxian, 2007), by % %4 # (Wu Ming-yi).

La Salle d’attente (2016), translated by Marie-Louise Orsini (Piranha). Translation of %1% & (Dénghoushi,
2013) by #f &% (Tsou Yung-Shan).

Encore plus loin que Pluton (2018), translated by Lucie Modde (L'Asiathéque). Translation of Lt & £ 2
B R T (Bi Mingwangxing géng yudn de difang, 2012), by % 4: #1. (Huang Chong-kai).
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functions, such as expressing permission, suggestion, surprise, or invitation (Siemund
2017: 20). Conversely, there are also instances in which questions lack a question mark
for some reasons (Axelsson 2020: 241). Therefore, if one aims to provide a more
exhaustive description of a language’s question system, it would be necessary to manually
identify both the questions without question marks and those with questions that express
indirect functions.

Finally, another limitation concerns mode of language. Despite efforts to contact
relevant institutions to acquire official movie subtitles as a source of the spoken data, the
attempts were unsuccessful due to copyright restrictions. Consequently, only written
language is considered. To compensate for the absence of spoken data, this study
distinguished between two registers in fiction (dialogue vs. narrative), since dialogue in
fiction is not only a reproduction that closely imitates colloquial, spontaneously
conceived speech, but also differs from the rest of the text in certain aspects, such as
linguistic features (Guillot-Barbance, Pincemin & Lavrentiev 2018: 54-55; Ebeling &
Ebeling 2020). Furthermore, dialogue in fiction is situated on a continuum that lies closer
to the pole of communicative proximity and orality, in contrast to genres such as
journalistic writing (Koch & Oesterreicher 2001). Nevertheless, dialogue in fiction still
differs from natural, spontaneous speech, as it is premeditated and written in advance
(Lefeuvre 2020: 23). Thus, although questions are often found to be infrequent in
spontaneous spoken language (Li 2007: 116; Zimmermann & Kaiser 2019: 133), this
aspect remains worthy of investigation, given the considerable differences in linguistic
features between written and spoken language modes. In other words, the distribution of
question types and morphosyntactic structures may vary across the two modes (written
and spoken).

Overall, the limitations of this study are primarily methodological. In addition,
these limitations can in turn suggest promising directions for future investigation into

questions in Taiwan Mandarin and French.

6.4 Promising avenues for future research

These limitations, in fact, open up several promising avenues for future research.
Methodologically, the first improvement concerns the addition of another level of coding,

particularly for pragmatic functions of questions and question particles. Incorporating this
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layer of coding would make it easier to manually identify questions that contain question
marks but function as indirect speech acts. Moreover, the analysis of wh-in-situ and
question particles would become richer and more comprehensive when their pragmatic
functions are taken into account. Second, the number and diversity novels could be
expanded by extending the time slot of the texts included in the corpus. In addition,
incorporating other literary genres would also be worth considering. Such expansion
would allow the bidirectional parallel corpus to become more balanced and diverse in
terms of content and the range of authors/ translators involved. Additionally, such an
expansion could shed light on translator style, a phenomenon not explored in the present
contrastive study but increasingly recognised in translation research (Shei & Gao 2017:
525). Finally, the construction of a bidirectional parallel corpus for spoken language (e.g.,
films, interpreted conferences) or a bilingual comparable corpus of spoken language (e.g.,
everyday conversations, radio broadcasts, lectures) appears particularly promising. A
comparison between written and spoken language would provide a more thorough and
comprehensive picture of language systems. Beyond the written-spoken distinction
within one language, cross-varietal comparisons, such as the Mandarin between China
and Taiwan or among different varieties of French, would also offer valuable insights for
future contrastive and corpus-based research.

In addition to methodological directions outlined above, the present findings also
offer theoretical avenues for future research. The taxonomy of question types developed
in this study provides a foundation for a more comprehensive (re)examination of question
typologies in other languages. As more linguistic varieties are incorporated into future
analyses, the increased diversity of data will further reinforce and validate the dichotomy
of question types.

Finally, with regard to the topic investigated, the present study focuses exclusively
on typical question forms for the reasons of methodological symmetry in the contrastive
analysis. Further research may therefore extend the scope of investigation to elliptical
question forms in the two languages. Such an extension is feasible, as all questions in the
corpus have already been coded for question types and morphosyntactic structures,
together with information, such as the types of question words and particles involved.

Ultimately, a contrastive study incorporating both complete and elliptical question forms
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would provide a more comprehensive corpus-based account of the question systems in

the two languages.

6.5 Implications for related fields

This general conclusion ends with a brief discussion of possible applications in
other fields. In particular, any discipline that involves the analysis of two or more
languages can benefit from corpus-based cross-linguistic research, such as natural
language processing and lexicography (Granger 2010). Among these potential areas, the
most pertinent and direct applications of the present study lie in foreign language
teaching and translation education. In these fields, the corpus compiled for this research
can serve as a valuable resource for data-driven learning (Gilquin & Granger 2022). Using
bilingual corpora, learners discover the regularities of patterning in the target language
and teachers develop exercises based on concordance outputs (Johns & King 1991: iii).
Furthermore, data-driven learning can assist trainees in translation by drawing their
attention to typical and atypical translation solutions for typical problems found by expert
translators (Bernardini 2004: 20). Beyond data-driven learning, the present findings also
lend themselves to material design in language teaching. Based on the contrastive patterns
uncovered in this study, teaching units dedicated to questions in Mandarin and French
could be developed. For example, conversational materials may highlight the specific
preference for certain question types, enabling learners to acquire these distinctions at an
early stage. In addition, structural similarities, such as wh-in-situ or the use of particles in
questions, can be explicitly pointed out at appropriate moments in instruction to facilitate
the learning process.

To summarise, future research should begin with several methodological
improvements, such as adding an additional layer of coding for pragmatic functions,
diversifying the corpus in terms of content and text types, and constructing a corpus for
spoken language. By addressing these current limitations, new avenues of exploration can
be made available, for instance, manually identifying the questions that function as
indirect speech acts, examining wh-in-situ and question particles from perspectives
beyond the morphosyntactic level, and comparing questions across written and spoken

modes. In addition to these methodological refinements and research extensions, the
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corpus and analyses developed in the present study also hold potential for practical

applications, particularly in foreign language pedagogy and translation training.
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Appendix

This appendix shows the structure of the code using for the regression models in both
Chapter 4 and Chapter 5: Poisson regression model and Bayesian regression model.

**********************Chapter4_comparable analysis*********************

##Pacakges preparation

knitr::opts_chunk$set(echo = TRUE)

# set seed for randomness

set.seed(123)

# remove scientific notations such as 10000=1e04
options(scipen=999 stringsAsFactors = FALSE)
# reading basic packages

library(tidyverse)

library(stringi)

library(readxl)

# read some more packages for plotting

# library(plotly)

library(ggpubr)

library(GGally)

# for mixed models

library(lme4)

#install. packages("car")

library(car)

#install. packages(c("Ime4", "afex", "emmeans", "Ismeans", "Matrix"))
library(afex)

library(ImerTest)

library(emmeans) # library(Ismeans)

# for dependency parsing

# library(udpipe) ™"

options(repos = ¢(CRAN = "https://cran.rstudio.com/"))
if(!require(vcd)) install.packages("vcd")

library(vced)

if(!require(brms)) install.packages("brms")
library(brms)

##Read data

#Import data
data MD <- read_csv("Mandarin_original.csv")
data_ FR <- read_csv("French original.csv")
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#Add genre to the data set
data MD <- data MD %>% mutate(Genre = case_when(Work %in% c("*) #&","#4
F ")~ "Detective", Work %in% c(" RA5","#LR", " A", "B F ")~ "Fantasy"))

data FR <- data FR %>% mutate(Genre = case_when(Work %in%
c("Gataca","Trois jours","Avion")~ "Detective",Work %in%
c("Anomalie","Elfes","Voleur")~ "Fantasy"))

#Add language to the data set
data MD <- data MD %>% mutate(Language = "Taiwan Mandarin")
data FR <- data FR %>% mutate(Language = "French")

## Poisson regression for the overall distribution of question marks

#Import the file for the meta data of author, work, genre, and text size to run the
Poisson regression

Meta <- read_csv("Meta.csv")

Meta <- Meta %>% na.omit(Meta)

#Poisson regression for question marks in Mandarin (Table48)
GLM_poisson_QMark MD <- Meta %>% filter(Language == "Taiwan Mandarin")
%>%
glmer(Count ~ Genre+ (1 | Work),

family = poisson,

offset = log(Total),

control = glmerControl(optimizer = "bobyqa"),

data=.)

summary(GLM_ poisson_ QMark MD)
# Overdispersion check for poisson regression in Mandarin
overdisp_fun <- function(GLM _poisson QMark MD) {
rdf <- df.residual(GLM_poisson_QMark MD)
rp <- residuals(GLM_poisson_ QMark MD, type = "pearson")
Pearson.chisq <- sum(rp”2)
ratio <- Pearson.chisq / rdf
pval <- pchisq(Pearson.chisq, df = rdf, lower.tail = FALSE)
data.frame(
Pearson_chisq = Pearson.chisq,
df = rdf,
dispersion_ratio = ratio,
p_value = pval

)}
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overdisp_fun(GLM_poisson_QMark MD)

#Poisson regression for question marks in French (Table49)
GLM poisson QMark FR <- Meta %>% filter(Language == "French") %>%
glmer(Count ~ Genre + (1 | Work),
family = poisson,
offset = log(Total),
control = glmerControl(optimizer = "bobyqa"),
data=.)

summary(GLM poisson_ QMark FR)

# Overdispersion check for poisson regression of French
overdisp_fun <- function(GLM _poisson_ QMark FR) {
rdf <- df.residual(GLM_poisson_QMark FR)
rp <- residuals(GLM poisson QMark FR, type = "pearson")
Pearson.chisq <- sum(rp”2)
ratio <- Pearson.chisq / rdf
pval <- pchisq(Pearson.chisq, df = rdf, lower.tail = FALSE)
data.frame(
Pearson_chisq = Pearson.chisq,
df = rdf,
dispersion_ratio = ratio,
p_value = pval

)}

overdisp_fun(GLM_poisson_QMark FR)
## Possion regression for the distribution of question marks by genres (Detective)

library(MASS)

# Create dataset

Q Mark Detective <- data.frame(
Language = ¢("Mandarin", "Mandarin", "French", "French", "French"),
TextSize = ¢(70395, 113488, 173688, 153598, 67852),
QuestionMarks = ¢(868, 1117, 1450, 1204, 304))

Q Mark Detective$Language <- factor(

Q Mark Detective$Language,
levels = ¢("Mandarin", "French"))
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#offset (log TextSize )
Q Mark DetectiveS$offset <- log(Q Mark Detective$TextSize)

# Poisson regression

model poisson <- glm(
QuestionMarks ~ Language,
family = poisson(),
offset = offset,
data =Q_ Mark Detective

)

Cat(v'=== POiSSOH RegresSion Summary ===\nn)
summary(model_poisson)

#Check overdispersion (Poisson )
pearson_chi2 <- sum(

residuals(model poisson, type = "pearson")*2)
dispersion <- pearson_chi2 / df.residual(model poisson)

cat("\nPoisson Dispersion:", dispersion, "\n")

# Use glm.nb to estimate theta
theta hat Detective <- glm.nb(QuestionMarks ~ Language + offset(offset),
data = Q_ Mark Detective)$theta

# Negative Binomial regression

model nb_glm Detective <- glm(QuestionMarks ~ Language, family =
negative.binomial(theta = theta hat Detective), offset = offset,
data = Q_Mark Detective)

summary(model nb_glm Detective)

#Check overdispersion (Negative binomial regression )

pearson_chi2 nb_detective <- sum(
residuals(model nb_glm Detective, type = "pearson'")"2)

dispersion_nb_detective <- pearson_chi2 nb_detective /

df.residual(model nb glm Detective)

cat("\nNB Dispersion:", dispersion_nb_detective, "\n")
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## Possion regression for the distribution of question marks by genres (Fantasy)

# Create dataset (Fantasy genre )
Q Mark Fantasy <- data.frame(
Language = ¢(
"Mandarin", "Mandarin", "Mandarin", "Mandarin",
"French", "French", "French"),
TextSize = ¢(99742, 73973, 98816, 56281, 99591, 70879, 81271),QuestionMarks = ¢(
685, 519, 483, 249, 657, 373, 236))

Q Mark Fantasy$Language <- factor(
Q Mark Fantasy$Language,
levels = ¢("Mandarin", "French")

)

# offset (log TextSize )

Q Mark FantasyS$offset <- log(Q Mark Fantasy$TextSize)

# Poisson regression

model poisson_fantasy <- glm(
QuestionMarks ~ Language,
family = poisson(),
offset = offset,
data = Q_ Mark Fantasy)

Cat(v'=== POiSSOH RegresSion Summary ===\nn)
summary(model poisson fantasy)

# Check overdispersion (Poisson regression)
pearson_chi2 fantasy <- sum(
residuals(model poisson_fantasy, type = "pearson")”"2)
dispersion_fantasy <- pearson_chi2 fantasy / df.residual(model poisson_fantasy)

cat("\nPoisson Dispersion:", dispersion_fantasy, "\n")
# Use glm.nb to estimate theta
theta hat Fantasy <- glm.nb(

QuestionMarks ~ Language + offset(offset),
data = Q Mark Fantasy)S$theta
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# Negative Binomial regression

model nb_glm Fantasy <- glm(
QuestionMarks ~ Language,
family = negative.binomial(theta = theta_hat Fantasy),
offset = offset,
data =Q_ Mark Fantasy)

summary(model nb glm Fantasy)

#Check overdispersion (Negative binomial regression )
pearson_chi2 nb fantasy <- sum(
residuals(model nb_glm_ Fantasy, type = "pearson")"2

)
dispersion_nb_fantasy <- pearson_chi2 nb_fantasy /
df.residual(model nb glm Fantasy)

cat("\nNB Dispersion:", dispersion_nb_fantasy, "\n")
## Multinomial regression for question type

#I create two data frames by selecting four variables from data_MD and data_FR, also
I drop the excluded cases

data MDI1 <- data MD %>% filter(Type !="X") %>% dplyr::select(Type, Structure,
Register, Language, Genre, Work)

data_FR1 <- data FR %>% filter(Type !="X") %>% dplyr::select(Type, Structure,
Register, Language, Genre, Work)

#Multinomial regression for question type

model MD _type <- brm(formula = Type ~ Register + Genre + (1 | Work),
data = data MDI,
family = categorical())

summary(model MD _type)

plot(model MD type)
model FR type <- brm(formula = Type ~ Register + Genre + (1 | Work),
data = data FRI1,

family = categorical())

summary(model FR type)
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*************************Chapters Parallel analySiS************************

knitr::opts_chunk$set(echo = TRUE)

# set seed for randomness

set.seed(123)

# remove scientific notations such as 10000=1e04
options(scipen=999 stringsAsFactors = FALSE)
# reading basic packages

library(tidyverse)

library(stringi)

library(readxl)

# read some more packages for plotting

# library(plotly)

library(ggpubr)

library(GGally)

# for mixed models

library(lme4)

#install. packages("car")

library(car)

#install. packages(c("Ime4", "afex", "emmeans", "Ismeans", "Matrix"))
library(afex)

library(ImerTest)

library(emmeans) # library(Ismeans)

# for dependency parsing

# library(udpipe) ™

install.packages("vcd")

library(vced)

install.packages("brms")

library(brms)

## Poisson regression for the overall distribution of question marks (Chapter 5
monolingual comparable)

#Import the file for the meta data of author, work, genre, and text size to run the
Poisson regression

Meta para <- read_csv("Meta_para.csv")

Meta para <- Meta para %>% na.omit(Meta para)
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GLM poisson QMark MD para <- Meta para %>% filter(Language == "Taiwan
Mandarin") %>%
glmer(Count _translation ~ Genre+ (1 | Work),
family = poisson,
offset = log(Total translation),
control = glmerControl(optimizer = "bobyqa"),
data=.)

GLM poisson QMark FR para <- Meta_para %>% filter(Language == "French")
%>%
glmer(Count_translation ~ Genre + (1 | Work),
family = poisson,
offset = log(Total translation),
control = glmerControl(optimizer = "bobyqa"),
data=.)

summary(GLM poisson_ QMark MD para)
summary(GLM_ poisson QMark FR para)

## Bayesian regression model for question types

data all <- read_csv("TMFR_ORTR.csv")

data_all %>% select("Structure Simple") %>% filter(data all$Language ==
¢("Taiwan Mandarin")) %>% table()

data_all %>% select("Structure Simple") %>% filter(data all$Language ==
¢("French")) %>% table()

data all <- data_all %>% filter(Type !="X")

data all <- data_all %>%
dplyr::mutate(

Type = factor(Type),
Structure Simple = factor(Structure Simple),
Register = factor(Register),
Language = factor(Language),
Translation_Status = factor(Translation_Status),
Genre = factor(Genre),
Work = factor(Work)
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fit_final <-brm(

Type ~ Register + Language + Translation_Status + Genre + (1 | Work),
data = data_all,

family = categorical(),

chains = 4, cores = 4, iter = 2000,

control = list(adapt_delta = 0.9),

refresh = 50)

saveRDS(fit final, "fit final bf type.rds")
fit final <- readRDS("fit final bf type.rds")
fit_final

## Bayesian regression model for Question types (plot)

library(patchwork)

# create marginal effects
ce <- conditional _effects(fit final, effects = ¢("Register", "Language",
"Translation_Status", "Genre"),categorical = TRUE)

plot_ce <- function(df, x_var, x_label){
ggplot(df, aes_string(x = x_var, y = "estimate ", color ="cats__ ", group =

"cats "))+
geom_point(position = position_dodge(width = 0.5), size = 2) +
geom_line(position = position_dodge(width = 0.5)) +
geom_errorbar(aes(ymin = lower , ymax =upper_ ), width=0.2,

position = position_dodge(width = 0.5)) +

labs(x = x_label, y = "Predicted probability", color = "Type") +
theme bw(base size = 13)

# transform cats__as factor

ce$Register§cats  <- as.factor(ce$RegisterScats )
ce$LanguageScats  <- as.factor(ce$Language$cats )

ce$Translation Status$cats  <- as.factor(ce$Translation StatusScats )
ce$Genre$cats  <- as.factor(ce$GenreScats )

# create four plots

p_register <- plot_ce(ce$Register, "effect] ", "Register")

p_language <- plot_ce(ce$Language, "effectl ", "Language")

p_translation <- plot_ce(ce$Translation_Status, "effect] ", "Translation Status")
p_genre <- plot_ce(ce$Genre, "effect] ", "Genre")

404



# combine four plots
Thesis_ch5 Fig50 <- (p_register | p_language) / (p_translation | p_genre)

# save plots
ggsave(plot = Thesis_ch5 Fig50, file = "Thesis_ch5 Figl3.png", width = 12, height =
8, dpi =300)

## Bayesian regression model for Question structures in Taiwan Mandarin

data all TM STC TYP <- data all %>% filter(Language == "Taiwan Mandarin",
S_structure == "Typical")

bf struct TM_STC TYP <- bf(Structure Simple ~ Register + Translation_Status +
Genre + (1 | Work))

fit_struct <- brm(
bf struct TM_STC TYP,
data =data all TM_STC TYP,
family = categorical(),
chains =4,
cores =4,
iter = 2000,
control = list(adapt_delta = 0.9),
refresh = 50

saveRDS(fit_struct, "fit_final bf struct TM.rds")
fit_struct <- readRDS("fit_final bf struct TM.rds")
fit_struct

## Bayesian regression model for Question Structures TM (plot)

# create marginal effects

ce_str_tm <- conditional_effects(fit_struct,
effects = ¢("Register", "Translation_Status", "Genre"),
categorical = TRUE)

plot_ce structures <- function(df, x_var, x_label){

df$cats  <- as.factor(df$cats )

dff[x_var]] <- as.factor(df[[x_var]])

# setting dodge width

dodge width <- 0.8

ggplot(df, aes_string(x = x_var, y = "estimate ", color ="cats__ ", group = "cats__ "))

+
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geom_point(position = position_dodge(width = dodge width), size = 2) +
geom_line(position = position_dodge(width = dodge width)) +
geom_errorbar(aes(ymin = lower , ymax =upper_ ), width = 0.2, position =
position_dodge(width = dodge width)) +

scale_color_manual(values = ¢(

"#E41A1C",

"#377EBS",

"#4DAF4A",

"#984EA3",

"#FF7F00",

"#A65628",

"#F781BF",

"#999999"

s
labs(x = x_label, y = "Predicted probability", color="Structures") +

theme bw(base size =20)+

theme(legend.position = "none")

}

# Create three plots

p_register <- plot_ce_structures(ce str tm$Register, "effect] ", "Register")
p_translation <- plot_ce_structures(ce str tm$Translation_ Status, "effect] ",
"Translation Status")

p_genre <- plot_ce_structures(ce str tm$Genre, "effect] ", "Genre")

legend plot <- ggplot(ce str tm$Register, aes(x = effect] , y = estimate , color =
cats ))+
geom_point() +
labs(color = "Structure") +
theme(legend.title = element_text(size = 20),
legend.text = element_text(size = 20)
)+ theme_void()

combined <- (p_register / p_translation / p_genre) | guide_area()

Thesis_ch5 Fig51<- combined + plot_layout(guides = "collect") &
theme(legend.position = "right")

Save plot

ggsave(plot = Thesis_ch5 Fig51, file = "Thesis_ch5 Fig51.png", width = 10, height =
12, dpi = 300)
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## Bayesian regression model for Question structures in French

data all FR STC TYP <-data all %>%
filter(Language == "French", S_structure == "Typical") %>%
mutate(S_structure = factor(S_structure)) %>%
droplevels()

bf struct FR_ STC TYP <- bf(Structure Simple ~ Register + Translation Status +
Genre + (1 | Work))

fit_struct FR <- brm(
bf struct FR_ STC TYP,
data =data all FR STC TYP,
family = categorical(),
chains =4,
warmup = 1000,
cores =4,
iter = 4000,
control = list(adapt_delta = 0.9),
refresh = 50

saveRDS(fit struct FR, "fit final bf struct FR.rds")
fit_struct FR <- readRDS("fit final bf struct FR.rds")
fit_struct FR

## Bayesian regression model for Question Structures FR (plot)

ce_str FR <- conditional effects(
fit_struct FR,
effects = ¢("Register", "Translation Status", "Genre"),
categorical = TRUE

)

plot_ce structures <- function(df, x_var, x_label){
df$cats  <- as.factor(df$cats )
pd <- position_dodge(width = 0.8)

ggplot(df, aes_string(x = x_var, y = "estimate ", color ="cats__ ", group =
"cats "))+
geom_point(position = pd, size =2) +
geom_line(position = pd) +
geom_errorbar(aes(ymin = lower , ymax =upper_ ), width = 0.2, position = pd) +
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scale_color_manual(values = ¢(
"HE41A1C", "#377EBR", "#4DAF4A", "#984EA3",
"#FF7F00", "#A65628", "#F781BF", "#999999"
)+
labs(x = x_label, y = "Predicted probability", color="Structures") +
theme bw(base size =20) +
theme(legend.position = "none")

}

p_register FR <- plot_ce_structures(ce str FR$Register, "effect] ", "Register")
p_translation FR <- plot_ce_structures(ce str FR$Translation Status, "effectl ",
"Translation Status")

p_genre FR <- plot_ce_structures(ce str FR$Genre, "effectl ", "Genre")

legend plot FR <- ggplot(ce str FR$Register, aes(x = effect]l , y = estimate , color
=cats_))+
geom_point() +
labs(color = "Structure") +
theme(legend.title = element_text(size = 20),
legend.text = element_text(size = 20)) +
theme_void()

combined FR <- (p register FR/p translation FR/p genre FR) | guide_area()

Thesis _ch5 Fig52 FR <- combined FR +
plot_layout(guides = "collect") &
theme(legend.position = "right")

ggsave(
plot = Thesis ch5 Fig=52 FR,
file = "Thesis_ch5 Fig52 FR.png",
width = 10, height = 12, dpi = 300
)

Note that the echo = FALSE parameter was added to the code chunk to prevent printing
of the R code that generated the plot.
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KIEEL 0 1999 0 (KRBEXE) > M EH LXK o [Zhu, Dexi. 1999. Zhu Dexi
wen ji. 1st edn. Beijing: The Commercial Press.]

FIK > 2001 © (FIKGER S ) A © Desclée De Brouwer ° [Institut Ricci (ed.).
2001. Grand dictionnaire Ricci de la langue chinoise. Paris: Desclée De Brouwer.]

FeAR 0 2019 0 (CkEBRMFRMEBEWLHART) 0 (BRESIRZERER)
42(2) » 116124 ° [Wu, Tong. 2019. A comparative study of wh-in-situ in French
and Chinese. Journal of PLA University of Foreign Languages. 42(2). 116—124.]

Bt 0 1999 0 (BAREZEANTH) LR BEHE Z 4 o [Lu, Shuxiang. 1999.
Xiandai Hanyu babai ci. Beijing: The Commercial Press.]

#3201 (EEXRMEREFRES) - (GHXRFEEAN) 32 18-23
[Lin-Rosolato, Esther. 2011. The translation and reception of Taiwanese literary
works into French. Newsletter of the National Museum of Taiwan Literature 32. 18—
23]
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BARE 02017 (& EMEIRE - RAREZ ) RFREEFARAEEA) - (%
EXHER) 14(2) > 41-64 ° [Chu, Chauncey C. 2017. Different in form but
similar in function: Modern Mandarin utterance-final modality particles and english
intonation. Journal of Chinese Language Teaching 14(2). 41-64.]

T 560 AR 22008 - (KF—BBRBHAETRIBHFRBM AT L) >
(#AZHE) 1(1). 105-121. https://doi.org/10.6481/JTR.200806.0105. [Lin,
Yu-Hung & Chia-Chun Lin. 2008. The analysis and comparison of punctuation

teaching content in grades 1-9 curriculum mandarin textbook. Journal of Textbook
Research 1(1), 105-121.]

HFAR 0 BREL 0 2010 0 (WBFH EFXMONTAR  UHELRBETFA
#l) > (HF EFHEBREFTEELZ) > 482 ° 269298 -
https://doi.org/10.6120/JoEMLS.201012_48(2).0372.RS.AM. [Lin, Chia-Yu &
Ming-Hsin Phoebe Chiu. 2010. Analysing online book reviews for scientific

popularization genre: A genre analysis study. Journal of Educational Media &
Library Sciences 48(2), 269-298.]

SR4ERK 0 20230 (EFREL? HEFARRFRAHEZAL) PEXREHEAL
WX o &% ¢ A FK o [Chiu, Chia-Wei, Who chooses your books? On the role of
book reviews across different eras. Chiayi: National Chung Cheng University
Master thesis.]

WERK 20200 (2> F2 TR, 2% OBEEFARNAY) » (EEXH
285%) 0 17(4) > 71-94 ° [Hsu, Hung-Hsin. 2020. Ne, need it or not: Interface of
interrogation and discourse function. Journal of Chinese Language Teaching 17(4).
71-94.]

KEF 20200 (EERMBFDBRMAMENIFBLEBLAME) » (EFTEE
T %) 21(3) » 443-466 ° https://doi.org/10.1075/1ali.00067.yua. [Yuan, Ye. 2020.
A non-movement cartographic template approach to Chinese in-situ and fronting
wh-adjuncts. Language and Linguistics. 21(3). 443-466.]

REE > FHHE S EhE 020020 (GEESELARAEL) 0 RiEHEHFTER
#t ° [Yuan, Hui, Xihua Guan & Fangsui Yue. 2002. Hanyu biaodian fuhao liubian
shi. 1st edn. Wuhan Shi: Hubei Education Press.

BZEE4# 20220 (111 F2EEEHRAARMERE) > 66 BREE4 -
[National Central Library. 2022. Taiwan book publishing current situation and trend
report in 2022. Taipei: National Central Library.]

BZEEM# 20230 (112 F2EEEHRAAAMERE)  BEBEMH &b -
[National Central Library. 2023. Taiwan book publishing current situation and trend
report in 2023. Taipei: National Central Library.]
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HENBABHRATERE S (%) 2008 (ETREBARFM) SR> FERE
(&%) #F I £t - [National Languages Committee (ed.). 2008. Revised
manual of punctuation. Taipei: Ministry of Education Republic of China (Taiwan)]

BRoF & 2016 (EFEMEAT X 88 RAMRIE) » (EEXEHE)
(11) » 173-199 ° [Chen, Fang-Hwey. 2016. Translation as method: The Taiwanese
novel with respect to world literature. Taiwan Literature Studies (11). 173—-199.]

Hati 0 1981 0 (BBERR ) - (BFRE3k) 26 ° 219-277 ° [Tang, Ting-
Chi. 1981. A study on Mandarin questions. Shida xuebao (Journal of National
Taiwan Normal University) 26. 219-277.]

w0 1984 0 (BIGEEER 8 4w ) 0 (BFKRZ4R) 29 ° 381-437 ° [Tang, Ting-
Chi. 1984. Further study on Mandarin questions. Shida xuebao (Journal of National
Taiwan Normal University) 29. 381-437.]

SR M FEF 0 EBBE BRI 20190 (LR AL CCLBEME a4 ) >
(EBHEEZEE %) 6(1) > 71-86 ° [Zhan, Weidong, Rui Guo, Baobao Chang,
Yirong Chen & Long Chen. 2019. The building of the CCL corpus: Its design and
implementation. Corpus Linguistics 6(1). 71-86.]

BEE 2019 (GER/DRAEEIFLRAASWEREE) BILFRKEHELH
X o £  HtE ° [Liao, Yi-Hsuan. 2019. Analysis and outlook on the translation
and publication of French fiction in Taiwan. Taoyuan: National Central University
Master thesis.]

A > FHR 020150 (G RBIF R M ERERZREI) 0 (FEEX)
365(2) » 121-132 ° [Zhao, Chunli & Li Sun. 2015. On the distributional verification
and semantic extraction of the sentence-final particle ba(*2). Studies of the Chinese
Language 365(2). 121-132.]

TRy 0 20020 (RO ER M B EE) 0 (LEHELREERYELE
#F2HR)) 31(1) » 3445 ° [Qi, Huyang. 2002. Analyse of & in terms of meaning

and historical evolution. Journal of Shanghai Teachers University (Social Science)
31(1). 34-45.]

BNt 0 2016 0 (BEEXEEXRNEIBHRIE) 0 (FERE) 0 91)
141-158 - [Editor group. 2016. The Current state and future prospects of French
translation. Compilation and Translation Review 9(1). 141-158.]

RWAA > EE 02009 (EEEHEFXEMFEESL FEFEOHN)

(B Z42 8 EMA%2) 352) ° 34-53 ° [Tsay, Ming-Yueh & Huei-Ru Dong.

2009. A study of world translated literature in taiwan: A bibliometric approach.
Journal of Library and Information Science 35(2), 34-53.]
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Bl & 20110 (EHEXZAFRGIEKR) - (XELEEZHR) > (3) 131-163
https://doi.org/10.29511/TSLH.201112.0004. [Gaffric, Gwennaél. 2011. The status
of Taiwan literature in France. Taiwan Studies in Literature and History (3). 131—
163. https://doi.org/10.29511/TSLH.201112.0004.]

References of novels

Novels in original Taiwan Mandarin and French translation

2B % 22011 (RRA) - &b EBHEHK-

BB 22011 (RFMAIE) - £3b P INK Pzl £ -

R 02012 (RAGLOYEHTET) - 63 R AHMK -
B3 2 2014 - (FRARBF) o &b ML -

FREISL 22019 ° (KERIBEEF) - 63t BT FELEIR °
REZE 2019 (REFT) - b EXFEHR -

Wu, Ming-yi. 2014. L’ homme aux yeux a facettes. Translated by Gwennaél Gaffric. Paris:
Edition Stock.

Chi, Wei-jan. 2019. Rue du dragon couché. Traduit par Emmanuelle Péchenart. Paris :

Calmann-Levy: Noir.

Wu, Ming-yi. 2017. Le Magicien sur la passerelle. Traduit par Gwennaél Gaffric. Paris:
L’ Asiatheque.

Kao, Yi-Feng. 2017. La guerre des bulles. Traduit par Gwennaél Gaffric. Bordeaux:
Mirobole Edition.

Chang, Kuo-Li. 2021. Le sniper, son wok et son fusil. Traduit par Alexis Brossollet. Paris:

Gallimard: Série Noir.

Chen, Sih-han (Kevin Chen). 2023. Ghost Town. Translated by Emmanuelle Péchenart.

Paris: Editions du Seuil.

Novels in original French and Taiwan Mandarin translation

Lévy, Marc. 2010. Le voleur d’ombres. Paris: Robert Laffont.
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Thilliez, Franck. 2011. Gataca. Paris: Fleuve Noir.

Bussi, Michel. 2013. Un avion sans elle. Paris: Presses de la Cité.
Barbery, Muriel. 2015. La vie des elfes. Paris: Gallimard.
Lemaitre, Pierre. 2016. Trois jours et une vie. Paris: Albin Michel.

Le Tellier, Hervé. 2020. L ’Anomalie. Paris: Gallimard.

BB (MBTHA) - BBEF- &L HALEK 2011 -
R EARN o (AWMTHRE) KREBFE - &b HE SR 0 2012 ¢
KA FE o (RAMRK) - RemFE e gL LA HR 0 2014 ¢

WHE BRE - (BFEIL) - ZES - BRBPE - HKEEF- 636 HAY
B > 2015 °

RIAR-$hifg4E o (=R—4&) - B3kEFE - &b ¢ ik > 2018 »

BREFY AR (BFE) o B3kEE- 635 AEXE > 2023 ©
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