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Abstract: Researches on cartography have made universal predictions on the hierarchies of 
functional projections in language. Based on this assumption, the structural maps 
established by Rizzi (1997, 2001b) for the left-peripheral elements suggest very strongly 
that Interrogative dominates Focus. Nevertheless, a straight-jacket adoption of this 
proposed hierarchical order to account for these left-peripheral projections in Ǹjò-Kóo 
would be counterintuitive. Therefore, leaning on empirical and theoretical evidence, the 
paper calls to question the universality of the cartographers’ claim, and argues that the 
opposite of the view is true of Ǹjò-Kóo. The paper adopts fieldwork method for data 
elicitation and descriptive approach as well as minimalist program for analysis of data. 
Data used in this study were elicited from purposively selected native speakers based on 
language proficiency. Data were acquired with syntactic checklist and structured interviews, 
and were subjected to interlinear and qualitative analysis. 
Keywords: cartography, functional projections, left-peripheral elements, focus and 
interrogative projections, Ǹjò-Kóo 
 

1. Introduction 
The cartographers such as Rizzi (1997, 2001, 2004), Beninca (2001, 2006), Beninca & 

Poletto (2004), Aboh (2004), Cruschina (2006), Franscarelli & Puglielli (2007), Frascarelli 
& Hinterholzl (2007), Scott (2002), Cinque (1999) and Cinque & Rizzi (2010) have 
emplaced functional hierarchies to capture crosslinguistic linear orderings of various 
constituents in sentences in language. The attempt has been subjected to critical analysis by 
scholars because of the nature and mandate of the cartographic enterprise; that is, the 
question of what the right structural maps for natural language syntax are and the heuristic 
power of the approach (Rizzi, 2017, 2018; Quarezemin, 2020). For instance, Doherty (2016) 
examined how universal Rizzi’s (1997) proposed linear ordering of the constituents within 
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the left periphery is. Larson (2021) equally scrutinised the assumptions of the cartographers 
in relation to the hierarchies of functional projections related by functional selection, and 
identified three problems, namely, explanation problem, rigidity problem, and plenitude 
problem. In the same spirit, this paper attempts to evaluate the cartographers’ cross- 
linguistic claim about linear orderings of the functional projections, focus and interrogative 
within the left periphery vis-à-vis the Ǹjò-kóo language①. Rizzi (1997, 2001) claimed that 
crosslinguistically, Interrogative Phrase (InterP) is located in a position that is higher than 
Focus Phrase (FocP) in language. However, data from Ǹjò-kóo posed an interesting 
challenge to this characterization. This is because FocP is situated in a position higher than 
InterP in the language. Rizzi’s proposed hierarchical ordering of the left-peripheral 
projections and the one derived from Ǹjò-Kóo are presented in (1a) and (1b) below. 

(1) a. FORCE>INTEROGATIVE>FOCUS>MOOD>FINITENESS>TENSE  (Rizzi) 
b. FORCE> FOCUS> INTEROGATIVE> MOOD>FINITENESS>TENSE  (Ǹjò -Kóo) 

The derived ordering of interrogative and focus in Ǹjò-Kóo raises two salient questions 
that are begging urgently for answers: (1) Is it the case that the position of focus in relation 
to interrogative is subject to parametric variation? (2) Does each of the expressions where 
focus and interrogative co-occur a question or a focus construction, or does focus scope 
over interrogative or the contrary? In respect of the first question, the cartographers will 
presumably explain that, in line with the Borer-Chomsky hypothesis, parametric variation 
has been reduced to the properties of lexical items (Chomsky, 1995; Borer, 1984). That is, 
the assumption of parametric variation does not arise. The child will have to learn the 
property of focus as well as interrogative in his language. They would claim that 
information structural evidence requires that questions precede focus. This is because in 
question-answer pairs, questions give rise to focus. If this is the case, it is expected that 
interrogative occurs in a position above focus. The response to the second question would 
be that each expression is a question. If each of them is a question, it implies that 
interrogative scopes over focus. If interrogative force scopes over focus, it requires that the 
former dominates the latter. This being the case, interrogative phrase should dominate and 
c-command focus phrase. This is because dominance and c-command are requirements for 
scope. That is, any item or constituent that scopes over another must c-command and also 
dominate it. However, based on empirical evidence, this paper argues that, the opposite of 
the cartographers’ claim is true of Ǹjò-kóo. Consequent upon the fact of the language in 
question, the study proposes an alternative analysis where focus dominates interrogative 
                                                 
① Ǹjò-Kóo is the proposed name by Olaogun (2016) for a language spoken in the North-western part of 
Akoko in Ondo State, Nigeria. The language, Ǹjò -Kóo is a compound name formed from Ǹ jò  o and Ǹ Kó 
o (or Ǹ ghó o the variant of Ǹ kó o used in Urò) which is a form of greeting, in all of the communities 
where the language is spoken, equivalent to Pèlé o in Standard Yoruba. 
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after exploring the possibility of interrogative projection dominating focus projection and 
pointing out some of the theoretical and empirical problems that it may create. 

The language is spoken in about nine communities by well over 250,000 people in the 
North-West Local Government of Akoko in Ondo State, Nigeria (Oluwadoro, 2014). These 
communities are: Oyín, Urò, Ìgás̩í, Arigidi, Erús̩ú, and four quarters in Òkèàgbè; Àfá①, 
Ùdò, Ògè, and Àjè. The people who speak this language are mostly bilingual or trilingual 
in that, in addition to this language, each of them speaks Yoruba natively as a second 
language while the school-age people speak English which is the medium of instruction in 
schools. As reported by Oyètádé (2007) and Dada (1987), the use of Yoruba has gained 
dominance over Ǹjò-kóo in particular and the languages spoken in Akoko in general 
among the younger generation.  

The paper is organized as follows: section 2 presents the characteristics of focus 
constructions in the language. Section 3 explains the similarities between wh-questions and 
focus while section 4 undertakes a discussion on the common features between yes/no 
questions and focus constructions. In section 5, differences between yes/no questions and 
focus constructions are dealt with. Section 6 investigates the cartography of focus and 
interrogative projections in line with Rizzi’s (1997) proposed hierarchical ordering and 
points out the inadequacies in such analysis based on empirical and theoretical facts and 
evidence from Ǹjò-kóo. Section 7 proposes an alternative analysis that challenges the 
universality of the extant hierarchical order of focus and interrogative phrases, and 
concludes that such an analysis is better. Section 8 which is the last section, concludes the 
paper.  
 

2. Characteristics of focus in Ǹjò-kóo  
Focused expressions have a number of syntactic, semantic and phonological 

characteristics that differentiate them from other neutral sentences in the language. 
Consider, for instance, sentence (2b) which derives from (2a), where the focused subject 
immediately precedes the focus marker úwòn as well as a clause-final high tone that 
superimposes on the vowel é of the second syllable of the word that ends the sentence. 

(2) a. Mò mó  ro̩   e̩te̩.  

 Mummy grind   pepper 
 ‘Mummy ground pepper.’ 

b. Mòmó  úwòn  ro̩  e̩te̩  é. 

 mummy Foc  grind  pepper Emph 
 ‘MUMMY ground pepper.’ 

                                                 
① Àfá dialect is used as the representative of the Ǹjò-kóo language, unless when explicitly mentioned. 
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(3a) is a neutral/ordinary sentence that exhibits the SVO word order and contains no 
focus marker while the sentence in (3b) is an example of a focus construction. There are 
three pieces of evidence that show this: (i) the subject Mòmó has moved leftward to the 
position immediately to the left of úwòn because úwòn is the focus marker in the language, 
(ii) the word order has also changed from SVO to S-úwòn-VO, (iii) the clause-final high 
tone morpheme shows up on the vowel of the second syllable of the last word in (3a) and 
the order becomes S-úwò n-VO-high tone. In (3c), the direct object e̩te̩ is raised to the left 
of úwòn, changing the word order to O-úwòn-SV-high tone. In both (3b) and (3c), the 
expressions receive a focus reading and the moved element is seen as salient. 

(3) a. Mòmó  ro̩  e̩te̩. 

Mummy grind  pepper 
‘Mummy ground pepper.’ 

b. Mòmó  úwòn  ro̩  e̩te̩  é. 

mummy Foc  grind  pepper Emph 
‘MUMMY ground pepper.’ 

c. E̩te̩   úwòn  mò mó ro̩  ó . 

Pepper Foc  mummy grind  Emph 
‘Mummy ground PEPPER.’ 

Also, in Ǹjò-kóo, as shown by the ungrammatical example in (4a), the left adjacent 
position to úwòn must be reached at PF. The grammatical sentence in (4b) demonstrates 
that there could be leftward movement in the absence of the focus marker úwòn as long as 
the clause-final high tone, which is an indicator that something has been moved, is present. 
Lastly, the language does not allow multiple foci as exemplified by the ungrammatical 
sentence in (4d). 

(4) a. *Úwòn mò mó ro̩  e̩te̩  é.   

Foc  mummy grind  pepper Emph 
b. Mòmó  Ø  ro̩  e̩te̩  é. 

mummy Foc  grind  pepper Emph 
‘MUMMY ground pepper.’ 

c. Mò mó  úwòn  ro̩  e̩te̩  é. 

mummy Foc  grind  pepper Emph 
‘MUMMY ground pepper.’ 

d. *Ájá  úwòn  mò mó úwòn  ro̩  e̩te̩  é. 

market Foc  mummy   Foc  grind  pepper Emph 
‘MUMMY ground pepper in the MARKET.’ 

Ǹjò-kóo does not allow a focus in-situ strategy as the sentence in (5) below cannot 
receive focus interpretation. 
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(5) Olú  kan  ìlèkùn. 

Olu  close  door 
‘Olu closed the DOOR.’ 

Similarly, there is no focal stress focus strategy in Ǹjò-kóo as is the case of English. For 
instance, in JAMES hates rice, the focused subject JAMES bears focal stress. This kind of 
focus strategy is absent in Ǹjò-kóo. Therefore, focusing is ultimately realised in the 
language by the movement of the focused element to the left adjacent position to úwòn as 
demonstrated in previous example sentences. 

 
3. Parallel between wh-questions① and focus 
In Ǹjò-kóo, wh-question formation and focusing are very similar in process in that both 

of them require a movement to the left-peripheral position, i.e., the Spec of FocP as 
exemplified in sentences in (6).  

(6) a. Ko  Ø  Bólú  yè  ju? 
What  Foc  Bolu  Inter  eat 
‘WHAT did Bolu eat?’ 

b. Konè  Ø     è  ju  àju? 

Who  Foc  Inter  eat  yam 
‘WHO ate yam?’ 

c. Kòfòn Ø  Bólú  yè  da  àju? 

When Foc  Bolu  Inter  buy  yam 
‘WHEN did Bolu buy yam?’ 

d. *Bólú  yè  da  àju  kòfòn? 

Bolu  Inter  buy  yam  when 
‘When did Bolu buy yam?’ 

(7) a. Ko  Ø  Bólá  yè  di ? 

What  Foc  Bola  Inter  steal 
‘WHAT did Bola steal?’ 

b. Konè  Ø  è  me̩  ewó? 

Who  Foc  Inter  borrow money 
‘WHO   borrowed  money?’  

c. Kòfòn Ø  Adé  yè  hà? 

When Foc  Adé  Inter  wake up 

                                                 
① A detailed discussion of wh-questions goes beyond the scope of this paper. Its inclusion in this work is 
because its structure perfectly illustrates focus and interrogative projections which are the thrust of the 
paper. Thus, for detailed information about Wh-questions in the language, readers are referred to Olaogun 
(2018). 
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‘WHEN did Ade wake up?’ 
d. Kòsin Ø  Adé  yè  ke  da  àju? 

Where    Foc  Adé  Inter  ADV  buy  yam 
‘WHERE did Ade buy yam?’ 

e. Kàwán  Ø  uwan  S̩é gun yè  sí? 

How many  Foc  child  Segun Inter  bear 
‘HOW MANY children did Segun give birth to?’ 

Given the examples in (6) and (7), the question that readily comes to mind is why the 
Foc head úwòn is not realised to the right of the wh-element ko, konè and kòfòn, kòsin and 
kàwán in all of these examples. To put it differently, why is it that we compare 
wh-questions with focus constructions when the former lack focus markers and the 
emphatic marker? The obvious and immediate answer to this question is that as shown in 
the example (8a) below, there could be leftward movement without the presence of a focus 
marker úwòn. Apart from this, there is clause-structure as well as information-structure 
evidence that wh-questions and focus constructions are similar in process. This is shown in 
the fact that wh-in-situ strategy is disallowed in Ǹjò-kóo as exemplified in (6d) and that 
wh-questions require a focus expression as a felicitous or appropriate answer/response as 
evident in the question-answer pair below. 

(8) a. Ko  Títí  yè  bo̩? 
What  Títí  Inter  drink 
‘WHAT did Títí drink?’ 

b. Ùji  úwòn  Títí  yè  bo̩  ó . 

water  Foc  Títí  Inter  drink  Emph  
‘Titi drank WATER.’ 

 
4. Parallel between yes/no question and focus 
Focus and yes/no questions also have a number of common morphosyntactic features 

just like focus and wh-questions. Both of them feature a clause-final high tone morpheme. 
This high tone indicates that some constituent has been moved or displaced to the 
left-peripheral position as exemplified in the examples below. 

(9) a. Olú  úwòn  da  bàtà  á. 

Olu  Foc  buy  shoe  Emph 
‘OLU bought a pair of shoes.’ 

b. Olú      yè  da  bàtà  á? 
Olu  Inter  buy  shoe  Emph 
‘Did Olu buy a pair of shoes?’ 

The focused constituent and the constituent being questioned in yes/no question occur in 
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the clause-peripheral position. Precisely, they both occur at the specifiers of their respective 
heads. The former occurs at the specifiers of focus phrases while the latter occurs at the 
specifiers of interrogative phrases. Both of them involve A-bar movement/operator 
movement, i.e., the movement to the Specs of their respective heads. To induce 
interrogative force, the subject, i.e., the active probe within the TP, would be attracted by 
the active goal to the Spec, InterP. In the same vein, focus force is realised when the 
focused element, i.e., the active goal is moved from the IP-internal position to the Spec, 
FocP within the clausal left-peripheral position. 
 

5. Difference between yes/no questions and focus 
The main and noticeable difference between focus and yes/no question is that any 

constituent can be focused or moved to the Spec, FocP, i.e., the probe Foc can attract any 
constituent, i.e., an active probe, to its specifier position while only subject DP can be 
moved to the Spec, InterP, i.e., the probe Inter can only attract the subject DP to its 
specifier position as illustrated below.  

(10) a. S̩o̩la  da  bàtà. 
Sola buy  shoe 
‘Sola bought a pair of shoes.’ 

bi. S̩o̩lá úwòn  da  bàtà  á. 

S̩o̩la Foc  buy  shoe  Emph 
‘SOLA bought a pair of shoes.’ 

bii. Bàtà úwòn  S̩o̩la  dà  á. 

shoe Foc  Sola  buy  Emph 
‘S̩o̩la bought a pair of SHOES.’ 

biii. Àdà  úwòn  S̩o̩lá  da  bàtà  á. 

buying  Foc  Sola  buy  hoe  Emph 
‘S̩ola BOUGHT a pair of shoes.’ 

(11) a. S̩o̩lá  yè  da  bàtà  á? 
Sola  Inter  buy  shoe  Emph 
‘Did S̩o̩la buy a pair of shoes?’ 

b. *Bàtà yè  da  S̩o̩lá?  
Shoe Inter  buy  Sola+Emph  

c. *Àdà yè  S̩o̩la  da  bata  á?  
Buying Inter  Sola  buy  shoe  Emph 

As observed in examples (10bi-iii), all of the constituents in (10a) can be focused; in 
(10bi) subject DP is focused while in (10bii) and (10biii), the object DP and predicate are 
respectively focused, but only the subject DP in (10a) can be questioned as shown in (11a). 
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This accounts for the ungrammaticality in (11b) and (11c). 
 

6. Analysis of focus and interrogative projections and the challenges to Rizzi’s (1997) 
hierarchical order 

6.1 Analysis of wh-questions 
Wh-questions and yes/no questions share a number of significant morphosyntactic 

properties. Like yes/no questions, wh-questions involve the question particle yè (distinct 
from wh-phrase) that merges in Inter. For this reason, the paper argues that wh-questions 
are also headed by Intero head and therefore analyses them in the same way as yes/no 
questions. As argued by Aboh & Pfau (2011), Olaogun (2016a-b, 2018) which is also 
reiterated below, the movement of the wh-phrase is not meant to license interrogation or 
instantiate interrogative force in wh-questions. The licensing of interrogatives takes place 
in overt syntax by the movement of the subject of the TP to the Spec of InterP. Thus, a 
wh-interrogative like (12) is derived as sketched in (13).  

(12) Ko  Olú  yè  dà? 
What  Olu  Inter  buy 
‘What did Olu buy?’ 

(13) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As evident in the tree diagram above, the assumption upheld in this study is that each 

wh-question is comprised of interrogative projection as well as focus projection. The 
subject DP raises to the Spec, InterP in overt syntax so as to check the interrogative head 
feature while the wh-phrase moves to the Spec, FocP in covert syntax for interpretive 
purposes. The movement of the wh-phrase is anti-cyclic which is not subject to any Island 
constraint. Therefore, the Relativized Minimality Constraint of Rizzi (1990, 2001a) does 
not apply here because the expression violates it and is still grammatical. 

The derivation in (13) suggests very apparently that the structural position of the FocP is 
quite different from what we have in Rizzi (1997). One possible explanation is that this 
variance is necessary because Rizzi’s (1997) cartography cannot account for Ǹjò-kóo 

kox 

Olúi 
Inter 
yè 

Olú da ko 

Spec    Inter’ 

FocP 

Spec Foc’ 

InterP Foc 
Ø 

TP 
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wh-questions. As shown in (13), FocP dominates InterP in Ǹjò-kóo, as opposed to InterP 
dominating FocP in Rizzi (1997). Specifically, the structural arrangement of FocP in 
relation to InterP is not the same as Rizzi (1997) as shown in (1a) and repeated here as (14) 
for ease of reference. 

(14) FORCE>INTEROGATIVE>FOCUS>MOOD>FINITENESS>TENSE   (Rizzi) 
The reason for this is that the subject of the TP must move to the Spec, InterP for the 

purpose of licensing the interrogatives in the overt syntax before the movement of 
wh-phrase in the LF. If this is not done, the correct word order will not be achieved and the 
derivation is bound to crash as explained by the ungrammaticality of the structure in (15) as 
sketched in (16). 

(15) *Olu  yè  ko  dà?  
Olu  Inter  what  buy 
‘What did Olu buy?’ 

 (16) 
 

 
 
      
     
 
 
 
 

However, as claimed by cartographers, for reasons of scope and c-command, InterP must 
dominate FocP as opposed to the structural arrangement of these projections in (16). This 
being the case, a more theoretically robust derivation is required. To do this, the paper tries 
to introduce extra theoretic rules such as pied-piping analysis as well as multiple specifiers 
approach① as demonstrated in (17) and (18) below. 

Unfortunately, this analysis also runs into a number of problems. As hinted earlier, 
wh-word is moved for focus purposes rather than clause typing. Based on this fact, the 
derivation in (17) fails to capture the fact that wh-phrase is focused or moved for reasons of 
focus rather than clause typing. Of course, we know that it is focused because the answer to 
this wh-question in Ǹjò-kóo requires a focused constituent with a focus marker as well as 
the clause-final high tone dubbed Emph head in this study. Information-structure evidence 
                                                 
① This hypothesis/approach was advocated by Chomsky (1995, 2000) and some other scholars such as 
Lahne, 2009; Richards, 1999, 2001; Koizumi, 1995; Ura, 1996; Zwart, 1997; Doron & Heycock, 1999; 
Rezac, 2004. 
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demands that if it is focused, the answer contains a focused constituent but if it is not, it 
does not contain a focused constituent. This claim underscores Aboh’s (2007) view that 
there is a dichotomy between focused and non-focused wh-phrases.  

(17) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(18)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Another problem with this derivation is that it calls into question the unified analysis 

proposed for both yes/no and wh-questions in that the Inter0 head is merged with EmphP in 
yes/no questions while the same inter head that performs the same function is merged with 

Inter1 
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FocP. This has a lot to be desired. In order to get around this problem, pied-piping analysis 
is employed as shown in (18) above. 

The syntax of wh-questions in this language involves two probes: Inter and Foc, each of 
which can trigger displacement operation. To derive the wh-questions as indicated above, 
the wh-word ko moves to the Spec, FocP. Nevertheless, the wh-word does not move alone 
but rather pied-pipes the whole TP to the Spec, FocP. The reason for pied-piping the whole 
TP is that given the phase-based syntax of Chomsky (1995), if only the wh-word is moved 
or raised, the complement of the phase head will be inaccessible to any syntactic operation. 
This is because the domain of the phase head undergoes transfer to the PF component and 
the semantic component will be inaccessible to further syntactic operation (Radford, 2009). 
So, if only the wh-word ko moves to the Spec, FocP, the TP will undergo transfer and will 
no longer be accessible to the external probe yè which attracts the DP subject to its Spec 
position because of its EPP feature. 

Also, in order to derive the surface form of the wh-questions in the language, the paper 
employs multiple specifier approach which states that a head may have more than one 
specifier to accommodate a wh-element. Given this, the paper proposes that the Inter head 
has [+EPP] and [wh] features which is why it has the DP subject, Olú, as its inner specifier 
while it attracts a wh-word ko ‘what’ to become its outer specifier. 

However, curious readers may be inclined to ask what happens when the wh-element 
alone moves to the Spec, FocP as given below.  

(19) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As shown above, it is observed that the pied-piping analysis that involves the movement 

of DP subject to the inner Spec position is more local than the non-pied-piping analysis. If, 
on the one hand, the principle of economy prefers the shortest movement (Minimal Link 
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Condition) to long-distance movement and, on the other hand, if the relationship between a 
probe and its goal must be local, then the pied-piping analysis is much better. Also, as soon 
as the wh-word ko is moved, the domain of the Foc head will be inaccessible for further 
syntactic and semantic operations. Therefore, the raising of the subject DP to the Spec, 
InterP to induce interrogative force will no longer be possible, thereby causing the 
derivation to crash at both PF and LF. 

One other question that might be raised with regard to the pied-piping of TP is the 
rationale behind the wh-word taking along with itself the whole clause. The assumption is 
that there is no constraint to the length of constituents that wh-word can drag along, given 
the convergence principle that states that a moved wh-element takes along as many 
materials as enough to make the expression convergent (Radford, 2009; Olaogun, 2018, 
2019). 

The derivations proposed in (17-19) are inadequate as they fail to derive the correct 
surface word order. For example, provided the focus marker is not phonetically null in the 
above construction, there is no way a correct word order can be realised. In other words, 
the analysis would not be able to account for constructions that involve both focus and 
questions where focus markers are phonetically realised.  

One other possible analysis is to assume that the wh-word and the focus marker form a 
constituent, and that when the wh-phrase moves to the outer Spec, InterP, it takes along the 
focus marker. On that assumption, the analysis of the wh-question will look like the one in 
(20). 

(20) 
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is justified by information-structure evidence in some languages. For example, in an 
indirect wh-question in Yorùbá①, when a wh-question such as (21) is asked, a speaker may 
choose to answer by simply saying (22) instead of (23). 

(21) Kí  ni  Adé  rà? 
What  Foc  Ade  buy   
‘What did Ade buy?’ 

 (22) Ògèdè ni. 

banana Foc 
‘It was banana.’ 

 (23) Ògèdè ni  Ade  rà. 

Plantain Foc  Ade  buy 
‘Ade bought PLANTAIN.’ 

However, it appears that the edge of FocP, i.e., the head and its specifier in Ǹjò-kóo, 
does not form a constituent in indirect wh-questions. When a question, such as the one 
above, is asked in the language, the response is not Ògèdè úwòn as given in (24). 
 (24) Ko  Ø  Adé  yè  dà  Ø? 

what  Foc  Ade  Inter  buy  Emph 
‘WHAT did Ade eat?’ 

The shortened answer to this kind of question in Ǹjò-kóo is Ògèdè è. This indirectly 
supports our earlier claim that the Foc head which is morphologically realised as úwò n may 
be null phonetically but the occurrence of the clause-final high tone is mandatory.  

6.2 Analysis of focus and yes/no questions② 
Similarly, in order to circumvent the challenge posed by Ǹjò-kóo data to cartographers’ 

claim, the paper proposes head-to-head adjunction as well as multiple specifiers’ analyses, 
as shown in the tree diagrams below, each for the derivation of the example sentences in 
(25a-c). 

(25) a. Títí  úwòn  <Títí> yè  ju  ò gède̩ è? 

Titi  FOC  Titi  Inter  eat  banana Emph 
‘Is it TITI that ate a banana?’ 

b. Ògèdè úwòn  Títí  yè  ju  <ògède̩> ú? 

                                                 
① The Yoruba example sentences and their explanations clearly underscore why wh-word and focus 
marker cannot form a constituent in Ǹjò-Kóo, thereby reinforcing the failure and impossibility of the 
analysis proposed in (20).  
② The exclusion of discussions of wh-questions subject DP focus/object DP focus/verb focus in this 
section is because the aim of this paper is not to undertake a detailed analysis of wh-questions. As said in 
footnote 3, its inclusion in this work is because its structure features and perfectly illustrates focus and 
interrogative projections which are the thrust of the paper. Thus, for detailed information about 
wh-questions in the language in question, readers are referred to Olaogun (2016, 2018). 
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banana FOC  Titi  Inter  eat  banana Emph 
‘Is it Titi that ate a BANANA?’ 

c. Àju  úwòn  Títí  yè  ju  ò gède̩ è? 

eating FOC  Titi  Inter  eat  banana Emph 
‘Is it Titi that ATE a banana?’ 

6.2.1 Yes/no question and subject DP focus 
To derive the example sentence in (25a) above in (26) below, two syntactic processes are 

involved, namely, the head-to-head adjunction and the pied-piping of the whole TP to the 
Spec, EmphP. The pied-piping of the whole TP to the Spec of EmphP is to derive the 
surface form of the syntactic structure. There is a successive cyclic movement of the 
subject DP Títí from the subject of VP (given the internal subject-verb hypothesis) to the 
Spec, TP to check its nominative case and from there to the Spec, FocP for focus and also 
to Spec, InterP for the purpose of EPP. 

(26) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There are a couple of problems with the derivation above. The first one is proposing 

extra rules such as head-to-head adjunction while the second has to do with the fact that the 
analysis cannot account for the comparable example sentences in (25b-c) where object DP 
and verb are focused as demonstrated in (27) and (28) below.  
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‘Is it Titi that ate a BANANA?’ 
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pied-piping of the entire TP is to derive the surface structure of the expression. There is a 
successive cyclic movement of the object DP Ògèdè from the Spec, TP and from there to 
the Spec, FocP for focus and also to Spec, InterP for the purpose of EPP. 

Similarly, there are two main problems with the derivation below. The first one is 
proposing extra rules such as head-to-head adjunction while the second is its failure to 
derive the correct word order which will in turn cause the derivation to crash at PF as there 
is no node in the tree diagram to house the DP subject Títí that occurs between the focus 
head úwòn and the interrogative head yè in the surface syntax. 

(28)   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Besides, the analysis in (28) suggests that Spec, InterP can house object DP to instantiate 

interrogative force as opposed to the earlier claim that while different constituents can be 
focused to the Spec, FocP, only the subject DP can be raised to the Spec, InterP to induce 
interrogative force. In other words, the deviation runs counter to the fact of the language. 
The fact of the language is that only the subject DP can be raised to the Spec, InterP to 
induce interrogative force. 

6.2.3 Yes/no question and verb focus 
The example in (29) illustrates yes/no and verb focus and it is derived in (30). 

(29) Àju  úwòn  Títí  yè  ju   ògède̩   è? 

eating  Foc  Titi  Inter  eat   banana   Emph 
‘Is it the case that Titi ATE a banana?’ 

To derive the structure in (30), the syntactic processes involved are twofold: the 
head-to-head adjunction and the pied-piping of the entire TP to the Spec, EmphP. The 
pied-piping of the entire TP and the head-to-head adjunction are employed to derive the 
surface structure of the expression. As evident in the other two examples above, if the 
lower head, focus, which is morphologically realised as úwòn is not adjoined to the higher 
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head, Inter, which is morphologically realized as yè, the correct word order will not be 
realised. The verb ju in the Spec, EmphP is copied and nominalised before raising to the 
Spec, FocP and then moving to Spec, InterP to fulfil its edge feature.  

As hinted in Olaogun (2016, 2017), given Agree operation, following Ilori (2010) and 
Jackendoff (1977), it is believed that any goal that the probe Foc will attract to its specifier 
position in order to value the unvalued focus-EPP features and subsequently delete it must 
be [+N] or [-V] or possess [+Nom] feature as the case may be. This morphosyntactic 
requirement is fulfilled by nominalising the copied verb. 

(30) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There are equally two main problems with the derivation above. The first one is 

proposing extra rules such as head-to-head adjunction while the second is its failure to 
derive the correct word order which will in turn cause the derivation to crash at PF as there 
is no node in the tree diagram to house the DP subject Títí that occurs between the focus 
head úwòn and the interrogative head yè in the surface syntax. 
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InterP to induce interrogative force. 
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tree diagrams below, each for the derivation of example sentences in (31a-d). 
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(31) a. Ko  Ø  Bólú  yè  dà?     
Bólú Foc  Bólú  Inter  buy   
‘WHAT did Bólú buy?’ 

b. Ògèdè úwòn  Bólú  yè  dà  <ògède̩> á? 

banana Foc  Bólú  Inter  buy  banana Emph 
‘Is it the BANANA that Bólú bought?’ 

c. Bólú úwòn  <Bólú> yè  da  àju  ú? 
Bólú Foc  Bólú  Inter  buy  yam  Emph 
‘Is it BÓLÚ that bought the yam?’ 

d. Àdà úwòn  Bólú  yè  da  àju  ú? 
buying Foc  Bólú  Inter  buy  yam  Emph 
‘Is it Bólú that BOUGHT the yam?’ 

7.1 Analysis of wh-questions 
The syntax of a wh-question in (31a) derived in (32) below involves three probes, each 

of which has the potential to trigger displacement operations. The derivation① goes as 
follows. The verb dà ‘to buy’ merges with wh-word ko ‘what’ to satisfy its c-selection 
condition while the DP subject Bólú is then merged in the Spec-VP (in line with VP 
Internal Subject Hypothesis) to satisfy the EPP demand of the head. Then, the T head is 
merged with the VP to project the T-bar. At this point, the T head becomes the probe which 
searches its c-command domain for a matching goal to attract it to the Spec-TP so as to 
value the unvalued/uninterpretable feature. The subject DP, Bólú, being the potential and 
active goal with an unvalued nominative case, is attracted to the Spec-TP and the unvalued 
case feature is valued and deleted. 

Then the Emph head is externally merged with the TP to meet its c-selection condition. 
The whole TP pied-pipes to the Spec-EmphP also to fulfil the EPP feature of the Emph 
head that is morphologically realised as the clause-final high tone morpheme.  

There is a theoretical reason why the pied-piping of the TP to the Spec-EmphP is 
required. Assuming phase impenetrability condition, if the probe yè is merged with the 
EmphP and later attracts the goal Bólú to the Spec-InterP, the phase domain of the Emph 
head will undergo transfer and will no longer be accessible for any syntactic operation, and 
this will block the movement of the wh-word to the Spec, FocP, thereby causing the 
derivation to crash. Similarly, if the wh-word ko is moved before the pied-piping, it will 
also block the movement of the subject DP Bólú to the Spec-InterP and bring about a 
non-convergent derivation. This being the case, the whole TP is first pied-piped to the 
Spec-EmphP and other syntactic operations will follow. 

                                                 
① The derivation and explanation of wh-questions here is similar to Olaogun (2018). 
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(32) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
After the pied-piping, yè is externally merged with the EmphP to project Inter-bar. The 
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is merged with the VP to project the T-bar. At this point, the T head becomes the probe 
which searches its c-command domain for a matching goal to attract it to the Spec-TP so as 
to value the unvalued/uninterpretable feature. The subject DP, Bólú, being the potential and 
active goal with an unvalued nominative case, is attracted to the Spec-TP and the unvalued 
case feature is valued and deleted. 

Then the Emph head is externally merged with the TP to fulfil its c-selection requirement. 
The whole TP pied-pipes to the Spec-EmphP also to fulfil the EPP feature of the Emph 
head that is morphologically realised as the clause-final high tone morpheme á. There is a 
word-order reason why the pied-piping of the whole TP to the Spec-EmphP is licensed in 
this structure. 

(33) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

There is a theoretical reason why the pied-piping of the TP to the Spec-EmphP is 
necessary. Assuming phase impenetrability condition, if the probe yè is merged with the 
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The derivation proceeds by externally merging Foc head úwòn to InterP to project 
Foc-bar. The Foc head now becomes the probe being the highest head which begins to 
search its c-command domain for a matching goal. The probe has [focus-EPP] feature 
while the goal DP object ògèdè has [+Foc] feature, the requirement for movement to take 
place is fulfilled. Therefore, the goal moves to the Spec-FocP to value and delete the 
uninterpretable [Foc-EPP] feature that is not legible at LF which can cause the derivation 
not to converge at that interface level. 

7.3 Analysis of yes/no question and subject DP focus 
The structure containing subject DP focus and yes/no question clause as in (34) below 

also consists of three probes and can be derived with much simplification as follows: The 
TP is pied-pied to the Spec-EmphP to satisfy the EPP condition of the head. The Foc head 
úwòn is merged externally to become the probe which searches its c-commanding domain 
for a matching goal. This is necessary because, according to Chomsky, for movement to 
take place, there must be an agreement between the probe and the goal, i.e., the probe must 
have an unvalued/uninterpretable feature while the corresponding feature on the goal must 
be valued/interpretable. Therefore, given feature valuation, the feature on the goal can be 
copied onto the probe. This being the case, the probe, i.e., the Foc head, which is 
morphologically realised as úwòn, has [Foc-EPP] feature while the goal ògèdè has [+focus] 
feature. So, the requirement for the movement to take place is thereby fulfilled. Then, the 
goal raises to the Spec-FocP to value and delete the Foc-EPP feature that is not legible at 
LF which can cause the derivation to crash.  

(34) 
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c-commanding domain for an active goal to move to its Spec. The only active goal is the 
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probe has the [Inter-EPP] feature which is valued and deleted by moving the goal, Bólú, to 
its specifier position.  

7.4 Analysis of yes/no question and verb focus 
The structure in (35) is derived with much simplification as follows: The TP is 

pied-piped to the Spec-EmphP to fulfil the EPP feature of the Emph head. After the 
pied-piping, yè is externally merged with the EmphP to project Inter-bar. The Inter head 
now becomes the probe which searches its c-commanding domain for a goal to raise to its 
Spec. The subject DP, being the only active goal with [+Inter], then moves to the 
Spec-InterP to value and delete the [Inter-EPP] feature of the probe head. 

(35) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The derivation proceeds by externally merging Foc head úwòn to InterP to project 

Foc-bar. The Foc head now becomes the probe being the highest head which begins to 
search its c-command domain for a matching goal. The probe has the [focus-EPP] feature 
while the goal, the copied and nominalised formed of the verb àdà has [+Foc] feature, and 
thus the requirement for movement to take place is fulfilled. Therefore, the goal moves to 
the Spec-FocP to value and delete the uninterpretable [Foc-EPP] feature that is not legible 
at LF which can cause the derivation not to converge at that interface level. 
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specifiers and head-to-head adjunction rules as done in the previous analyses. 
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emphasis. This claim can also be theoretically justified. If we do not assume the existence 
of the clause-final high tone for wh-questions, the unified analysis proposed for both yes/no 
questions and wh-questions would generate some questions. For instance, why is it that the 
Inter head yè in yes/no question selects EmphP but the same yè performing the same 
function in wh-questions merges with TP? But if we assume that a wh-question clause also 
has a clause-final high tone which is phonetically null, this asymmetry will disappear. And 
since we claim that yè licenses the existence of the clause-final high tone morpheme in 
yes/no questions, and it also occurs in wh-questions, there is no way we can claim 
otherwise. The plausible explanation we can offer is that it also occurs in wh-questions but 
is phonetically null or not morphologically realised. 

 
8. Conclusion 
The study has investigated the universality of hierarchies of functional projections 

employed in the cartographic program to capture the linear ordering of constituents within 
the left edge. It is discovered that cartographers’ analysis which was pursued in Rizzi’s 
(1997), which assumed that InterP dominates FocP, does not work for Ǹjò-kóo data. In an 
attempt to extend the analysis to Ǹjò-kóo, the study proposes extra theoretic rules such as 
multiple specifier approach and head-to-head adjunction. The result, at best, blatantly 
yields unacceptable and ill-formed structures. The only analysis that Ǹjò-kóo data support 
is to claim that FocP dominates InterP. This being so, the paper, based on the fact from 
Ǹjò-kóo, concludes that the universality of cartography of InterP and FocP is questionable. 
 
Abbreviations 
ADV Adverb InterP Interrogative Phrase 
DP Determiner Phrase IP Inflectional Phrase 
Emph Emphasis LF Logical Form 
Emph0 Emph Head NP Noun Phrase 
Emph1 Emph-bar PF Phonetic Form 
EmphP Emphatic Phrase Spec Specifier 
EPP Extended Projection Principle Sub Subject 
Foc Focus SVO Subject-Verb-Object 
Foc0 Foc Head T Tense 
Foc1 Foc-bar T1 T-bar 
FocP Focus Phrase TP Tense Phrase 
Inter Interrogative V Verb 
Inter0 Inter Head V1 Verb-bar 
Inter1 Inter-bar VO Verb-Object 
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