
Intervention Effects in Questions

Inauguraldissertation

zur Erlangung des Grades eines Doktors der Philosophie

im Fachbereich Neuere Philologien (10)

der Johann Wolfgang Goethe-Universität

zu Frankfurt am Main

vorgelegt von

Shin-Sook Kim

aus: Taegu (S̈udkorea)

2006
(Einreichungsjahr)

2008

(Erscheinungsjahr)



1. Gutachter: Prof. Dr. G̈unther Grewendorf

2. Gutachter: Prof. Dr. Peter Sells

Tag der Promotion: 27. November 2006



Contents

Acknowledgements vii

1 Introduction 1

2 Intervention Effects in Wh-Questions 5

2.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

2.2 Intervention Effects in German . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

2.2.1 Wh-in-situ in German . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

2.2.2 Analysis ofWh-Intervention Effects in German . . . . . . 10

2.3 Intervention Effects in Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

2.3.1 Wh-in-situ in Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

2.3.2 Analysis ofWh-Intervention Effects in Korean . . . . . . 28

2.4 Intervention Effects Crosslinguistically . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . 30

2.4.1 Turkish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

2.4.2 Malayalam . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

2.4.3 English . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

2.4.4 Hungarian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

2.4.5 French . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46

2.5 Problems with the Minimal Quantified Structure Constraint . . . . 50

2.5.1 Overgeneralization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50

2.5.2 Why Should Intervention Effects Hold? . . . . . . . . . . 54

iii



CONTENTS

2.5.3 Intervention Effects Are Focus Effects . . . . . . . . . . . 54

2.6 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55

3 Focus Intervention Effects 57

3.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57

3.2 Focus and WH . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63

3.2.1 Syntactic Similarities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63

3.2.2 Phonological Similarities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67

3.2.3 Semantic Similarities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71

3.3 Analysis of Focus Intervention Effects . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 74

3.3.1 Semantics of Focus Intervention Effects . . . . . . . . . . 75

3.3.2 Syntax of Focus Intervention Effects . . . . . . . . . . . . 87

3.4 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 117

4 Intervention Effects in Alternative Questions 119

4.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119

4.2 The Phenomenon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122

4.2.1 Intervention Effects in German . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 123

4.2.2 Intervention Effects in Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 126

4.2.3 Intervention Effects in English . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129

4.2.4 Intervention Effects in Hungarian . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130

4.2.5 Summary of the Facts and Consequences for Linguistic

Theory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 132

4.3 Analysis of Intervention Effects in Alternative Questions . . . . . 133

4.3.1 Deriving the Effect in the Framework of Romero and Han

(2003) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 134

4.3.2 Deriving the Effect in the Framework of von Stechow (1991)138

4.4 Are AltQsWh-Questions? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 142

4.4.1 Is the Disjunctive Phrase aWh-Phrase? . . . . . . . . . . 142

4.4.2 Movement in Alternative Questions? . . . . . . . . . . . . 145

iv



CONTENTS

4.4.3 Consequences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158

4.5 More on the Disjunction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 163

4.5.1 The Focus Semantic Contribution of Disjunctions . . . .. 163

4.5.2 Other Intervention Effects with Disjunctions? . . . . .. . 166

4.6 Some Further Issues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 168

4.6.1 The Size of the Disjuncts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 168

4.6.2 Intervention Effects in AltQs andWh-Questions Crosslin-

guistically . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 173

4.7 Summary and Conclusions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 174

5 Intervention Effects in NPI Licensing 175

5.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 175

5.2 NPIs and NPI Licensing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 176

5.3 Focus and NPI-Licensing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 182

5.4 The Intervention Effect for NPIs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 185

5.5 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 186

6 Conclusion 189

6.1 Summary of the Dissertation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 189

6.2 Open Issues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 192

Bibliography 195

v



CONTENTS

vi



Acknowledgements

This dissertation could not have been written without the help, friendship, and

encouragement that I have received from a number of people who have patiently

accompanied me for so many years. I am very glad for them as well as for myself

that the long journey will finally have an end. It is my great pleasure to be able to

express my gratitude and thanks to all of them.

First of all, I would like to thank my supervisors Günther Grewendorf and

Peter Sells. I cannot imagine this dissertation could ever have been finished with-

out their help and guidance. Discussions with Günther werealways inspring and

led me to sharpen core assumptions. He was always just critical enough, and of-

ten suggested new ways of looking at things. Peter never failed to support and

encourage me through the process of writing this dissertation. Thanks to the in-

ternet, I’m sure I had the best “long-distance” supervisor one could ever imagine.

Endless discussions, comments, and insightful criticismsover the email helped

me understand many things better and made this dissertationa lot more readable.

I am also grateful to my first academic teachers in Germany, Arnim von Ste-

chow and Wolfgang Sternefeld. They have taught me all I know about syntax and

semantics. I could not have wished for better teachers for mystudies. I want to

thank them for their constant support and interest in my work.

I have been lucky enough to have great friends whereever I have been. Thanks

to them, I could feel at home from the very first day in Germany.It has been a

long time since then and there are a lot of friends to whom I’m endlessly grateful.

vii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Gereon Müller was (and still is!) a great friend and a role model for me.

I’ve always been impressed by his hard-working attitude andbrilliant ideas. I’m

very grateful to him for his friendship, positive critique and advice over the years,

which helped me building my “linguistic mind”.

My co-author Sigrid Beck deserves a special “thank you!” forsharing her se-

mantic knowledge with me and listening to my half-baked ideas. My interest in

intervention effects was sparked when one day Sigrid came tome with her anal-

ysis of intervention effects and wanted to know whether Korean showed similar

effects. That was the beginning of racking my brains over quantifier scope,wh-

questions, and so on. It became a wonderful collaboration, and I have learned a

lot from her.

I am grateful to a number of people in Konstanz, especially toMiriam Butt,

Astrid Kraehenmann, Aditi Lahiri, Frans Plank, Henning Reetz, and Irene Wolke

for having been so helpful and taken care of me in difficult times.

I also want to thank my colleague friends in Frankfurt for their support and

help over past few years, especially, Patrick Brandt, Ortrud Bruchelt, Eric Fuß,
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Gisbert Fanselow, Caroline Féry, Kook-Hee Gil, M.T. Hany Babu, Fabian Heck,

Hanneke van Hoof, C.-T. James Huang, Jung-Goo Kang, Carmen Kelling, Jong-

Bok Kim, Heejeong Ko, Jaklin Kornfilt, Manfred Kupffer, Susumu Kuno, Beth

Levin, Judith Meinschaefer, Shigeru Miyagawa, László Molnárfi, Uli Sauerland,
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Chapter 1

Introduction

This dissertation is concerned with the phenomenon of intervention effects, ob-

served in three different domains:wh-questions, alternative questions (AltQ) and

Negative Polarity Item (NPI) licensing. This is illustrated by the contrasts in the

following pairs of examples.

(1) a. ?*Wann
when

hat
has

nur
only

Maria
Maria

wen
whom

eingeladen?
invited

b. Wann
when

hat
has

wen
whom

nur
only

Maria
Maria

eingeladen?
invited

‘When did only Maria invite whom?’

(2) a. ?*Hat
has

nur
only

Maria
Maria

den
the

Jonas
Jonas

oder
or

die
the

Ida
Ida

eingeladen?
invited

b. Hat
has

den
the

Jonas
Jonas

oder
or

die
the

Ida
Ida

nur
only

Maria
Maria

eingeladen?
invited

‘Did only Maria invite Jonas or Ida?’

(3) a. ?*weil
because

niemand
nobody

nur
only

für
for

Otto
Otto

einen
a

Finger
finger

gerührt
lifted

hat
has

b. weil
because

nur
only

für
for

Otto
Otto

niemand
nobody

einen
a

Finger
finger

gerührt
lifted

hat
has

‘because nobody lifted a finger only for Otto’

1



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

The wh-in-situ phrase inwh-questions, the disjunctive phrase in an alternative

question, and NPIs in negative sentences may not be c-commanded by a focus

phrase such asnur Maria ‘only Maria’. This configuration is what is responsi-

ble for the ungrammaticality of the a.-examples. In contrast, the configurations

in which the elements in question are not c-commanded by a focus phrase are

grammatical, as shown by the b.-examples.

I propose in this dissertation that these three domains share some common

properties, namely, they all involve focus-sensitive licensing, and are thus sensi-

tive to an intervening focus phrase.

The overview of the dissertation is as follows.

In chapter 2, I discuss the phenomenon of intervention effects inwh-questions,

brought to light in Beck’s (1996) discussion of German data,and Beck and Kim’s

(1997) discussion of Korean data. The basic idea of their analysis is that quan-

tifiers block LFwh-movement. I show that intervention effects are observed in

many other languages, too, suggesting that the intervention effect has a universal

character. I then point out some problems with the analysis proposed by Beck

(1996) and Beck and Kim (1997).

In chapter 3, I propose a new generalization of thewh-intervention effects,

namely that the core set of interveners, which is crosslinguistically stable, con-

sists of focus phrases (and not quantifiers in general). Furthermore, I argue that

thewh-intervention effect is actually an instance of the more general intervention

effect, theFocus Intervention Effect, which says that in a focus-sensitive licensing

construction, no independent focus phrase may intervene between the licensor Op

and the licensee XP. I further propose that the domain of focus-sensitive licensing

includes not onlywh-licensing, but also AltQ-licensing and NPI-licensing.

In chapter 4, I show that alternative questions are also subject to the focus

intervention effect, just likewh-questions. I provide evidence that the interven-

tion effect inwh-questions and in alternative questions should receive a parallel

analysis, in terms of focus-sensitivity.

2



In chapter 5, I discuss a third construction which is sensitive to the focus in-

tervention effect: the licensing of Negative Polarity Items. I show that focus con-

sistently blocks NPI licensing, with data from German and Korean. I propose that

NPIs are also semantically deficient focus elements, which need to be associated

with a NEG operator.

Finally, chapter 6 summarizes the intervention effects andbrings up some top-

ics for future research into the precise nature of the intervention effect.

A note on the material which is presented in this disseration: Chapter 2 con-

tains material from Beck and Kim (1997), and Chapter 4 is entirely based on Beck

and Kim (2006).

3



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

4



Chapter 2

Intervention Effects in

Wh-Questions

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter I will discuss the phenomenon of intervention effects inwh-ques-

tions, brought to light in Beck’s (1996) discussion of German data and Beck

and Kim’s (1997) discussion of Korean data. Intervention effects are essentially

blocking effects that occur when certain quantificational elements c-command a

wh-phrase in situ. The generalization made by Beck (1996) and Beck and Kim

(1997) is that an intervening quantifier blocks LF movement of wh-in-situ to an

operator position.

In section 2.2, I introduce the intervention effects in Germanwh-constructions

and their analysis proposed in Beck (1996), which involves her proposals of the

‘Minimal Quantified Structure Constraint’ (MQSC). In section 2.3, I show that

similar intervention effects are observed in Korean, and argue that Beck’s gen-

eralization applies to Korean, too. In section 2.4, it is shown that intervention

effects are observed in many other languages, too, suggesting that the interven-

tion effect has a universal character. Section 2.5 discusses some problems with

5



CHAPTER 2. INTERVENTION EFFECTS INWH-QUESTIONS

the MQSC analysis of the intervention effect. The MQSC basically says that

quantificational expressions in general block LF movement.However, data from

various languages suggests that this assumption is too strong, in the sense that not

every quantifier creates an intervention effect. Finally, section 2.6 summarizes the

survey of intervention effects inwh-questions.

2.2 Intervention Effects in German

In this section I introduce a restriction on LF movement suggested in Beck (1996),

on the basis ofwh-in-situ data from German.

2.2.1 Wh-in-situ in German

The data in (1) provide the crucial empirical motivation forthe restriction I am

going to introduce (Here and in what follows, interveners appear inboldfaceand

the relevantin situexpressions appear initalics).

(1) a. *Wen
whom

hat
has

niemand
nobody

wo
where

gesehen?
seen

‘Where did nobody see whom?’

b. *Was
what

glaubt
believes

niemand,
nobody

wen
whom

Karl
Karl

gesehen
seen

hat?
has

‘Who does nobody believe that Karl saw?’

c. *Wen
whom

hat
has

niemand
nobody

alles
all

gesehen?
seen

‘Who-all did nobody see?’

d. *Wen
whom

hat
has

keine
no

Studentin
student

von
of

den
the

Musikern
musicians

getroffen?
met

‘Which of the musicians did no student meet?’

Beck (1996) refers to the expression initalics as thein situexpression, which, she

claims, has to be moved at LF. (1-a) is a multiple question and(1-b) is a scope

6



2.2. INTERVENTION EFFECTS IN GERMAN

marking construction withwasmarking the scope ofwen(see, e.g., von Stechow

and Sternefeld 1988 and McDaniel 1989).1 (1-c) is aw-alles-construction (see

Reis 1992). In (1-d), a restriction semantically belongingto thewh-phrase (von

den Musikern‘of the musicians’) is split off and stays in situ at S-structure.

The examples in (2) show that the examples in (1) are ungrammatical due to

the occurrence of a negative quantifier, since the same constructions are perfectly

grammatical if the negative quantifier is replaced by a proper name (here,Luise).

(2) a. Wen
whom

hat
has

Luise
Luise

wo
where

gesehen?
seen

‘Where did Luise see whom?’

b. Was
what

glaubt
believes

Luise,
Luise

wen
whom

Karl
Karl

gesehen
seen

hat?
has

‘Who does nobody believe that Karl saw?

c. Wen
whom

hat
has

Luise
Luise

alles
all

gesehen?
seen

‘Who-all did Luise see?’

d. Wen
whom

hat
has

Luise
Luise

von
of

den
the

Musikern
musicians

getroffen?
met

‘Which of the musicians did Luise meet?’

In Beck (1996), this effect is described by the generalization in (3).

(3) An intervening negation blocks LF movement.2

The idea is that in each of the examples in (2), the expressionin italics, referred

to as thein situ expression, has to be moved for semantic reasons from its S-

structure position to an LF landing site outside the scope ofnegation. Apparently,

just that movement is blocked by the intervening negation. Examples in (4) show

1Here, thewh-phrase in the embedded SpecCP is not strictly speaking in situ, of course. I will

still refer to it as anin situexpression for convenience.
2For informal reference, I will uniformly talk aboutnicht ‘not’, niemand‘nobody’ andkein

‘no’ as negation.

7



CHAPTER 2. INTERVENTION EFFECTS INWH-QUESTIONS

that what is problematic is indeed an LF relation, since the corresponding overt

(i.e., S-structure) movement leads to grammatical results:

(4) a. Wo
where

hat
has

niemand
nobody

Karl
Karl

gesehen?
seen

‘Where did nobody see Karl?’

b. Wen
whom

glaubt
believes

niemand,
nobody

dass
that

Karl
Karl

gesehen
seen

hat?
has

‘Who does nobody believe that Karl saw?’

c. Wen
whom

alles
all

hat
has

niemand
nobody

gesehen?
seen

‘Who-all did nobody see?’

d. Wen
whom

von
of

den
the

Musikern
musicians

hat
has

keine
no

Studentin
student

getroffen?
met

‘Which of the musicians did no student meet?’

In the case of multiplewh-questions, minimal pairs like (5) and (6) can be found.

(5) a. *Wer
who

hat
has

niemanden
nobodyacc

wo
where

angetroffen?
met

b. Wer
who

hat
has

wo
where

niemanden
nobodyacc

angetroffen?
met

’Who didn’t meet anybody where?’

(6) a. *Welche
which

Kinder
children

haben
have

niemandem
nobodydat

welche
which

Bilder
pictures

zeigen
show

wollen?
wanted

‘Which children wanted to show nobody which pictures?’

b. Welche
which

Kinder
children

haben
have

welche
which

Bilder
pictures

niemandem
nobodydat

zeigen
show

wollen?
wanted

‘Which children wanted to show which pictures to nobody?’

Beck (1996: 23) notes that (5-b) needs a good context (e.g., aconversation about

deliveries in a pizza service). If a good context is provided, the sentence is fine.

(5-a), on the other hand, is ungrammatical, no matter how good a context is pro-

vided. Similarly for the contrast in (6). (6-a) also demonstrates that the ungram-

8



2.2. INTERVENTION EFFECTS IN GERMAN

maticality of (5-a) has nothing to do with the status ofwo ‘where’ as an adjunct.

This is also illustrated in the next example withwen‘whom’ in situ:

(7) *Wann
when

hat
has

niemand
nobody

wen
whom

eingeladen?
invited

‘When did nobody invite whom?’

The generalization based on these data seems to be the the following: If the in-situ

expression is preceded and thereby c-commanded by negationat surface structure,

the configuration is ungrammatical. If, on the other hand, the in-situ expression

occurs structurally above the negation at surface structure, there is no problem.

Beck concludes that the examples in (1) require a uniform treatment and suggests

that for semantic reasons the in situ expressions have to be moved at LF to the

SpecCP position of the matrix question and negation blocks that LF movement.

Beck (1996) further shows that not only negative expression, but quantified

expressions in general induce intervention effects for LF movement in German.

This is motivated by data such as (8). If a quantifier c-commands thewh-in-situ,

the configuration is ungrammatical, as illustrated in the following (a)-examples.

Note that when thewh-in-situ is scrambled overtly to a position above the inter-

vening quantifier as in the (b.)-examples, the structure is well-formed.3

3Unlike Korean, which optionally allowswh-scrambling, German does not allowwh-scrambl-

ing in normal contexts (see Fanselow 1990, Müller and Sternefeld 1993, among others). So, the

example (i) is ungrammatical, where thewh-in-situ elementwo is scrambled to the left of the

subject:

(i) *Wen
whom

hat
has

woi

where
Karl
Karl

ti getroffen?
met

‘Who did Karl meet where?’

It is interesting to note that there are some contexts in which German allowswh-scrambling. The

intervention context such as (8) – (10) is one of those, and the otherwise impossiblewh-scrambling

is allowed to repair the ungrammaticality. See Heck and Müller (2000) for a promising optimality-

theoretic analysis of the “repair-driven movements”.

9



CHAPTER 2. INTERVENTION EFFECTS INWH-QUESTIONS

(8) a. *Wen
whom

hat
has

nur
only

Karl
Karl

wo
where

getroffen?
met

b. Wen
whom

hat
has

wo
where

nur
only

Karl
Karl

getroffen?
met

‘Who did only Karl meet where?’

(9) a. *Wen
whom

haben
have

wenige
few

wo
where

getroffen?
met

b. Wen
whom

haben
have

wo
where

wenige
few

getroffen?
met

‘Who did few meet where?’

(10) a. *Wen
whom

hat
has

fast
almost

jeder
everyone

wo
where

getroffen?
met

b. Wen
whom

hat
has

wo
where

fast
almost

jeder
everyone

getroffen?
met

‘Who did almost everyone meet where?’

Based on this observation, Beck (1996) proposes the generalization that an inter-

vening quantifier blocks LF movement. Beck suggests that forsemantic reasons,

the in-situwh-phrase undergoes covert movement to its scope position (i.e., to

SpecCP) at LF, and that this “LF” movement cannot cross aquantifier-induced

barrier. So the following configuration is ruled out, where ti
LF stands for a trace

created by LF-movement:

(11) *[ . . . Xi . . . [QP . . . [ . . . tLF
i . . . ]]]

In the next subsection I will summarize Beck’s (1996) motivation of LF movement

and her analysis of intervention effects in Germanwh-questions.

2.2.2 Analysis ofWh-Intervention Effects in German

Beck (1996) assumes that LF is the level that is compositionally interpreted, and

she also adopts a Hamblin/Karttunen semantics for questions (cf. Hamblin 1973,

10



2.2. INTERVENTION EFFECTS IN GERMAN

Karttunen 1977).

In both Hamblin’s and Karttunen’s semantics for questions,a question denotes

a set of propositions, namely the set of all those propositions that are possible

answers to the question. The difference between these approaches is that in Kart-

tunen’s semantics, those propositions are required to be true, while there is no

such requirement in Hamblin’s system. For example, if Mary,Sue and Jane are

the people in the context, then the denotation of the question (12-a) will be the set

of propositions informally given in (12-b) and in more formal terms in (12-c).

(12) a. Who was at the party?

b. {that Mary was at the party, that Sue was at the party, that Janewas

at the party}

c. λp∃x[personw(x) & p = λw′[x was at the party inw′]]

In the Hamblin/Karttunen semantics for questions, (13-a) –(13-d) represent

the interpretations that examples in (1-a) – (1-d) should have if they were well-

formed:4

(13) a. λp∃x[personw(x) & ∃z[placew(z) & p = λw′¬∃y[personw′(y) &

saww′,z(y, x)]]]

b. λp∃x[personw(x) & p = λw′¬∃y[personw′(y) & believesw′(y,

λw′′[saww′′(karl, x)]]]

c. alles′(λp∃x[personw(x) & p = λw′¬∃y[personw′(y) & saww′(y, x)]])

d. λp∃x[personw(x) & x ∈ the musicians′w &

p = λw′¬∃y[studentw′(y) & metw′(y, x)]]

(13-a) is the normal denotation for multiple questions. (13-b) is the denotation for

long extraction, synonymous with the scope marking construction. An expression

4The semantic system used in Beck (1996) is exactly like Karttunen’s, except that the truth

requirement is dropped. For a detailed discussion of how theexamples are compositionally inter-

preted, I would like to refer to Beck (1996).

11



CHAPTER 2. INTERVENTION EFFECTS INWH-QUESTIONS

like the in situ PP in (1-d) is understood as a restriction of thewh-phrase. (13-d)

is the meaning that (1-d) actually has, just as (13-c) is the meaning of (1-c).

In order to derive the interpretations in (13), thein situ expression in (1), in

each case, has to be moved from its S-structure position (structurally below the

negation) to a position above the interrogative C0 at the level of LF. These expres-

sions have to be interpreted outside the scope of the interrogative operator (which

shows up as “p =” in the formulas above) and, consequently, outside the scope of

the negative quantifier (which has to be interpreted within the scope of the inter-

rogative operator). It is this movement that is blocked by the negative quantifier in

(1). And the same explanation applies to the ungrammatical examples with other

quantifiers in (8)–(10).

I will illustrate this for the case of the multiple question (1-a). In order to

derive the interpretation (13-b), which is the usual Hamblin/Karttunen denotation

for a multiple question, the example should have an LF roughly like that in (14)

(see next page).

(14) is an LF for the interrogative in the style of LFs in von Stechow (1993).

The interrogative operator (“λq[p = q]”) is associated with the C0 position. In

order to be interpreted as an interrogativewh-phrase,wo ‘where’ has to be inter-

preted outside the scope of this operator and, consequently, has to end up in a

position structurally above the C0 position at LF. It leaves a trace (tk) in the scope

of negation. However, the relation betweenwo and its LF trace is blocked bynie-

mand‘nobody’, according to generalization (3). The offending trace in (14) and

in the following examples will be marked with the superscript “LF”, because it is

essential to the analysis that this trace comes into existence only at LF.

The notion of LF here is that of so-called ‘transparent LF’ (see von Stechow

1993 for the term and Heim and Kratzer 1998, among others, forthe concept);

it is the direct input to compositional interpretation. Thus, claims about the LF

landing site of an expression are motivated by the way that expression enters into

semantic composition.

12



2.2. INTERVENTION EFFECTS IN GERMAN

(14) λp[∃x[personw (x) ∧ ∃z[placew(z) ∧ p =

λw′[¬∃y[personw′ (y) ∧ saww′,z(y,x)]]]

CP

wenj λx[∃z[placew(z) ∧ p =

λP[∃x[personw(x) λw′[¬∃y[personw′ (y) ∧ saww′,z(y,x)]]]

∧ P(x)] C′

wok λz[p = λw′[¬∃y[personw′ (y) ∧ saww′,z(y,x)]]

λp∃z[placew(z) C′

∧ P(z)]

C0 λw[¬∃y[personw′ (y) ∧ saww′,z(y,x)]]

λq[p = q] IP

niemandi λy[saww′,z(y,x)]

λp¬∃y[personw′ (y) IP

∧ P(y)]

ti hat tj in tLF
k gesehen

saww′,z(y,x)

A similar point can be made for (1-b) – (1-d), for the LF landing sites ofwen(in

the scope marking construction),allesandvon den Musikern, respectively. (15-a)

– (15-d) are the LF representations assumed for (1-a) – (1-d).

(15) a. [CP weni woj [C’ C0 [ IP niemand ti tLF
j gesehen hat]]]

b. [CP weni [C’ C0 [ IP niemand glaubt [CP tLF
i [ IP Karl ti gesehen hat]]]]]

c. [CP allesj [CP weni [C’ C0 [ IP niemand ti tLF
j gesehen hat]]]]

d. [CP [weni [von den Musikern]j] [ C’ C0 [ IP keine Studentin ti tLF
j

getroffen hat]]]

13



CHAPTER 2. INTERVENTION EFFECTS INWH-QUESTIONS

What we need to exclude are structures like (16) (where tLF
k is a trace created by

LF-movement):

(16) [Xk . . . [ quantifier [ . . . tLF
k . . . ]]]

And this is formalized as a constraint on LF movement as follows:

(17) a. Quantifier-Induced Barrier (QUIB)

The first node that dominates a quantifier, its restriction, and its nu-

clear scope is a Quantifier-Induced Barrier.

b. Minimal Quantified Structure Constraint (MQSC)

If an LF traceβ is dominated by a QUIBα, then the binder ofβ

must also be dominated byα.

(Beck 1996: 64)

To put it in plain words, LF movement ofwh-in-situ elements or otherin situ

expressions may not cross a c-commanding quantifier.

To see how the MQSC works, we take the examples in (5) and look at their

LF representations, which are given in (18-a) and (18-b) respectively. At LF, the

wh-in-situ elementwo ‘where’ moves to SpecCP and leaves an LF trace tLF
j .

(18) a. [CP weri
who

woj

where
[C’ C [IP ti niemanden

nobodyacc

tLF
j angetroffen

met
hat]]]
has

(= LF for (5-a))

b. [CP weri
who

woj

where
[C’ C [IP tLF

j [ IP ti niemanden
nobodyacc

tj angetroffen
met

hat]]]]
has

(= LF for (5-b))

The crucial difference between the LFs (18-a) and (18-b) lies in the positions of

the trace left by LF movement of thewh-in-situ elementwo (wer ‘who’ is moved

overtly to SpecCP in both cases, so its trace does not carry the superscriptLF

and is not subject to the MQSC). In (18-a), the LF trace is located in a position

14



2.2. INTERVENTION EFFECTS IN GERMAN

c-commanded by the negative quantifierniemanden‘nobody’, and in (18-b), it

is outside the c-command domain of the quantifier. In (18-a),the intervening

negative quantifierniemanden‘nobody’ induces a QUIB, the IP. The LF trace tLF
j

of woj is dominated by this QUIB, but the binder of that trace is not.Thus (18-a)

violates the MQSC. On the other hand, in the grammatical LF (18-b), there is no

intervening quantifier betweenwoj and its LF trace tLF
j , thus there is no violation

of the MQSC. The same analysis can be applied to the contrastsin (8) – (10).

In (19), the universal quantifierjeder ‘everyone’ c-commands thewh-in-situ

wo ‘where’. Unlike the (a)-examples in (8)–(10), (19) is grammatical. The inter-

vention ofjederdoes have an effect, though. (19) has only the so-called pair-list

or distributive reading, which is paraphrased as in (19-a).(19) does not have the

single (or individual) answer reading in (19-b), in which the universal quantifier

is in the scope of thewh-question.

(19) Wen
whom

hat
has

jeder
everyone

wo
where

gesehen?
seen

‘Where did everyone see whom?’

a. For each personx: who didx see where?

b. *Which person and which place are such that everyone saw the person

in that place?

Beck (1996) argues that in the reading (19-a), the universalquantifierjeder ‘ev-

eryone’ has scope over the entire question and hence is movedout of the way at

LF, as illustrated in (20).

(20) [CP jederi [CP wenj wok [C’ C [IP ti tj tLF
k gesehen hat ]]]]

Here,jeder is raised to the CP-adjoined position and is not in a positionto block

the LF-movement of thewh-in-situ any more. And the LF-representation (20)

generates only the distributive reading for the universal quantifier. So the MQSC

can explain why (19) is grammatical only on the wide scope reading of the uni-
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CHAPTER 2. INTERVENTION EFFECTS INWH-QUESTIONS

versal quantifierjeder ‘everyone’.

If jeder in (19) takes the narrow scope (the reading in (19-b)), (19) would have

the LF-representation in (21):

(21) [CP wenj wok [C’ C [IP jeder tj tLF
k gesehen hat ]]]

In (21), jeder intervenes betweenwok in SpecCP and its LF trace tLF
k , violating

the MQSC.

The scope fact in (19) shows that the intervention effect is aconstraint on LF

which is sensitive to the scope position of the intervener.

One might ask why other quantificational interveners, such as negative quan-

tifiers, do not have the possibility of having wide scope overthe question (thus

leading to an unambiguous grammatical interpretation, rather than ungrammati-

cality). Beck (1996) ascribes this to the fact that among thegenuine quantifiers,

everyis the only one that can have a pair-list reading in questions, which rescues

the examples in (19) and also in (22). The examples in (22) parallel those in (1),

except forjeder ‘everyone’ orjede Studentin‘every student’ being the intervening

element, rather than a negative quantifier.

(22) a. Was
what

glaubt
believes

jeder,
everyone

wen
whom

Karl
Karl

gesehen
seen

hat?
has

‘Who does everyone believe that Karl saw?’

b. Wen
whom

hat
has

jeder
everyone

alles
all

gesehen?
seen

whom has everyone all seen

‘Who-all did everyone see?’

c. Wen
whom

hat
has

jede
every

Studentin
student

von
of

den
the

Musikern
musicians

getroffen?
met

‘Which of the musicians did every student meet?’

Unlike (1), the examples in (22) are grammatical. But as in (19), the intervention

of jeder does have an effect on the interpretation. As observed in Pafel (1991,
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1993a), (22-a–c) only have the pair-list or distributive reading paraphrased in

(23-a–c).

(23) a. For each personx: who doesx believe that Karl saw?

b. For each personx: who-all didx see?

c. For each studentx: which of the musicians didx meet?

There has been some discussion in the literature as to how to account for the pair-

list reading (see, e.g., Engdahl 1986, Higginbotham 1991, and Chierchia 1993).

Following Higginbotham (1991) and Chierchia (1993), Beck assumes that the

pair-list reading is derived by giving the universal quantifier scope over the entire

question, and that assigning wide scope to the quantifiers other than the universal

quantifier (such asfast jeder‘almost everyone’ orniemand‘nobody’) over the

entire question is not possible (cf. Chierchia 1993). Therefore, such expressions

produce ungrammaticality rather than unambiguity when they intervene between

wh-in-situ and C.

The fact that only universal quantifiers can take wide scope over the question

has already been noted by Barss (1986: 428ff). In a question with a universal

quantifier like (24),everyonecan be interpreted with wide scope (as in (24-a)).

(24) What did everyone buy?

a. For every personx: what didx buy?

b. What isx such that everyone buyx?

Now consider the example (25):

(25) What did no one buy?

According to Barss, (25) has only one type of answer, the single answer, such

as “A pair of green shoes”. This reflects the interpretation of (25) with no one

having narrow scope with respect towhat, i.e., “what is the thingx such that no
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one boughtx?”. There is no possible distributed reading for the question in (25);

there must be some semantic principle which blocks it.5

Suppose thatno onewere interpreted with wide scope, which could be ap-

proximately represented at LF as in (26):

(26) [nox: x is a person] [whichy: y a thing] [x boughty]

The quantifierno one, having wide scope over thewh-operator, restricts the do-

main of discourse to a set having no members. So the question would have the

meaning “for nox, tell me whatx bought”. But this is a question which has no

particular answer, as it would amount to a request to keep quiet about what anyone

bought. This might be the reason why the quantifierno onecannot be understood

with wide scope over an interrogative. Barss (1986: 429) suggests the following

constraint:

5In fact, questions with negative quantifiers also allow functional (or relational) answers (in

addition to single answers). An example is given in (i), taken from Chierchia (1993: 195).

(i) Who does no Italian married man like?

a. His mother-in-law.

b. *Giovanni, Maria; Paolo, Francesca; . . .

For the functional readings, Chierchia (1993) adopts Engdahl’s (1986) semantic analysis, which

involves quantifying over Skolem functions (i.e., functions from individuals to individuals). The

logical form of the question in (i) is roughly as follows:

(ii) Which functionf is such that no Italian married man likesf(x)?

(ii) can be represented more formally as in (iii):

(iii) λp∃f [p = λw.¬∃x[personw(x)∧ lovew(x, f(x))]]

wheref is a variable of type< e, e >

Note that in this representation, the negative quantifier does not scope over thewh-operator.
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2.3. INTERVENTION EFFECTS IN KOREAN

(27) The Answer Limitation Constraint

A quantifier Q in a question must be interpreted to give rise tothe maxi-

mal possible set of answers to the question.

This condition is supposed to entail that only universal quantifiers can have wide

scope over interrogatives.6

2.3 Intervention Effects in Korean

Korean is a strictly head-final language in which lexical as well as functional

heads come after the complements which they select. An example of a declarative

sentence is given in (28).

(28) Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

sinmwun-ul
newspaper-ACC

ilk-ess-ta
read-PAST-DEC

‘Mira read a newspaper.’

6See also Pesetsky (2000: 64) for a possible explanation (along the same lines as Barss’ con-

straint (27)) for why expressions likeno one, only NP, as well asalmost every NP, cannot be

assigned wide scope over a question. He suggests that assigning wide scope to these expressions

may run afoul of something like (i).

(i) Unaskable Questions

A clause interpreted as a question may not request anything less than a full answer.

As for why “almost everyone” cannot take scope over the question, Hagstrom (1998: 172) notes

that it feels as if what is being asked is not well-defined; howmany answers would be sufficient,

as well as which particular instances ofx are to be answered for, is left underspecified.

(ii) ?#For almost every manx, what doesx lack?

See Chierchia (1993), Hagstrom (1998), and Krifka (2001, 2003) for some more discussion of the

pair-list readings of quantifier/wh-questions.
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A wh-question formed by questioning the object is given in (29).Notice that the

question wordmwues‘what’ remains in object position and that the fact that it is

a question is indicated by a sentence-final particle-ni (which I will gloss as ‘Q’).

(29) Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

mwues-ul
what-ACC

ilk-ess-ni?
read-PAST-Q

‘What did Mira read?’

The fact that thewh-object remains in the same position as the object in a declar-

ative sentence places Korean in the “wh-in-situ” category of languages, different

from languages like English or German which require movement of one question

word to clause-initial position inwh-questions.

Another characteristic of Korean is that it allows relatively free word order

derived by scrambling. So, for example, the object NP in (28)can be scrambled

to a position above the subject:

(30) Sinmwun-uli
newspaper-ACC

Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

ti ilk-ess-ta
read-PAST-DEC

‘Mira read a newspaper.’

While Korean is awh-in-situ language,wh-phrases can optionally be scrambled

as other maximal categories. So, both (31-a) and (31-b) are well-formed and there

is no semantic difference between these two examples.

(31) a. Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

mwues-ul
what-ACC

ilk-ess-ni?
read-PAST-Q

b. Mwues-uli
what-ACC

Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

ti ilk-ess-ni?
read-Past-Q

‘What did Mira read?’

Now consider the following contrast:
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(32) a. *Amwuto
anyone

mwues-ul
what-ACC

sa-ci
buy-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

b. Mwues-uli
what-ACC

amwuto
anyone

ti sa-ci
buy-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

‘What did no one buy?’

Here, thewh-phrase has to be scrambled across the negative polarity item subject

in order for the configuration to be grammatical.7

In a multiple question, allwh-phrases have to be scrambled to a position above

the intervening negative polarity item (henceforth, NPI):

(33) a. *Amwuto
anyone

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

eti-eyse
where-LOC

manna-ci
meet-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

b. *Nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

amwuto
anyone

eti-eyse
where-LOC

manna-ci
meet-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

c. *Eti-eyse
where-LOC

amwuto
anyone

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

manna-ci
meet-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

d. Nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

eti-eyse
where-LOC

amwuto
anyone

manna-ci
meet-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

e. Eti-eyse
where-LOC

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

amwuto
anyone

manna-ci
meet-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

‘Where did no one meet whom?’

This is strongly reminiscent of German data such as (5) from section 2.2.1, which

is repeated in (34).

7The morphemeci on the embedded verb is a verbal suffix which is selected by thenegative

verb anh ‘not do’. Korean has a series of nontensed verb endings. A tenseless verb is formed

by suffixing onto the verb root a morpheme that has the properties of a type of complementizer

(referred to asCOMP in Sells 1995). I will assume that there is a kind a morphological selection

between the negative verbanhand the embedded verb and just gloss the suffixci asCOMP, fol-

lowing Sells (1995). See Sells (1995) and also Cho and Sells (1995) for a detailed discussion of

the verbal morphology in Korean.
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(34) (= (5))

a. *Wer
who

hat
has

niemanden
nobodyacc

wo
where

angetroffen?
met

b. Wer
who

hat
has

wo
where

niemanden
nobodyacc

angetroffen?
met

‘Who didn’t meet anybody where?’

In this section I will provide an analysis for the intervention effects in Korean,

along the lines of the analysis for German suggested in Beck (1996).

2.3.1 Wh-in-situ in Korean

As mentioned above, Korean does not have obligatory overtwh-movement. But

unlike German, Korean allows optional scrambling ofwh-phrases. (35-a) is a nor-

malwh-question in the unmarked word order. In addition, Korean allows optional

wh-scrambling as in (35-b). Both options are grammatical.

(35) a. Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

mwues-ul
what-ACC

sa-ss-ni?
buy-PAST-Q

b. Mwues-uli
what-ACC

Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

ti sa-ss-ni?
buy-PAST-Q

‘What did Mira buy?’

This changes if we have a negative quantifier in thewh-questions. Korean uses

a negative verbanh ‘not do’ and a negative polarity itemamwuto‘anyone’.8 A

8While NPIs exhibit a subject/non-subject asymmetry in English, there is no such asymmetry

in Korean. NPIs may appear in the subject position in Korean,as shown in (i).

(i) a. Mira-nun
Mira-TOP

amwukesto
anything

mek-ci
eat-COMP

anh-ass-ta
not do-PAST-DEC

‘Mira didn’t eat anything.’

b. Amwuto
anyone

sakwa-lul
apple-ACC

mek-ci
eat-COMP

anh-ass-ta
not do-PAST-DEC

‘No one ate apples.’
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declarative example is given in (36), (36-a) in the unmarkedorder and (36-b) with

the scrambled object in a position above the subject. Both are grammatical.

(36) a. Amwuto
anyone

ku
that

chayk-ul
book-ACC

ilk-ci
read-COMP

anh-ass-ta
not do-PAST-DEC

b. Ku
that

chayk-uli
book-ACC

amwuto
anyone

ti ilk-ci
read-COMP

anh-ass-ta
not do-PAST-DEC

‘No one read that book.’

Now consider (37) with an NPI in the subject position c-commanding awh-phrase

in the object position (the problematic intervener is marked in boldface, and the

wh-in-situ in italics):

(37) a. *Amwuto
anyone

mwues-ul
what-ACC

ilk-ci
read-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

b. Mwues-uli
what-ACC

amwuto
anyone

ti ilk-ci
read-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

‘What did no one read?”

Interestingly, the example in the unmarked word order (37-a) is ungrammatical.

Only the scrambled order with the objectwh-phrase preceding the subject NPI is

a well-formed option.9

The same effect shows up with other types ofwh-phrases, too.

(38) a. *Amwuto
anyone

eti-ey
where-DIR

ka-ci
go-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

But it is not possible to have an NPI in the subject position inEnglish:

(ii) a. John didn’t eat anything.

b. *Anyone didn’t eat apples.

The absence of subject/non-subject asymmetry in NPI-licensing is observed in many other lan-

guages, too, e.g. Japanese, Hindi, Serbo-Croatian and Turkish.
9The same observation has also been made by Sohn (1995).
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b. Eti-eyi
where-DIR

amwuto
anyone

ti ka-ci
go-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

‘Where did no one go?’

(39) a. *Amwuto
anyone

encey
when

ku-lul
he-ACC

towa
help

cwu-ci
give-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

b. Encey
when

amwuto
anyone

ku-lul
he-ACC

towa
help

cwu-ci
give-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

‘When did no one help him?’

So, apparently we cannot have awh-phrase c-commanded by an NPI at surface

structure. Questions are fine as long as there is nowh-phrase c-commanded by an

NPI. Consider now (40) with a subjectwh-phrase and an NPI object in the basic

word order.

(40) Nwukwu-ka
who-NOM

amwuto
anyone

chotayha-ci
invite-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

‘Who didn’t invite anyone?’

However, when the NPI object is scrambled to a position abovethe subjectwh-

phrase (hence c-commands it), the configuration is ungrammatical.

(41) *Amwutoi

anyone
nwukwu-ka
who-NOM

ti chotayha-ci
invite-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

‘Who didn’t invite anyone?’

(41) is ungrammatical due to the occurrence of awh-phrase behind the scrambled

NPI at surface structure, since scrambling an NPI over a definite expression (here,

Mira) does not lead to ungrammaticality, as in (42).

(42) Amwutoi
anyone

Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

ti chotayha-ci
invite-COMP

anh-ass-ta
not do-PAST-DEC

‘Mira didn’t invite anyone.’

(43) shows the same effect in the double object construction.
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(43) a. *Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

amwu-eykey-to
anyone-DAT

mwues-ul
what-ACC

poye cwu-ci
show-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

b. Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

mwues-ul
what-ACC

amwu-eykey-to
anyone-DAT

poye cwu-ci
show-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

c. Mwues-ul
what-ACC

Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

amwu-eykey-to
anyone-DAT

poye cwu-ci
show-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

‘What didn’t Mira show to anyone?’

In the case of multiplewh-questions, allwh-phrases have to occur before the NPI.

(44) a. *Amwuto
anyone

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

eti-eyse
where-LOC

manna-ci
meet-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

b. *Nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

amwuto
anyone

eti-eyse
where-LOC

manna-ci
meet-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

c. *Eti-eyse
where-LOC

amwuto
anyone

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

manna-ci
meet-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

d. Nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

eti-eyse
where-LOC

amwuto
anyone

manna-ci
meet-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

e. Eti-eyse
where-LOC

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

amwuto
anyone

manna-ci
meet-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

‘Where did no one meet whom?’

So, the generalization seems to be thatwh-in-situ may not be c-commanded by a

negative quantifier, and the following configuration at S-structure is out:10

10What is relevant for the intervention effect is a hierarchical c-command relation, not just a

linear relation, between the intervener and thewh-phrase in situ. For example, (i) is grammatical,

as the NPI is embedded in the complement clause of the complexNP construction. Although the

NPI does precede thewh-in-situ, it does not c-command the latter, thus showing no intervention

effect for thewh-in-situ.

(i) [ NP [CPamwuto
anyone

ku
that

chayk-ul
book-ACC

ilk-ci
read-COMP

anh-ass-ta-nun]
not do-PAST-DEC-PN

sasil-i]
fact-NOM

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

kacang
most

silmangsikhi-ess-ni?
disappoint-PAST-Q

(Lit.) ‘The fact that nobody read the book disappointed whommost?’
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(45) *[ NPI [ . . . wh-phrase . . . ]]

In addition to NPIs, phrases with focus particles such asman‘only’ or to ‘also’

also show the same effects, and we observe the same repair effect by scrambling.

This is illustrated in the following examples.

(46) a. ?*Mira-man
Mira-only

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

manna-ss-ni?
meet-PAST-Q

b. Nwukwu-luli
who-ACC

Mira-man
Mira-only

ti manna-ss-ni?
meet-PAST-Q

‘Who did only Mira meet?’

(47) a. ?*Mira-to
Mira-also

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

manna-ss-ni?
meet-PAST-Q

b. Nwukwu-luli
who-ACC

Mira-to
Mira-also

ti manna-ss-ni?
meet-PAST-Q

‘Who did Mira, too, meet?”

It is interesting to note that (contrastively) focused phrases exhibit the same inter-

vention effect, which is illustrated in (48).

(48) a. *MIRA -ka
Mira-NOM

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

phathi-ey
party-to

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

b. Nwukwu-luli
who-ACC

MIRA -ka
Mira-NOM

ti phathi-ey
party-to

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Who did MIRA (not someone else) invite to the party?’

And finally, universal quantifiers such asnwukwuna‘everyone’ seem to show

a similar effect, although the effect is much weaker than theNPI elements or the

focus phrases.11 Here, too, the structure is well-formed when the objectwh-phrase

is preposed over the subject QP, as illustrated in (49-b).

11Japanese seems to show a similar effect with ‘everyone’. As Watanabe (2000: 224, fn.17)

notes, there are speakers who find (i-a) acceptable, contrary to Hoji’s (1985) claim:
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(49) a. ?(?)Nwukwuna-ka
everyone-NOM

enu
which

kyoswu-lul
professor-ACC

conkyengha-ni?
respect-Q

b. Enu
which

kyoswu-luli
professor-ACC

nwukwuna-ka
everyone-NOM

ti conkyengha-ni?
respect-Q

‘Which professor does everyone respect?’

Interestingly, universal quantifiers (likenwukwuna‘everyone’ in (49)) do not

seem to be able to induce a pair-list reading in Korean. What is available is only

a single-answer reading or a functional reading.12 So, for a question like (49-b),

an appropriate answer will be, for example, either “Professor Johnson” (single

answer) or “His supervisor” (functional answer). This seems to imply that the

universal quantifier cannot take scope over thewh-phrase in Korean, in contrast to

Germanjeder ‘everyone’.

The data discussed in this section seem to lead to the following generalization:

(50) A wh-phrase in situ may not be c-commanded by a focussing or quantifi-

cational element in Korean.

Based on this observation, Beck and Kim (1997) conclude thatin Korean, too,

quantifiers block LFwh-movement.13

(i) a. *?Daremo-ga
everyone-NOM

nani-o
what-ACC

katta
bought

no?
Q

b. Nani-o
what-ACC

daremo-ga
everyone-NOM

t katta
bought

no?
Q

‘What did everyone buy?’

12It is well-known that the corresponding English questionWhich professor does everyone re-

spect? is ambiguous. The universal quantifiereveryonecan take either narrow scope below the

wh-phrase (yielding a single answer) or wide scope over thewh-phrase (yielding a pair-list an-

swer).
13See Hoji (1985) for a similar conclusion for Japanese and S.-W. Kim (1991) for Korean.
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2.3.2 Analysis ofWh-Intervention Effects in Korean

Our general assumptions about Korean LFs will be the same as those made in

section 2.2 for German, namely that the LFs will have to be compositionally in-

terpreted to yield the appropriate semantics. Assuming a Hamblin/Karttunen se-

mantics for interrogatives,wh-phrases will have to be moved at LF to SpecCP.

C0 is still associated with the interrogative operator, whichin Korean is overtly

realized byni.

At S-structure the interrogative marker is reflected morphologically on the

verb, but at LF it has to be separated for compositional interpretation. Consider

(51):

(51) Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

manna-ss-ni?
meet-PAST-Q

‘Who did Mira meet?’

In a Hamblin/Karttunen semantics for questions, (52-a) represents the interpreta-

tion that (51) should have, which can be paraphrased as in (52-b):

(52) a. λp∃x[personw(x) & p = λw′ metw′(mira,x)]

b. For whichx, x a person: Mira metx.

Let me now show how the contrast in examples like (46) (which is repeated as

(53) below) can be accounted for by the same analysis proposed for German data.

(53) (= (46))

a. ?*Mira-man
Mira-only

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

manna-ss-ni?
meet-PAST-Q

b. Nwukwu-luli
who-ACC

Mira-man
Mira-only

ti manna-ss-ni?
meet-PAST-Q

‘Who did only Mira meet?’
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The following representations are the LFs that I assume for the examples in (53):

(54) a. [CP nwukwu-luli [C’ [ IP Mira-man tLF
i manna-ss]-ni]]

b. [CP nwukwu-luli [C’ [ IP tLF
i [ IP Mira-man ti manna-ss]]-ni]]

At LF, the wh-in-situ elementnwukwu-lul‘whom’ is moved to the SpecCP po-

sition and leaves an LF trace tLF
i . The crucial difference between the two LF

representations lies in the position of this LF trace. In (54-a), which is the LF for

the ungrammatical example (53-a), the LF trace is located inthe c-command do-

main of the focus phrase but its binder is not (violating the MQSC); and in (54-b)

it is outside the c-command domain of the focus phrase.

Consider next (49), an example with an intervening universal quantifier, re-

peated in (55):

(55) a. ?(?)Nwukwuna-ka
everyone-NOM

enu
which

kyoswu-lul
professor-ACC

conkyengha-ni?
respect-Q

b. Enu
which

kyoswu-luli
professor-ACC

nwukwuna-ka
everyone-NOM

ti conkyengha-ni?
respect-Q

‘Which professor does everyone respect?’

For some unknown reason, questions with a universal quantifier like nwukwuna

‘everyone’ in Korean do not allow either a distributive reading or a pair-list read-

ing. This means that it is not possible to assign wide scope tonwukwunain (55-a)

at the outer boundary of the question (which was possible in German case (19)).

The quantifier can only be interpreted within the scope of theinterrogative. So

(55-a) will have an LF representation as in (56):

(56) [CP enu
which

kyoswu-luli
professor-ACC

[C’ [ IP nwukwuna-ka
everyone-NOM

tLF
i conkyengha]-ni]]

respect-Q

In this LF representation, the universal quantifier (here inboldface) intervenes

between thewh-phrase in SpecCP and its LF trace, violating the MQSC. In the
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grammatical example (55-b) where thewh-phrase precedes the quantifier at sur-

face structure, there is no such intervention. And thewh-phrase scopes over the

universal quantifier and allows only the single answer reading, i.e., ‘whichx, x a

professor is such that everyone respectsx?’

2.4 Intervention Effects Crosslinguistically

The intervention effects that we have observed in German andKoreanwh-quest-

ions can be found in a wide variety of languages. In addition to German and Ko-

rean, intervention effects are found in Bangla (Simpson andBhattacharya 2003),

Chinese (Kim 2002a,b), English (Pesetsky 2000), Dutch (de Swart 1992, Honcoop

1998), French (Chang 1997, Boeckx 1999, Cheng and Rooryck 2000, Zubizarreta

2003), Hindi/Urdu (Beck 1996), Hungarian (Lipták 2001), Japanese (Hoji 1985,

Tanaka 1997, Hagstrom 1998), Malayalam (Kim 2002b), Passamaquoddy (Bru-

ening and Lin 2001), Persian and Armenian (Megerdoomian andGanjavi 2001),

and Turkish (Beck and Kim 1997). This seems to suggest that the intervention

effect has a universal character.

I will introduce thewh-intervention phenomenon in some languages, which

will be also relevant for discussion in a later chapter.

2.4.1 Turkish

Beck (1996) and Beck and Kim (1997) report that Turkish also shows intervention

effects inwh-questions. The Turkish data presented in this subsection are taken

from Beck and Kim (1997).

In Turkish, negation is incorporated into the finite verb, asillustrated in (57):

(57) Can
John

Jaklin’i
Jaklin-ACC

gör-me-di.
see-NEG-PAST

‘John didn’t see Jaklin.’

30



2.4. INTERVENTION EFFECTS CROSSLINGUISTICALLY

And as in Korean, a negative quantifier is expressed with NPI plus negation, as

shown in (58):

(58) a. Can
John

kimse-yi
anyone-ACC

gör-me-di.
see-NEG-PAST

b. ?Kimse-yi
anyone-ACC

Can
John

gör-me-di.
see-NEG-PAST

‘John didn’t see anyone.’

In this case, SOV order is more natural than OSV order. In (59)with an NPI

subject, however, both linearizations are fine:

(59) a. Kimse
anyone

Jaklin’i
Jaklin-ACC

gör-me-di.
see-NEG-PAST

b. Jaklin’i
Jaklin-ACC

kimse
anyone

gör-me-di.
see-NEG-PAST

‘No one saw Jaklin.’

Now consider the interaction ofwh-phrases with NPIs. Normally,wh-phrases in

Turkish are attracted to the immediately preverbal position, though the subject

wh-phrasekim ‘who’ can occur in situ or in the immediately preverbal position,

but not in other positions, as the ungrammaticality of (60-c) shows.

(60) a. Kim
who

Can’i
John-ACC

gördü?
saw

b. Can’i
John-ACC

kim
who

gördü?
saw

c. *Can’i
John-ACC

gördü
saw

kim?
who

d. Kim
who

gördü
saw

Can’i?
John-ACC

‘Who saw John?’
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However, it is very hard to scramble an objectwh-word likeneyi‘what-ACC’ from

its in-situ position, as the ungrammaticality of (61-b) shows.

(61) a. Can
John

neyi
what-acc

gördü?
saw

b. *Neyi
what-ACC

Can
John

gördü?
saw

‘What did John see?’

Interestingly, in the interaction with NPIs, this requirement must be dropped.

For example, (62-a) is bad and (62-b) is okay, which comes as the reverse of what

is expected on the basis of (61).

(62) a. *Kimse
anyone

kimi
who-ACC

gör-me-di?
see-NEG-PAST

b. Kimi
who-ACC

kimse
anyone

gör-me-di?
see-NEG-PAST

‘What did nobody see?’

The same effect shows up with other types ofwh-phrases. (63) and (64) show data

with double objects and an adjunctwh-phrase:

(63) a. *Can
John

kimse-ye
anyone-DAT

hangi
which

resim-ler-i
picture-PL-ACC

göster-me-di?
show-NEG-PAST

b. Can
John

hangi
which

resim-ler-i
picture-PL-ACC

kimse-ye
anyone-DAT

göster-me-di?
show-NEG-PAST

‘Which picture didn’t John show anyone?’

(64) a. *Kimse
anyone

nereye
where

git-me-di?
go-NEG-PAST

b. Nereye
where

kimse
anyone

git-me-di?
go-NEG-PAST

‘Where did nobody go?’
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Although the adjunct would normally occur preverbally, (64-a) is bad. The ob-

vious generalization seems to be that in Turkish, too,wh-phrases may not be

preceded by an NPI at surface structure. In this respect, Turkish behaves just

like Korean, and it seems fair to say that the data are likely to be amenable to an

analysis in terms of the MQSC.

2.4.2 Malayalam

Malayalam, a Dravidian language spoken in South India, seems to exhibit a simi-

lar intervention effect to that observed in Korean and Turkishwh-questions.14

In Malayalam, awh-phrase must occur to the immediately preverbal position,

which Jayaseelan (2001b, 2004) analyzes to be an IP-internal Focus position. The

canonical order in Malayalam is Subject – Indirect Object – Direct Object – V. As

the following sentence pairs show,wh-phrases always appear in the immediately

preverbal position, which is considered as a typical focus position in many OV

languages (examples from Jayaseelan 2004: 7):15

(65) a. nin-ne
you-ACC

aar�
who

talli?
beat(Past)

‘Who beat you?’

b. *aar�
who

nin-ne
you-ACC

talli?
beat(Past)

(66) a. nin-akk�
you-DAT

ii
this

pustakam
book

aar�
who

tannu?
gave

‘Who gave you this book?’

14Many thanks to M.T. Hany Babu for discussion of the Malayalamdata. Examples are from

Kim (2002b).
15In a multiple question, all thewh-phrases must be stacked in this position, as illustrated in(i):

(i) nin-ne
you-ACC

aar�
who

eppooL
when

entin�
why

talli?
beat(Past)

‘Who beat you why when?’
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b. *aar�
who

nin-akk�
you-DAT

ii
this

pustakam
book

tannu?
gave

Jayaseelan (2004) also notes that Malayalam normally prefers to cleft a con-

stituent question, placing thewh-phrase in the cleft focus, as shown in (67-a).

Moreover, the focus-plus-copula can float rather freely into the the cleft clause, as

shown in (67-b,c):

(67) a. aar�-aaN�
who-be

[nin-ne
you-ACC

talli-(y)at�]?
beat(Past)-NMZ

b. nin-ne
you-ACC

aar�-aaN�
who-be

talli-(y)at�?
beat(Past)-NMZ

c. nin-ne
you-ACC

talli-(y)at�
beat(Past)-NMZ

aar�-aaN�?
who-be

‘Who was it that beat you?’

In the cleft construction, the matrix verb is the copula, andin all the examples in

(67), thewh-phrase comes immediately to the left of the copula. So even clefting

in questions can be seen as a device for positioning the question word next to V.

Now consider (68), which is a well-formedwh-question.

(68) Lili
Lili

eet�
which

pustakam-aaN�
book-be

waayicc-at�?
read-NMZ

’Which book did Lili read?

Universal quantifiers likeellaawarum ‘everyone’ may appear in a position c-

commanding the question word in Malayalam, as shown in (69):

(69) ellaawarum
everyone

eet�
which

pustakam-aaN�
book-be

waayicc-at�?
read-NMZ

‘Which book did everyone read?’

According to T.M. Hany Babu (p.c.), however, (69) prefers the “pair-list” reading,
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in which the universal quantifier takes wide scope over the question operator. So

(69) has the interpretation ‘For each personx: x read which book?’

And when thewh-phrase precedes the universal quantifier at surface structure

as in (70), only the singlewh-question reading is possible:

(70) eet�
which

pustakam-aaN�
book-be

ellaawarum
everyone

waayicc-at�?
read-NMZ

‘Which book is it that everyone read?’

But if there is a focus phrase c-commanding thewh-phrase, the example is

unacceptable. And when thewh-phrase is scrambled to a position higher than the

focus phrase, the sentence becomes grammatical. This is illustrated in (71) and

(72).

(71) a. *Lili-yum
Lili-also

eet�
which

pustakam-aaN�
book-be

waayicc-at�?
read-NMZ

b. eet�
which

pustakam-aaN�
book-be

Lili-yum
Lili-also

waayicc-at�?
read-NMZ

‘Which book did Lili, too, read?’

(72) a. *Lili-maatram
Lili-only

eet�
which

pustakam-aaN�
book-be

waayicc-at�?
read-NMZ

b. eet�
which

pustakam-aaN�
book-be

Lili-maatram
Lili-only

waayicc-at�?
read-NMZ

‘Which book did only Lili read?’

Simply focused elements without any focus particle also show the same interven-

tion effect. Here, too, overt scrambling of thewh-phrase across the intervener

makes the sentence grammatical:

(73) a. *LILI -aaN�
Lili-be

eet�
which

pustakam
book

waangi-yat�?
bought-NMZ
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b. eet�
which

pustakam-aaN�
book-be

LILI
Lili

waangi-yat�?
bought-NMZ

‘Which book didLILI buy?’

(‘For whichx, x a book: it is Lili that boughtx.’)

And negative polarity items also induce intervention effects forwh-in-situ, which

is shown in (74):

(74) a. *aarum
anyone

eet�
which

pustakam-aaN�
book-be

waayikk-aa-te
read-NEG-AUG

irunn-at�?
AUX -NMZ

b. eet�
which

pustakam-aaN�
book-be

aarum
anyone

waayikk-aa-te
read-NEG-AUG

irunn-at�?
AUX -NMZ

‘Which book did no one read?’

(aar-um= aar ‘who’ + um ‘also’)

Note that the NPIs in Malayalam consist of awh-pronoun and a particleummean-

ing ‘also, even’.

Based on this, we could conclude thatwh-in-situ elements in Malayalam be-

have quite similar towh-in-situ in Korean.

2.4.3 English

Pesetsky (2000) observes that intervention effects are found in Englishwh-ques-

tions. It should be noted that such effects arise only under special circumstances,

namely in otherwise permissible violations of the Superiority Condition.

Pesetsky shows that the Superiority effect is limited towh-phrases in questions

which are non-D-linked; the effect disappears with D-linked which-phrases. The

contrast between (75) and (76) illustrates this (the underlined position indicates

the extraction position of thewh-phrase).

(75) Superiority effect with non-D-linkedwh-phrases

a. *What did who read ?
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b. *Who did Mary introduce whom to ?

(76) Superiority effect disappears with D-linkedwh-phrases

a. Which book did which person read ?

b. Which boy did Mary introduce which girl to ?

In the case ofwhich-phrases, a Superiority violation does not induce ungrammati-

cality (see also Pesetsky 1987). However, if an intervener is added, as in (77-a,b),

the example becomes unacceptable:

(77) a. *Which book didn’t which person read ?

b. ??Which boy didonly Mary introduce which girl to ?

Examples which obey Superiority, in contrast, are all acceptable even with exactly

the same type of intervener, as illustrated in (78-a,b):

(78) a. Which person didn’t read which book?

b. Which girl didonly Mary introduce to which boy?

Pesetsky (2000) proposes to increase the inventory of covert (i.e., phonologically

invisible) movement operations by allowing both covert phrasalwh-movement

andwh-feature movement. Feature movement applies when a syntactic constraint

enforces movement but phrasal movement does not happen. This permits him,

among other things, to differentiate between English D-linked and non-D-linked

wh-phrases: non-D-linkedwh-phrases undergo phrasal movement and show Su-

periority effects. D-linkedwh-phrases undergo feature movement instead and do

not show Superiority effects.

One important property that distinguisheswh-feature movement fromwh-

phrasal movement in English is that feature movement leavesthe semantic re-

striction of thewh-quantification in situ, whereas phrasal movement typically

pied-pipes the restriction with thewh-phrase. Pesetsky further suggests that it
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could be that “separation” of the sort inwh-feature movement is the cause of the

intervention effect, and characterizes a generalized intervention effect constraint

as in (79).

(79) Intervention effect(Pesetsky 2000: 67)

A semantic restriction on a quantifier (includingwh) may not be separated

from that quantifier by a scope-bearing element.

I should add that Pesetsky does not provide any answer to the question ofwhy

a constraint like (79) should hold (which he himself admits). He merely uses

it as a diagnostic for instances ofwh-feature movement. Whenever intervention

effects are found withwh-in-situ, he argues that this can be taken to indicate that

wh-feature movement has been forced to occur.

If the intervention effect indicates the necessary occurrence of wh-feature

movement, the patterns in German suggest that in a German multiple question,

all wh-phrases in situ undergowh-feature movement rather than covert phrasal

movement. In German, intervention effects are observed to occur whenever a

wh-phrase in situ is c-commanded by a quantificational element, suggesting that

wh-phrases in situ always undergo feature movement and never covert phrasal

movement (which is not subject to intervention effects). InEnglish, however,wh-

phrases in situ have been observed to be subject to intervention effects only when

they occur in an apparent violation of Superiority andwh-feature movement is

forced.

However, there are cases of intervention effects which falloutside the scope

of Pesetsky’s theory, likewh-separation constructions in German, which are inter-

vention-sensitive for reasons other thanwh-feature movement.

(80) ??Wen
whom

hat
has

niemand
no one

[ alles]
all

gesehen?
seen

Intended: ‘Who all did no one see?’
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(81) ??Wen
whom

hat
has

keine
no

Studentin
student

[ von
of

den
the

Musikern]
musicians

getroffen?
met

Intended: ‘Who among the musicians has no student met?’

Note that there is nowh-feature movement involved in these constructions, simply

because thewh-elements are overtly moved to SpecCP and the stranded restric-

tion of eachwh-phrase does not have anywh-feature. Pesetsky even considers

the German separation constructions to provide support forthe generalization in

(79), but as mentioned above, he does not provide any explanation of the effects.

Moreover, intervention effects found in configurations like (80) and (81) cannot

have anything to do withwh-feature movement.

There is another problem with Pesetsky’s generalization (79), the existence

of straightforward counterexamples. Unlike awh-split construction, a split NP

construction (with a floating quantifier) do not show any intervention effect in

German ((82)) and Korean ((83)), even though they should be instances of the

separation construction according to (79). Note that the topicalized element in the

following examples is the restriction of the stranded quantifier.16

16Split constructions receive only a reconstructed scope reading (examples from van Geenhoven

1998: 125):

(i) a. Katzeni
cats

hat
has

jedes
every

Kind
child

fünf
five

ti gesehen.
seen

‘As for cats, every child saw five such animals.’

#‘There are five cats such that every child saw them.’

b. Fünf
five

Katzeni
cats

hat
has

jedes
every

Kind
child

ti gesehen.
seen

‘For every childx: x saw five cats.’

‘There are five cats such that every child saw them.’

Usually topicalized quantifier can be interpreted either inits landing position or in its trace posi-

tion, as in (i-b) (cf. Frey 1993, Pafel 1993b).
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(82) Linguistikbücheri
linguistic books

hat
has

nur
only

Hans
Hans

/ niemand
nobody

alle
all

ti gelesen.
read

‘Linguistic books, only Hans / nobody read all.’ (only/nobody> all)

(83) Enehak
linguistics

chayk-uni
books-TOP

Mira-man
Mira-only

ti motwu
all

ilk-ess-ta.
read-PAST-DEC

‘Linguistic books, only Mira read all.’ (only> all)

Scrambling of the NP restriction of the floating quantifier over the focus phrase

does not seem to be subject to the intervention effect, either. The following exam-

ples is totally grammatical.

(84) Minswu-nun
Minswu-TOP

enehak
linguistics

chayk-uli
books-ACC

Mira-eykey-man
Mira-DAT-only

ti sey
three

kwen(-ul)
CL-ACC

cwu-ess-ta.
give-PAST-DEC

‘Minwu gave only Mira three linguistics books.’ (only> three)

In the constructions (82)–(84), the semantic restriction on the floating quantifier

is separated from that quantifier by a scope-bearing element. According to Peset-

sky’s generalization (79), they should all be ungrammatical due to the intervener,

contrary to the fact. Unlikewh-split constructions, this type of NP-split construc-

tions does not seem to be subject to the intervention effect.It might be related to

the fact that the fronted restriction is reconstructed to the (floating) quantifier po-

sition at LF. As reconstruction does not leave a trace (otherwise no such lowering

operation would be possible due to the Proper Binding Condition on traces), there

will be no intervention effect.

To sum up, intervention effects are also found in Englishwh-questions, even if

under special circumstances, for which Pesetsky (2000) proposed the intervention

effect constraint (79), which prohibits separation of a quantifier (includingwh) and

its restriction by a scope-bearing element. But I have shownthat his constraint,

as it stands, also rules out some grammatical cases, namely the separation of a

quantifier and its restriction by a scope-bearing element insplit NP constructions.
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2.4.4 Hungarian

Hungarian is another language which shows intervention effects inwh-questions,

as recently discussed in Lipták (2001). In Hungarian,wh-phrases have to be

overtly moved to the designated focus position (the immediately preverbal posi-

tion), below topics. They end up in exactly the same positionwhich non-wh-foci

occupy, and they are in complementary distribution with non-wh-foci as illustrated

in (85) (see alsóE. Kiss 1987) (PV = preverb):17

(85) a. ṔETERT
Péter-ACC

hı́vtam
invited-1SG

meg.
PV

‘It was Péter whom I invited.’

b. Kit
who-ACC

hı́vtál
invited-2SG

meg?
PV

‘Who did you invite?’

c. *PÉTERT
Péter-ACC

ki
who-NOM

hı́vta
invite-3SG

meg?
PV

‘Who invited PÉTER?’

d. *Ki
who-NOM

PÉTERT
Péter-ACC

hı́vta
invite-3SG

meg”?
PV

‘Who invited PÉTER?’ (Lipták 2001: 50)

17Focusing in Hungarian is always detectable from verb movement up to Foc0. The postverbal

position of the aspectual verb particlemegshows that the verb has been raised, since in their declar-

ative counterparts without any contrastive focus the same particle precedes the verb, as illustrated

in (i):

(i) Mindig
always

meghı́vtam
PV-invited-1SG

Pétert.
Péter-ACC

‘I always invited Péter.’
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(85-c,d) are ungrammatical.Wh-items cannot cooccur with a focus phrase in the

same clause:18

18See Rizzi (1997, 2001b) for a similar complementary distribution ofwh-elements and a focus

in Italian main questions. He also interprets this incompatibility as showing thatwh-elements in

main questions move to SpecFocP, therefore they compete with focused elements for this position.

In other words,whand focus target the same position.

Note that thewh-movement and focus are not mutually exclusive in English orGerman, unlike

in Hungarian.

(i) a. Who did (only) JOHN meet?

b. Wen
whoacc

hat
has

(nur)
only

HANS
Hans

getroffen?
met

‘Who did (only) HANS meet?’

In languages with focus movement, it has been noted that certain sentence-level adjunctwh-

elements may cooccur with focused constituents (unlike otherwh-elements). This has been noted

for Hungarian (́E. Kiss 1994), SLQ Zapotec (Lee 2001), and Italian (Rizzi 2001b). In Italian, for

example, the sentential adjunctperch́e ‘why’ can cooccur with focus if it precedes the focused

element (see the contrast between (ii-a) and (ii-b)):

(ii) a. *Che cosa A GIANNI hanno detto (non a Piero)?

‘What have they said TO GIANNI (and not to Piero)?’

b. Perché QUESTO avremmo dovuto dirgli, non qualcos’altro?

‘Why should we have said THIS to him and not something else?’ (Rizzi 2001b)

Similar examples from Hungarian are given in (iii):

(iii) a. Miért/Hova
why/where-to

jött
came-3SG

el?
PREF

‘Why/Where did he come along?’

b. *Hove
where-to

MA
today

jött
came-3SG

el?
PREF

‘Where did he come along TODAY?’

c. Miért
why

MA
today

jött
came-3SG

el?
PREF

‘Why did he come along TODAY?’ (Surányi 2002)

42



2.4. INTERVENTION EFFECTS CROSSLINGUISTICALLY

Lipták (2001) argues that in Hungarian constituent questions,wh-items overtly

front, but not all the way to SpecCP, rather to the canonical position for focus

(FocP), which explains whywh-items and focus are in complementary distribu-

tion.19 She shows that this movement step is driven by the focus feature <+f>

of thewh-items. She further proposes that apart from the<+f> featurewh-items

Rizzi (2001b) accounts for this contrast by assuming thatperch́e ‘why’ is base-generated in Spec

of IntP, which is higher than FocP, and can be followed (but not preceded by) phrases express-

ing contrastive focus, whereas regularwh-phrases cannot, since they compete with the focused

elements for the same position (i.e., Spec of FocP).
19Although it is not possible to have a non-wh focus and awh-phrase in the same simple clause,

it is possible to have multiplewh-phrases in the same clause. In Hungarian multiplewh-questions,

all thewh-phrases have to be fronted to the left of the verb to trigger pair-list answers (cf. Brody

1990, Puskás 2000). The frontedwh-phrases may be preceded by a topicalized constituent, as in

(i-b), where the subject isZetais topicalized. But nothing can intervene between thewh-phrases

as shown in (i-c).

(i) a. Kinek
who-DAT

mit
what-ACC

adott
give-PAST-3SG

Zeta?
Zeta-NOM

b. Zeta
Zeta-NOM

kinek
who-DAT

mit
what-ACC

adott?
give-PAST-3SG

c. *Kinek
who-DAT

Zeta
Zeta-NOM

mit
what-ACC

adott?
give-PAST-3SG

‘What did Zeta give to whom?’ (Puskás 2000: 232f.)

See Jayaseelan (2001a) for similar facts in Malayalam. Whena clause contains multiplewh-

phrases, they are stacked up together in the immediately left-adjacent position to the verb.

Hungarian is different from Italian, which does not allow multiple wh-questions at all:

(ii) *Mi domando chi ha incontrato chi.

’I wonder who met who.’ (Rizzi 1982: 51)

Hungarian also allows multiple foci in a clause (cf.É. Kiss 1998b). So there seems to be some

Italian-specific restriction that is involved both in constrainingwh-words and foci to one.
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possess yet another feature,<+wh>, which is also syntactically active.20 Wh-

items are only interpreted with an interrogative meaning ifthey are licensed by an

interrogative C with the<+wh> feature. This licensing is syntactically done by

feature-checking between an interrogative C and thewh-items. Following Chom-

sky (1995), she assumes the checking of the<+wh> feature in Hungarian to be a

case of LF feature movement.

Althoughwh-phrases and non-wh-foci compete for the same position in Hun-

garian, there is one interesting way in whichwh-phrases behave differently from

non-wh-foci in their distribution. Non-wh foci are perfectly happy with a quantifi-

cational adverb to their left (as in (86-a)), where the adverb scopes over the focus).

This is illustrated in (86):

(86) a. Mindig
always

PÉTERT
Péter-ACC

hı́vtam
invited-1SG

meg.
PV

(∀ > focus)

‘At all times, I invited ṔETER.’

b. PÉTERT
Péter-ACC

hı́vtam
invited-1SG

meg
PV

mindig.
always

(focus> ∀)

‘Péter was the only one I invited all the time.’

Wh-items, however, cannot be preceded by such quantificational adverbs. Quanti-

fiers can only followwh-items, with an interpretation in which thewh-item takes

scope over the universal quantifier, as shown in (87) (Lipták 2001: 78):

(87) a. *Mindig
always

kit
who-ACC

hı́vtál
invited-2SG

meg?
PV

20The idea thatwh-movement is triggered by the need to check both [+wh] and [+focus] features

is also proposed in Sabel (2000), on the basis of facts from German, Duala and Kikuyu. Sabel

suggests different feature strengths for these two features – strong and weak, in the sense of the

Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995) – to account for partialwh-movement, fullwh-movement

andwh-in-situ, in those three languages. See also den Dikken & Giannakidou (2002).
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b. Kit
who-ACC

hı́vtál
invited-2SG

meg
PV

mindig?
always

(wh> ∀)

‘Who did you invite all the time?’

Nominal quantifiers likemindeki‘everyone’ and negative indefinites (also termed

n-words in the literature, cf. Laka 1990) likesenki‘no one’ show the same effects

(László Molnárfi and Balázs Surányi, p.c.):

(88) a. *Mindenki
everyone-NOM

mit
what-ACC

ivott?
drank-3SG

b. Mit
what-ACC

ivott
drank-3SG

mindenki?
everyone-NOM

‘What did everyone drink?’

(89) a. *Senki
nobody-NOM

mit
what-ACC

nem
not

ivott?
drank-3SG

b. Mit
what-ACC

nem
not

ivott
drank-3SG

senki?
nobody-NOM

‘What did nobody drink?’

Lipták (2001: Ch. 2) proposes to explain the ungrammaticality of the Hungarian

facts in (87-a) in terms of LF intervention effects (as proposed in Beck 1996):

quantificational items cannot precedewh-items in Hungarian because they are

harmful interveners and destroy the relation between thewh-item and C.

Lipták claims that interrogative pronouns in Hungarian possess two different

features:<+f> and<+wh>. The presence of the<+wh> feature makeswh-

items distinct from focus items, which only possess a<+f> feature. This dif-

ference explains the different syntactic patterning of thetwo items (namely the

contrast between (86-a) and (87-a)). Foci only move to SpecFocP.Wh-items, on

the other hand, beside moving to SpecFocP for reasons of<+f> feature check-

ing, have a special syntactic requirement: they have to entertain a relation with a

<+wh> head as well, which is the functional head C. The requirementto estab-

lish a relation with C causeswh-items to pattern differently from exclusive focus
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in overt syntax, clearly visible in the behavior they exhibit with respect to quanti-

fiers (as illustrated in (87)–(89)). In particular, Liptákpostulates a structure of the

type in (90) for (87-a), withmindigstanding in the specifier position of a Distribu-

tive Phrase, intervening between the C<+wh> and thewh-phrase in SpecFocP.

(90) *[CP C<+wh> [DistP mindig [FocPkit<+wh,+f> [Foc hı́vtál [TP meg ]]]]]

We can account for the contrast in (88) and (89) in terms of thesame LF interven-

tion effects. The intervening universal quantifier and negative word destroy the

relation between thewh-item and the interrogative C.

2.4.5 French

In matrix questions with a singlewh-phrase, French has the possibility of fronting

of a wh-phrase or leaving it in situ (cf. Chang 1997, Boeckx 1999, Cheng and

Rooryck 2000, Mathieu 1999, Butler and Mathieu 2004):

(91) a. Marie
Marie

a
has

acheté
bought

quoi?
what

b. Qui’
what

est-ce
est-ce

que
QUE

Marie
Marie

a
has

acheté
bought

ti?

‘What did Marie buy?’

These data have led some researchers (Aoun, Hornstein and Sportiche 1981 and

Lasnik and Saito 1992 to name a few) to assume that French has a“mixed” system

with regard to the formation ofwh-questions. On this view, French is like Chinese

in that thewh-phrase can remain in situ, but also like English in that thewh-phrase

can be moved overtly to SpecCP.

But it has been noticed more recently by Chang (1997) that there are some

semantic and syntactic differences between thewh-phrases in situ and the fronted

wh-phrases in French. Chang (1997) notes that Frenchwh-in-situ questions are

associated with a “strongly presupposed context”, whilewh-questions involving
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movement in French don’t have the property; they are neutralwh-questions. The

idea is that (91-a) is only felicitous if the speaker assumesthat Marie bought

something. So, according to Chang, it is not felicitous to answer a question like

(91-a) by ‘nothing’ whereas it is a perfectly legitimate answer to (91-b).21

More interestingly, Chang also claims that there is anotherinteresting restric-

tion on Frenchwh-phrases in situ.Wh-in-situ displays intervention effect with

quantifiers, negation, or modals. In other words,wh-in-situ cannot be preceded by

those elements; in such cases, only an echo interpretation is allowed (examples in

(92) and (93) are from Chang 1997, cited in Cheng and Rooryck 2000):22

(92) *Tous
all

les
the

étudiants
students

ont
have

rencontré
met

qui?
who

‘Who did all the students meet?’

(93) a. *Il
he

n’
NE

a
has

pas
not

rencontré
met

qui?
who

‘Who didn’t he meet?’

b. *Il
he

peut
can

rencontrer
meet-INF

qui?23

who
‘Who can he meet?’

c. *Il
he

admire
admires

toujours
always

qui?
who

‘Who does he always admire?’

d. *Personne
nobody

n’
NE

admire
admires

qui?
who

‘Who does nobody admire?’

21But in a recent work, Mathieu (2004) reports that not all dialects of French contain in-situ

wh-phrases that are presuppositional. In some variant of French rien ‘nothing’ is a perfectly good

reply to the question in (91-a). So in those dialects of French there seems to be no necessary

existential presupposition associated with thewh-in-situ questions.
22Chang (1997) uses the notation ‘#’ instead of ‘*’ to indicate that the sentences can be inter-

preted as echo questions only.
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Interestingly, these effects are systematically absent from the frontedwh-construc-

tion. For example, negation blocks the licensing of thewh-in-situ in (94-a), but

leaves the licensing of the movedwh-phrase in (94-b):

(94) a. *Il
he

ne
NE

voit
see

pas
not

qui?
who

b. Quii’
who

est-ce
is-this

qu’il
that-he

ne
NE

voit
sees

pas
not

ti?

‘Who doesn’t he see?’ (Butler and Mathieu 2004: 35)

And as noted by Butler and Mathieu (2004: 35), focus markers such asseulement

‘only’ and même‘even’ and the DPs with which they are associated also create

intervention effects forwh-in-situ, but not for frontedwh-phrases, as seen in (95):

23As von Fintel and Iatridou (2003: 181) note, modals do not appear to act as blocking inter-

veners forwh-phrases in situ or stranded restrictions ofwh-phrases in German, even though they

are quantificational elements under standard semantic analyses.

(i) Weni

who
müsste
must

Maria
Maria

behauptet
claimed

haben
have

[[ t i von
of

den
the

Musikern]
musicians

getroffen
met

zu
to

haben]?
have

‘Who must Maria have claimed to have met of the musicians?’

von Fintel and Iatridou (2007: 465, fn.26) show that modals are not harmful interveners for D-

linkedwh-in-situ in English, either, quoting the examples from Pesetsky (2000) (his (99) on p.61):

(ii) Intervention effect withnot –nonsubjects

a. Which issue should I not discuss with which diplomat?

b. ??Which diplomat should I not discuss which issue with ?

[cf. Which diplomat should I discuss which issue with ?]

For Pesetsky (2000), the crucial point is that negation in (ii-b) blocks the pair-list reading, because

it prevents the in-situwh-phrase from raising at LF. He presents a minimal contrast without nega-

tion to show that the pair-list reading emerges without any problem. Interestingly, the example

without an intervention effect still contains a deonticshould, which obviously does not induce an

intervention effect, even though it is a quantificational element under standard semantic analyses.
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(95) a. *Seulement/même
only/even

Jean
Jean

fait
does

quoi?
what

b. Qui’
what

est-ce
is-this

que
that

seulement/même
only/even

Jean
Jean

fait
does

ti?

‘What does only/even JEAN do?’

Finally, the next examples from Zubizarreta (2003: 363f.) show that a contras-

tively focused element in thewh-in-situ construction gives rise to intervention

effects.

(96) a. *JEAN a parlé à qui? (mais pas Pierre)

‘JOHN talked to whom? (but not Pierre)’

b. *Pierre a donné un LIVRE à qui? (mais pas un disque)

‘Pierre gave a BOOK to whom? (but not a record)’

Yet, the examples below show that contrastively focused elements do not give rise

to intervention effects in the frontedwh-construction.

(97) a. À qui est-ce que JEAN a parlé? (mais pas Pierre)

‘To whom did JEAN talk? (but not Pierre)’

b. À qui est-ce que Pierre a donné un LIVRE? (mais pas un disque)

‘To whom did Pierre give a BOOK? (but not a record)’

In this subsection, I have shown that French has the possibility of fronting awh-

phrase or of leaving it in situ in matrix clauses. Interestingly, thewh-in-situ con-

struction is subject to intervention effects, but not the frontedwh-construction.
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2.5 Problems with the Minimal Quantified Struc-

ture Constraint

Although it seems quite natural to postulate a certain locality constraint for the

syntactic licensing ofwh-in-situ elements, it does not seem so trivial to identify

what types of elements actually count as interveners. The Minimal Quantified

Structure Constraint (MQSC) assumes that quantificationalexpressions in gen-

eral block LF movement. But the data from various languages suggest that the

constraint, as it stands, is too strong in the sense that not every quantifier seems to

show the intervention effect. Furthermore, there seems to be some crosslinguistic

variation among the interveners. For example, universal quantifiers and negation

are interveners in German, but do not induce any intervention effect in Chinese.

In the following I will illustrate these problems.

2.5.1 Overgeneralization

One problem with the claim made by Beck (1996) and Beck and Kim(1997)

is overgeneralization. As briefly mentioned above, we have asomewhat weaker

intervention effect with the universal quantifiernwukwuna‘everyone’ (see (49-a))

in Korean. More problematic is the fact that no interventioneffect is observed with

some quantifiers. For example, the quantifier phrasetaypwupwun-uy NP‘most-

GEN NP’ do not seem to induce any intervention effect. And quantificational

adverbs such ashangsang‘always’ andcacwu ‘often’ in Korean do not show

any intervention effects, unlike in German. The following examples with these

quantifiers c-commanding awh-in-situ are all grammatical.

(98) a. Taypwupwun-uy
most-GEN

haksayng-tul-i
student-PL-NOM

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

hoycang-ulo
president-as

chwuchenha-ess-ni?
recommend-PAST-Q
‘Who did most students recommend as president?’
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b. For whichx, x a person: most students recommendedx as president.

(99) a. Mira-nun
Mira-TOP

hangsang/cacwu
always/often

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

phathi-ey
party-to

teyliko ka-ss-ni?
take-PAST-Q
‘Who did Mira always/often take to the party?’

b. For whichx, x a person: it is always/often the case that Mira tookx

to the party.

Beck and Kim (1997) already mentioned that it is not the full class of quantifica-

tional expressions that blocks LF movement in Korean. But a full explanation as

to what natural class can be made up out of the interveners in Korean has not been

provided yet.

In Mandarin Chinese, anotherwh-in-situ language, ordinary quantifier NPs,

quantificational adverbials, and negation do not show intervention effects for nom-

inal wh-phrases. The following examples with these quantifiers c-commanding

the nominalwh-in-situ are all grammatical (see Huang 1982: 263–267, Aounand

Li 1993a,b, and Soh 2005):24

(100) Meige
every

ren
man

dou
all

mai-le
buy-ASP

shenme?25

what
‘What did everybody buy?’

(101) Zhangsan
Zhangsan

changchang
often

mai
buy

shenme?
what

‘What does Zhangsan often buy?’

(102) Zhangsan
Zhangsan

bu
not

xiang
want

mai
buy

shenme?
what

‘What doesn’t Zhangsan want to buy?’

24Soh (2005) observes that unlike nominalwh-phrases, adverbialwh-phrases in Mandarin Chi-

nese (e.g.,weishenme‘reason-why’) do exhibit intervention effects when c-commanded by a quan-

tificational element.
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According to Aoun and Li (1993a), (100) is ambiguous. Both a pair-list answer

and a single answer are allowed. This implies that the Chinese universal quantifier

meigeren(unlike German universal quantifierjeder or Japanesedaremo‘every-

one’) does not exhibit an intervention effect.26

Interestingly, however, focus phrases (including NPIs, which morphologically

consist ofwh-pronouns and the focus particleye ‘also’) in Mandarin Chinese do

show the intervention effect. Moreover, Mandarin Chinese seems to have a repair

strategy to circumvent the intervention effect. This is illustrated in the following

examples.27

(103) a. ?Lili
Lili

ye
also

kan-le
read-ASP

na-ben
which-CL

shu?
book

b. Na-ben
which-CL

shu
book

Lili
Lili

ye
also

kan-le?
read-ASP

‘Which book did Lili, too, read?’

(104) a. ??Lian
even

Lili
Lili

ye
also

kan
read

de
DE

dong
understand

na-ben
which-CL

shu?
book

b. Na-ben
which-CL

shu
book

lian
even

Lili
Lili

ye
also

kan
read

de
DE

dong?
understand

‘Which book could even Lili understand?’

(105) a. ?*Zhiyou
only

Lili
Lili

kan-le
read-ASP

na-ben
which-CL

shu
book

/ shenme?
what

26Compare (100) with the Japanese example (i), which is judgedunacceptable in Hoji (1985:

Ch. 4):

(i) ??Daremo-ga
everyone-NOM

nani-o
what-ACC

kaimasita
bought

ka?
Q

‘What did everyone buy?’

27I would like to thank Lansun Chen and Hong Zhou for discussionof the Chinese data. See

Wu (1999: 86) for a similar observation.
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b. Na-ben
which-CL

shu
book

/ shenme
what

zhiyou
only

Lili
Lili

kan-le?
read-ASP

‘Which book/what did only Lili read?’

(106) a. *Shei
who

ye
also

kan
read

bu
not

dong
understand

na-ben
which-CL

shu?
book

b. Na-ben
which-CL

shu
book

shei
who

ye
also

kan
read

bu
not

dong?
understand

‘Which book could no one understand?’

(shei ye‘who also’ meaninganyone)

According to recent analyses of NPIs (e.g., Lee & Horn 1994, Krifka 1995, Lahiri

1998), negative polarity items can be analyzed as focus phrases, supported by the

fact that NPIs consist of an indefinite NP (or awh-pronoun) and an overt focus

particle meaning ‘even, also’ in many languages (cf. Haspelmath 1997).28 It turns

out that NPIs are very consistent interveners across languages.

Unlike Japanese or Korean, which exhibit a relatively free word order derived

by scrambling, Chinese has a rather fixed word order. But exactly in the context

where a focus phrase occurs in a position c-commanding thewh-in-situ element in

the unmarked order, thewh-in-situ element has to be fronted to the sentence-initial

position in order to derive a grammatical configuration. Irrespective of what kind

of movement it could be, it seems important to note that focusphrases in Chinese

show the intervention effect, while other quantificationalexpressions do not have

such effect.

The fact that there is some parametric variation in what constitutes the set of

problematic interveners seems to be a problem for Beck’s (1996) MQSC analy-

sis. This is unexpected as the property that was held responsible for making an

expression induce intervention effect in her analysis was asemantic property (that

of being a quantifier), which is not something we would expectto be subject to

crosslinguistic variation. The question is how to account for this variation. And

28This is the case in Mandarin Chinese, Hindi, Japanese, Korean, Malayalam, among others.
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is it possible to identify a set of interveners that produce the intervention effect

crosslinguistically?

2.5.2 Why Should Intervention Effects Hold?

It seems even more important to askwhy this kind of intervention constraint

should hold. We have seen that the intervention effect itself may well be uni-

versal, though subject to some crosslinguistic variation.But it is not clear how

to account for the effect itself, namely, why quantifiers block LF wh-movement.

Note that negation and quantificational elements do not havethe same make-up

aswh-elements. Andwh-elements do not move to the positions of negation or

quantificational elements, nor vice versa.

2.5.3 Intervention Effects Are Focus Effects

Faced with the overgeneralization problem mentioned above, one question is whe-

ther it is possible to distinguish a natural class of the interveners which show

intervention effects across different languages. Based ondata from different lan-

guages, I proposed in Kim (2002a,b) that the core set of interveners, which is

crosslinguistically stable, consists of focus phrases. Other elements may or may

not give rise to the intervention effect. The characterization of the core interven-

tion effect is given in (107):

(107) *[CP Qi . . . [ FocP [ . . .wh-phrasei . . . ]]]

A focus phrase may not intervene between awh-phrase and its licensing

interrogative complementizer.

I call this generalization theFocus Intervention Effectand will provide a syntactic

and semantic analysis for it in chapter 3. The question of whya constraint like

(107) should hold will also be addressed and an explanation offered.
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2.6 Summary

In this chapter, I have introduced the phenomenon of intervention effects in Ger-

man and Koreanwh-questions discussed in Beck (1996) and Beck and Kim (1997)

and its analysis in terms of theMinimal Quantified Structure Constraint(MQSC).

The MQSC is based on the generalization that quantifiers block LF movement of

wh-in-situ.

I have also shown that intervention effects are observed in awide variety of

languages, suggesting a universal character of the effect.Although the interven-

tion effect itself may well be universal, its realization indifferent languages seems

to be subject to some crosslinguistic variation. The set of interveners which pro-

duce the effect varies from language to language. For example, it is not the whole

variety of quantifiers which produce the intervention effect in Korean; only a sub-

set of the quantificational expressions which count as interveners in German are

the ones that show the intervention effect in Korean. And Chinese does not show

any intervention effects with ordinary quantifiers or negation while focus phrases

do induce an intervention effect. This crosslinguistic variation with respect to the

class of interveners seems to be a problem to the MQSC analysis of the interven-

tion effects, as it assumes that quantificational expressions in general block LF

movement ofwh-in-situ.

Faced with this problem, one important question is whether it is possible to

identify a set of interveners that produce the interventioneffect crosslinguistically,

and more importantly, we should askwhy intervention effects should hold in the

first place. In chapter 3 I will propose that the core set of interveners consist of

focus phrases and motivate an analysis of intervention effects in terms of focus

intervention.
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Chapter 3

Focus Intervention Effects

3.1 Introduction

We have seen in chapter 2 that thewh-intervention effects exist in a wide variety

of languages. And despite its apparent universal character, the intervention effect

shows some crosslinguistic variation.

Considering the crosslinguistic variation regarding harmful interveners forwh-

licensing, I proposed in Kim (2002a,b) that the core set of interveners, which is

crosslinguistically stable, consists of focus phrases (not quantifiers in general).

The generalization is given in (1):1

(1) A focus phrase may not intervene between awh-phrase and its licensing

complementizer.

*[ CP Qi . . . [ FocP [ . . .whi . . . ]]]

The underlying idea is that the Q operator is a focus sensitive operator andwh-

phrases in-situ are dependent (i.e., semantically deficient) focus elements which

must be associated with the Q operator in order to be interpreted. An intervening

1By ‘β intervenes betweenα andγ’ I mean thatβ c-commandsγ, andα c-commands bothβ

andγ.
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independent focus element blocks that association. Kim (2002b) assumes that

wh-phrases are inherently focus phrases and carry the feature[+Foc] in addition

to the [+wh] feature. They must be licensed by an interrogative C to be interpreted,

where the licensing is done by Agree between the probe C[+Q] and the goalwh-

in-situ.

I further proposed in Kim (2002b) that thewh-intervention effect is actually

an instance of the more general intervention effect, as given in (2):

(2) Focus Intervention Effect

In a focus-sensitive licensing construction, no independent focus phrase

may intervene between the licensor Op and the licensee XP.

*[Op1 . . . [ FocP [ . . . XP1 . . . ]]]

By ‘focus-sensitive licensing’ I mean to refer to licensingof awh-phrase in awh-

question, the disjunctive phrase in an alternative question, or an NPI in a negative

sentence. These are all dependent focus elements which haveto be associated

with a licensing operator in order to be properly interpreted (a Q operator for the

first two cases, and NEG for NPIs). I proposed that the Q(uestion) operator in

questions and the NEG operator (licensing NPIs) are focus-sensitive operators,

such that an intervening focus phrase induces an intervention effect in all of these

three constructions.

In Korean, focus phrases induce an intervention effect forwh-in-situ (Kim

2002a analyzes NPIs in Korean as focus phrases, extending Lahiri’s 1998 pro-

posal):

(3) a. *Amwuto
anyone

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

chotayha-ci
invite-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

b. Nwukwu-luli
who-ACC

amwuto
anyone

ti chotayha-ci
invite-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

‘Who did no one invite?’
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(4) a. ?*Mira-man
Mira-only

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

b. Nwukwu-luli
who-ACC

Mira-man
Mira-only

ti chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Who did only Mira invite?’

(5) a. *MIRA-ka
Mira-NOM

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

b. Nwukwu-luli
who-ACC

MIRA-ka
Mira-NOM

ti chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Who did MIRA (not someone else) invite?’

In Mandarin Chinese, focus phrases (including NPIs, which consist morpholog-

ically of a wh-pronoun and the focus particleye ‘also’) induce an intervention

effect even for nominalwh-phrases, which otherwise do not show the effect when

c-commanded by a quantifier or negation (see section 2.5.1 inchapter 2):

(6) a. ?*Lian
even

Lili
Lili

ye
also

kan
read

de
DE

dong
understand

na-ben
which-CL

shu?
book

b. Na-ben
which-CL

shu
book

lian
even

Lili
Lili

ye
also

kan
read

de
DE

dong?
understand

‘Which book could even Lili understand?’

(7) a. ?*Zhiyou
only

Lili
Lili

kan-le
read-ASP

na-ben
which-CL

shu?
book

b. Na-ben
which-CL

shu
book

zhiyou
only

Lili
Lili

kan-le?
read-ASP

‘Which book did only Lili read?’

According to influential analyses of NPIs (e.g., Lee & Horn 1994, Krifka 1995,

Lahiri 1998), they can be analyzed as focus phrases, supported by the fact that

NPIs consist of an indefinite NP (or awh-pronoun) and an overt focus particle

meaning ‘even, also’ in many languages (cf. Haspelmath 1997). It turns out that
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NPIs are very consistent interveners across languages.2

Zubizarreta (2003) seems to provide further evidence for focus-induced (rather

than quantifier-induced) intervention effects. In contrast to the observation made

by Chang (1997) (as illustrated in chapter 2), Zubizarreta (2003) claims that QPs

like chaque de NP‘each of NP’,beaucoup de NPs‘many of NPs’,tous NPs‘all

of NPs’ can c-command awh-in-situ in French; the question-answer pairs in (8)

and (9) are all well-formed.

(8) Chacun de NP‘Each of NP’

Q: Les enfants se sont mis à table. Chacun (d’entre eux) a droit à com-

bien de pizzas?

‘The children have sat at the table. Each (of them) is entitled to how

many pizzas?’

A: Chacun (d’entre eux) a droit à trois pizzas.

‘Each (of them) is entitled to three pizzas.’

(9) Tous NPs‘All of NPs’

Q: Ils ont donné tous les bonbons à qui?

‘They gave all the candies to whom?’

A: Ils ont donnè tous les bonbons à leur meilleur ami.

‘They gave all the candies to their best friends.’

2It can easily be seen why NPIs are the strongest interveners in Japanese/Korean. In the con-

figuration (i), where NPI is intervening between C[+Q] and awh-in-situ, not only the NPI blocks

the licensing ofwh-in-situ by C, thewh-in-situ itself also blocks the licensing of the NPI by its

licensing negation.

(i) [ CPC[+Q] [ IP . . . NPI . . . wh . . . NEG . . . ]]

See Sells and Kim (2006) for analysis of NPI-licensing in Korean, in which it is proposed that an

NPI should have negation in its immediate scope.
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Interestingly, Zubizarreta observes that (floated) quantifiers do give rise to an in-

tervention effect in the Frenchwh-in-situ construction if they are contrastively

focused. This is illustrated by the contrast in (10-a) and (10-b):

(10) a. Ils ont tous mangé quoi?

‘They have all eaten what?’

b. *Ils ont TOUS mangé quoi?

‘They have ALL eaten what?’

The examples in (11) from Zubizarreta (2003) also show that contrastively fo-

cused elements give rise to an intervention effect in the French wh-in-situ con-

struction.

(11) a. *JEAN a parlé à qui? (mais pas Pierre)

‘JOHN talked to whom? (but not Pierre)’

b. *Pierre a donné un LIVRE à qui? (mais pas un disque)

‘Pierre gave a BOOK to whom? (but not a record)’

Based on this, Zubizarreta proposes the generalization that the elements that cre-

ate an intervention effect in the Frenchwh-in-situ construction are exactly the

contrastively focused elements.

In this chapter I propose that an intervention effect occurswhenever a focus

sensitive operator intervenes between the interrogative Cand thewh-phrase in-

situ. I also propose thatwh-in-situ phrases do not undergo any LF movement (fea-

tural or phrasal). The standard assumption (for example, inGovernment-Binding

Theory) that thewh-phrase raises for semantic reasons at LF has always faced

the problem that covert movement ofwh-in-situ does not show the island effects

observed for overtwh-movement. In the minimalist framework (Chomsky 2000,

2001 and especially, Chomsky 2008) it is assumed that overtwh-movement is not

triggered by the need to check some feature, but is merely driven by EPP (oredge-

61



CHAPTER 3. FOCUS INTERVENTION EFFECTS

feature), a purely syntactic requirement on configuration (i.e., tohave an overtly

filled specifier) which does not involve any feature matching. Feature checking is

done by Agree at a distance, so there is no reason forwh-in-situ phrases to undergo

any LF movement. In the alternative semantics for questionsproposed by Ham-

blin (1973), LFwh-movement is not necessary, either. Hamblin (1973) suggests

that there is actually no semantic reason forwh-movement, mentioning that in

many languages, the word order of an interrogative sentenceis always that of the

corresponding indicative sentence. Given this, there is nosyntactic or semantic

reason to assume thatwh-in-situ phrases undergo any movement at LF.

For the semantics of focus elements andwh-elements, Beck (2006) proposes

(following Hamblin 1973 and Rooth 1992) thatwh-phrases and focus make use

of the same interpretational mechanism, and therefore focus may interfere with

a wh-in-situ. She suggests thatwh-phrases and focused phrases both introduce

alternatives into the computation. However, unlike focus,wh-phrases do not have

any ordinary semantic value. It is the function of the question operator Q to lift

the focus semantic value of thewh-phrase to the level of ordinary semantics. This

process can be understood as to be parallel to the traditional syntacticwh-licensing

by the abstract Q-morpheme (Baker 1970). Beck argues that intervention effects

follow from focus interpretation. More specifically, an intervention effect oc-

curs whenever a focus sensitive operator other than the question operator tries to

evaluate a constituent containing awh-phrase – the resulting LF fails to have an

ordinary semantic interpretation.

Syntactically, the effect can be analyzed as a case of intervention effect in-

duced by the intervening focus operator which has the interpretable focus feature

F (iF, following Pesetsky & Torrego’s 2004 notation). I assume that the inter-

rogative C has both an interpretable Q feature (iQ) and an interpretable F feature

(iF), and that awh-phrase has uninterpretable Q and F features (uQ, uF). Now the

wh-phrase has to be licensed by the interrogative C by the operation Agree, but

the intervening Focus with the interpretable F feature blocks the Agree relation
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3.2. FOCUS AND WH

between the two, as illustrated in (12).

(12) *[CP C[iQ,iF ] [ . . . Foc[iF ] . . . [ . . . wh[uQ,uF ] . . . ]]]

The structure of this chapter is as follows. In section 3.2, Iintroduce some

similarities between focus elements andwh-elements in order to motivate why

focus blocks the licensing ofwh-in-situ. In section 3.3, I provide a semantic ac-

count and a syntactic account of focus intervention effects. Conclusions are drawn

in section 3.4.

3.2 Focus and WH

Now the question is why focus should induce an intervention effect for wh-in-situ.

It is well-known that focused elements andwh-elements share some similarities

in terms of their overt syntax, semantics and phonology in a number of languages.

3.2.1 Syntactic Similarities

Wh-elements in questions and focused items share similarities in their overt syn-

tax in a number of languages. Some languages requirewh-phrases to appear in

the designated structural position for (contrastive) focus (for example, Hungar-

ian (Brody 1990), Basque (Ortiz de Urbina 1995, 1999), Chadic (Tuller 1992),

Malayalam (Jayaseelan 1999, 2003) and Serbo-Croatian (Stjepanović 2003)).Wh-

movement in these languages is argued to be an instance of focus movement. The

underlying idea is thatwh-phrases bear a focus feature that makes them target the

same position as other focused constituents.

Horvath (1986) suggested thatwh-fronting in a number of languages can be

analyzed as focus movement. This analysis has been convincingly applied to

Aghem, Basque, Hungarian, and Quechua (see e.g., Horvath 1986, Rochemont

1986,É. Kiss 1995), among other languages. In Hungarian and Serbo-Croatian,
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for example,wh-phrases appear in the positions in which contrastively focused

phrases occur.3 So the trigger forwh-movement in these languages seems to

be a focus feature rather than awh-feature (see also Bošković 1998, 2002 and

Stjepanović 2003). Horvath (1986) claims that if a language has a special po-

sition for contrastively focused phrases,wh-phrases will move to that position.

Her work establishes a correlation between movement ofwh-phrases and move-

ment of contrastively focused non-wh phrases, whereby a number of languages

that overtly move non-wh-phrases with this type of focus are analyzed as hav-

ing focus fronting ofwh-phrases. This seems plausible, given the similarity in

the interpretation ofwh-phrases and contrastively focused phrases (see Rooth’s

1985 semantics for focus which is nearly identical to Hamblin’s 1973 semantics

for questions). The correspondence between focus movementand the overt move-

ment ofwh-phrases in languages like Aghem, Basque, and Hungarian ledHorvath

to conclude thatwh-phrases are inherently focused.

Lipták (2001) argues convincingly that in Hungarian constituent questions,

wh-items overtly raise to the canonical position for focus (FocP) (not all the way

to SpecCP), which explains whywh-items and focus are in complementary dis-

tribution. A similar complementary distribution of awh-phrase and focus is also

observed in Italian by Rizzi (2001b), which led him to assumethat wh-phrases

move to Spec of FocP; therefore they compete with focused constituents for this

position.4

3Contrastive focus, also referred to as identificational or narrow focus, expresses exhaustive

identification and is accompanied by emphatic stress. It is important to distinguish it from simple

new informational focus, also referred to as presentational or wide focus. For discussion of the

two classes of foci, seéE. Kiss (1998a).
4Note that there is no such complementary distribution in English or German.

(i) a. Who did JOHN meet?

b. Wen
who

hat
has

(nur)
only

HANS
Hans

getroffen?
met

‘Who did (only) HANS meet?’
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In addition to the fact that in many languages,wh-phrases and contrastive fo-

cus occupy the same surface syntactic position, it is also observed that focus and

wh-phrases in-situ share the syntactic property of being insensitive to island con-

straints (see Rooth 1996).5 As exemplified in (13-a), an occurrence ofonlyoutside

the NP modified by the relative clause can readily associate with a focus inside the

relative clause. This distinguishes focus from quantifiers, which cannot take scope

outside their embedding noun phrases. The scope of the quantifiers in (13-b) is

restricted to the relative clause.6 Similarly, in (13-c) the second occurrence ofwho

is structurally embedded in an island, but semantically hasscope at the level of

thewh-complement oftell.

(13) a. Dr. Svenson only rejected the proposal that [John]F submitted.

b. Dr. Svenson rejected the proposal that no student/almostevery stu-

dent submitted.

c. Tell me who rejected the proposal that who submitted.

(Rooth 1996: 283f.)

5Rooth (1996) also notes that similar insensitivity to islands can be observed for indefinites (cf.

Abusch 1994). For instance, the indefinite NP in italics in (i) can take scope outside the containing

NP:

(i) Dr. Svenson usually rejects [NP the first three proposals thata studentsubmits]

(Rooth 1996: 284)

See Reinhart’s (1997) choice function analysis for the indefinite NP taking wide scope.
6Similarly, (i) lacks a reading where for each book there is a possibly different student who

thinks John will buy it.

(i) Some student thinks that John will buy every book.

This shows that QR is constrained by finite clause boundaries. See among others Rodman (1976)

and May (1977, 1985). See also von Fintel & Iatridou (2003) and Cecchetto (2004) for some

discussion.

65



CHAPTER 3. FOCUS INTERVENTION EFFECTS

Note that overtwh-movement ofwhoout of the relative clause leads to ungram-

maticality, as the relative clause is an island for extraction (cf. Ross 1967):

(14) *Tell me who John rejected the proposal that t submitted.

Rooth (1985) notes that these data refute the scoping (i.e.,via LF movement)

approach to the logical form of focus, since that approach requires logical forms

where the focused phrase has been moved out of an island.7 This concern has

led Rooth (1985) to develop an in-situ theory of focus interpretation, in which

a focused constituent such asJohnF in (13-a) need not undergo movement to

the position of the focus sensitive operatoronly. Interestingly, Rooth’s (1985)

focus semantics turns out to be nearly identical to Hamblin’s (1973) semantics for

questions, which seems to support the idea to draw a parallelbetween focus and

wh. The semantic parallels between focus andwh-elements will be discussed in

detail in 3.2.3.

Wh-in-situ in English multiple questions as in (13-c) does notdisplay island

effects, either. This fact has always been a problem for the standard assumption

in the generative grammar thatwh-in-situ has to move to interrogative SpecCP to

create an operator-variable structure at LF. Traditional GB accounts (e.g., Huang

1982, Lasnik and Saito 1984) attribute the absence of islandeffects ofwh-in-situ

to a special fact about LFwh-movement.8 In recent approaches towh-in-situ,

however, especially in the approach developed by Reinhart (1992, 1997, 1998), it

is assumed thatwh-in-situ does not move at LF but is interpreted in-situ as a choice

function variable, which is long-distance bound by the question existential oper-

7Proponents of movement analysis of contrastive focus (which goes back a proposal by Chom-

sky 1976) andwh-in-situ (see e.g., Huang 1982) would have to assume that there are two kinds

of LF-movement, one that obeys island constraints (e.g., QR) and one that does not (LFwh-

movement and focus movement). Huang (1982) proposed such anasymmetry between overt and

covert (LF)wh-movements: only overtwh-movement is subject to Subjacency.
8More specifically, Huang (1982) and Lasnik and Saito (1984) conclude that Subjacency does

not apply to LF movement.
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ator. Another approach to the island insensitivity ofwh-in-situ has been explored

in terms of alternative semantics by Hamblin (1973), under which thewh-phrase

is interpreted to denote a set of alternatives (e.g., Ramchand 1997, Kratzer and

Shimoyama 2002, Beck 2006). Both choice function analysis and alternative se-

mantics analysis forwh-in-situ assume that no movement ofwh-in-situ is involved

and therefore there is no violation of island constraints.

To sum up, it has been shown that there are some syntactic parallels between

focus andwh: (i) in many languages,wh-phrases overtly undergo movement to the

position which is designated for focus elements, suggesting thatwh-movement in

these languages is an instance of focus movement; (ii) in cases where focus and

wh remain in-situ (as in the English examples in (13)), they areboth able to take

scope out of a syntactic island.

3.2.2 Phonological Similarities

Phonologically, awh-element carries a pitch accent which is characteristic of fo-

cused elements. An often-noted property ofwh-elements is that they have to carry

focal stress in order to receive a question word meaning, especially when they stay

in-situ.9 This can be illustrated in the German examples in (15). With no focal

9This is also noted in Chomsky (1995: 387, note 69). So in examples like (i), the in-situ

wh-phrase has focal stress (and might have wide scope under a focus interpretation); the example

degrades when that property is removed.

(i) a. Who saw whát?

b. Whom did you persuade to do whát?

Note also that although primary stress falls onwh-in-situ, a secondary stress (as in the single

wh-question) is assigned to the frontedwh-phrase (cf. Kennedy 2005: 21).

In German, too,wh-in-situ has to carry a pitch accent (typical of focus) whilethewh-phrase in

SpecCP can, but need not, be stressed if additional focusingis intended. (Caroline Féry, p.c.).

Zubizarreta (1998: 92ff.) notes that if focus is defined as the nonpresupposed part of the sen-

tence (cf. Jackendoff 1972), then the focus of a question is thewh-phrase, by definition. It is then
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stress, thewh-in-situ gets an indefinite reading, as seen in (15-b):10

(15) a. Wer
who

hat
has

WAS

what
gelesen?
read

‘Who read what?’

remarkable that the frontedwh-phrase in a question such as (ii) does not, and may not, bear NS

(nuclear stress).

(ii) a. What did John réad?

b. *Whát did John read?

To account for this, Zubizaretta suggests that in Germanic and Romance the difference between

fronted and in-situwh-phrases is in the way they are licensed. She proposes that while a fronted

wh-phrase is licensed syntactically, by virtue of occupying the specifier position of a functional

category with the feature [+wh] (i.e., via the feature-checking mechanism),wh-in-situ is licensed

prosodically, i.e., bearing nuclear stress (NS), illustrated in (iii):

(iii) a. Who ate whát?

b. Who knows what whó bought?

cf. *Who knows what who bóught? (Zubizarreta 1998: 95)

Ginzburg & Sag (2000: 250) also suggest the following generalization:

(iv) In a multiplewh-interrogative, allwh-phrases except the first must be accented.

Thus, in all the examples in (v) the noninitialwh-words are focused.

(v) a. What did whó take whére?

b. Who gave whát to whóm?

c. Who said whát about whén?

See also Bolinger (1978).
10This seems to show that in-situ questionwh-words have the feature [+focus] in addition to

the feature [+wh], as proposed by Lipták (2001) among others. Indefinitewh-words, on the other

hand, have the feature [+wh] but lack the feature [+focus]. See den Dikken (2003) for the feature

composition ofwh-constituents.
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b. Wer
who

hat
has

was
what

gelesen?
read

‘Who read something/anything?’

In Korean, too, where allwh-words stay in-situ,wh-words must be stressed

in order to be interpreted as interrogative pronouns. Without focal stress, thewh-

word is interpreted as an indefinite, as illustrated in (16) (cf. Choe 1985):11

11Note that in declarative sentences,mwues-ul‘what-ACC’ can only be interpreted as an indefi-

nite pronoun:

(i) a. Konghang-eyse
airport-LOC

nwu(kwu)-ka
who-NOM

Mira-lul
Mira-ACC

chac-ko
look for

iss-ess-ta.
be-PAST-DEC

‘Someone was looking for Mira at the airport.’

b. Mira-nun
Mira-TOP

mwues-ul
what-ACC

masi-ess-ta.
drink-PAST-DEC

‘Mira drank something.’

In colloquial German, too,wh-pronouns are variants of indefinite pronouns in certain contexts,

as in (ii). Note that thewh-pronouns cannot be focused in these contexts.

(ii) a. Ich
I

habe
have

was/etwas
what/something

gegessen.
eaten

‘I ate something.’

b. Da
there

hat
has

wer/jemand
who/someone

angerufen.
called

‘Someone called.’

c. Ist
Is

da
there

was/etwas
what/something

passiert?
happened

‘Did something happen?’

Haider (2004: 153) notes that German provides independent evidence for the obligatory oper-

ator status of awh-element in a functional spec-position since in-situwh-elements can be either

interpreted as indefinite pronouns orwh-expression:

(iii) a. Wie
how

oft
often

hat
has

wer
who

angerufen?
phoned-up

(ambiguous)

‘How often did someone call?’ - ‘Who called how often?’
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(16) a. Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

MWUES-ul
what-ACC

masi-ess-ni?
drink-PAST-Q

‘What did Mira drink?’

b. Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

mwues-ul
what-ACC

masi-ess-ni?
drink-PAST-Q

‘Did Mira drink something/anything?’

In the case of multiplewh-question as in (17), allwh-words have to carry focal

stress to get the multiplewh-question reading:

(17) NWUKWU-ka
who-NOM

MWUES-ul
what-ACC

sa-ss-ni?
buy-PAST-Q

‘Who bought what?’

This shows that focal stress has the function of distinguishing between the ques-

tion word meaning and the indefinite existential meaning ofwh-pronouns in Ger-

man and Korean.12

Other languages corroborate this view: Deguchi and Kitagawa (2002) and

Ishihara (2002) show that Japanesewh-questions always exhibit focus intona-

b. Wer
Who

hat
has

oft
often

angerufen*(?)
called?

‘Who has called often?’ vs. *‘Someone has often called.’

If the wh-pronoun is moved to SpecCP, it cannot be interpreted as an indefinite pronoun. By virtue

of being in the SpecCP position, it is bound to function as an operator.

Wh-phrases in Persian can also be interpreted either as a question pronoun or as an indefinite

NP depending on presence vs. absence of stress (cf. Karimi 2003).
12The same strategy is used to disambiguatewh-pronouns in Chinese (cf. Xu 1990: 357):

(i) a. Zheli
here

QUE-LE

is missing
shenme
something

‘There is something missing here.’

b. Zheli
here

que-le
is missing

SHENME?
what

‘What is missing here?’
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tion (i.e., all interrogativewh-words are focused in Japanese); Hayes and Lahiri

(1991) show that interrogativewh-words exhibit the same prosodic pattern as con-

trastively focused elements in Bengali.

3.2.3 Semantic Similarities

The idea thatwh-elements are similar to focus elements is also supported byse-

mantic considerations. It has long been thought that the semantics of questions

and the semantics of focus (particularly, contrastive focus) are closely related.

In particular, Rooth (1985, 1992) developed alternative semantics for focus along

the same lines as Hamblin’s (1973) alternative semantics for questions. In Rooth’s

system, a focus marked constituent triggers the existence of a nontrivial alterna-

tive set that is available for use by certain focus sensitiveoperators (likeonly or

even). This alternative set for a sentence with a focus marked constituent is basi-

cally Hamblin’s (1973) set of possible answers to the parallel question. A focused

constituent in a sentence evokes alternatives in a similar way as awh-word does in

a question. Analyses ofwh-questions in terms of Hamblin’s alternative semantics

have been explored by, e.g., Ramchand (1997), Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002).

In recent work, Beck (2006) also suggests that bothwh-phrases and focus

make use of the semantic mechanism that introduces alternatives (following Ham-

blin 1973 and Rooth 1985, 1992). The idea is thatwh-phrases and focus are inter-

preted in an analogous way.

To illustrate the connection between the semantics of focusand the seman-

tics of questions, let’s first consider the sentence in (18) with the subject NPJohn

focused. Rooth (1985, 1992) suggests that the sentence is associated with two se-

mantic objects: first, there is the (ordinary) semantic value of the sentence (written

[[.]] o), which is the single proposition in (19) – the set of possible worlds in (19-a)

and given informally in (19-b).

(18) [John]F left.
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(19) a. λw. John left inw

b. that John left

Besides this proposition, the ordinary semantic value, thesentence (18) makes

salient a set of alternative propositions – for example, theset in (20-a). This is

the focus semantic value (to be marked [[.]]f ) of the sentence (18). Informally,

the focus semantic value for a phrase of category S is the set of propositions

obtainable from the ordinary semantic value by replacing the/each focus with an

alternative of the same type. The focus semantic value for (18) will be the set of all

propositions of the form ‘x left’, where the variablex ranges over the alternatives

for John. This is stated more generally in (20-b) and in a more formal terms in

(20-c) (where whereD is the domain of individuals):

(20) a. {that John left, that Bill left, that Amelie left, . . .}

b. {thatx left | x ∈ D}

c. {p : p = λw. x left in w | x ∈ D}

The focus value of a sentence without a focused constituent is simply the singleton

set containing its ordinary semantic value.

Now consider the question in (21), which differs minimally from the focus

example in (18) in that thewh-phrase takes the place of the focused item. Accord-

ing to Hamblin’s (1973) analysis of questions, the meaning of a question is a set

of propositions corresponding to potential answers to the question, both true and

false ones.13 A sample set is given in (22-a). More generally, this is the set of

propositions in (22-b) (and in more formal terms in (22-c)).

(21) Who left?

(22) a. {that John left, that Bill left, that Amelie left, . . .}

13Karttunen (1977) added the qualification that only those alternatives which are in fact true

(i.e., only true answers to the question) belong to the interrogative meaning.
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b. {thatx left | x ∈ D}

c. {p : p = λw. x left in w | x ∈ D}

It is obvious that the focus semantic value of the sentence (18) is identical to the

ordinary semantic value of the question (21).14 The wh-phrase, like the focused

element, triggers the introduction of alternatives – in that respect, their semantic

roles are the same. In contrast to a focused phrase, however,introducing alter-

natives seems to be the only semantic role of awh-phrase. Thewh-phrase has

nothing corresponding to the ordinary semantic value of thefocused element.

Beck (2006) follows Rooth (1985, 1992) in attributing a twofold semantic con-

tribution to focused expressions: their ordinary semanticvalue on the one hand,

and a set of alternatives of the same type, i.e., their focus semantic value, on the

other. Awh-phrase shares with focus only the second type of contribution. Beck

14Given this, a simple constraint forcing question-answer congruence can be stated as follows:

the focus semantic value of the answer has to be identical to the meaning of the question (i.e.,

[[Q]] o = [[A]] f ).

Rooth (1992) proposes a more refined version of question-answer constraint: the ordinary se-

mantic value of a question is a subset of the focus semantic value of a corresponding answer, as

stated in (i).

(i) Question–Answer Constraint: In a question–answer pair<Q, A>, [[Q]] o ⊆ [[A]] f

This is so, since in a question-answer pair as in (ii),

(ii) Q: Who left?

A: [John]F left.

the ordinary semantic value of the question in (ii) includesonly propositions based on the choices

for x which are people, as given in (iii):

(iii) {thatx left | x ∈ D ∧ person (x)}

But for present purposes, we may ignore this difference.
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suggests that unlike focus, thewh-phrase makes no ordinary semantic contribu-

tion.15 In this sense, thewh-phrase is a semantically deficient focus element, as

proposed by Kim (2002b). Beck (2006) proposes that the ordinary semantic value

of thewh-phrase is in fact undefined. Sincewh-phrases occur in expressions that

have a perfectly well-defined ordinary semantic value, something must rescue the

structure as a whole from undefinedness; this is precisely the role of the ques-

tion operator Q. On her analysis, the LF of (21) is (23), and the question operator

Q lifts the focus semantic value of awh-phrase to the level of ordinary seman-

tics. This process can be understood as to be parallel to the traditional syntactic

wh-licensing by the abstract Q-morpheme (as proposed by Baker1970).

(23) [Q [ who left]]

Note that the idea thatwh-words introduce alternatives and that the question op-

erator maps these into the ordinary semantic value has also been proposed by von

Stechow (1991).

To sum up, it is obvious that there is some interesting semantic parallel be-

tween the semantics of focus and the semantics of questions.In alternative se-

mantics analysis (as proposed by Hamblin 1973 and Rooth 1985, 1992), both

wh-words and focus make use of the semantic mechanism that introduces alterna-

tives.

3.3 Analysis of Focus Intervention Effects

The common properties of focus andwh-elements described in section 3.2 can

be incorporated into the semantic and syntactic analysis offocus intervention ef-

fects. Following the generalization of focus interventioneffects proposed by Kim

(2002a,b), Beck (2006) proposes a semantic analysis of the intervention effects

15See Ramchand (1997) for a similar idea for question words in Bengali.
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based on focus semantics, which will be introduced in 3.3.1.In section 3.3.2, I

will show how the intervention effects can be analyzed in thesyntax, building on

my previous proposals.

3.3.1 Semantics of Focus Intervention Effects

For the semantics of focus elements andwh-elements, Beck (2006) proposes that

wh-phrases and focus make use of the same interpretational mechanism; therefore

focus may interfere with awh-in-situ. She suggests thatwh-phrases and focus

both introduce alternatives into the computation, but thatwh-phrases do not have

any ordinary semantic value, unlike focus. It is the function of the question op-

erator Q to lift the focus semantic value of thewh-phrase to the level of ordinary

semantics, a process which can be understood as parallel to the traditional syntac-

tic wh-licensing by the abstract Q-morpheme (an idea going back toKatz & Postal

1964; see also Baker 1970). Beck argues that an interventioneffect occurs when-

ever a focus sensitive operator other than the question operator tries to evaluate

a constituent containing awh-phrase – the resulting LF fails to have an ordinary

semantic interpretation.

The Idea

Consider (24-a), a prototypical intervention effect example, and its LF structure

(24-b), in which the C position is filled with a question operator Q, for thewh to

associate with. The structure contains a focused phrase andan operator (only in

the example) that associates with focus.

(24) a. *Only JohnF invited who?

b. *[Q . . . [Op [
φ

. . . XPF . . . wh . . . ]]]

The strategy pursued in Beck (2006) is to derive the ungrammaticality of such

structures from the interpretation component of the grammar. To do this, one
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must specify how questions on the one hand and association with focus on the

other hand are interpreted compositionally, and then the interaction between these

operations.

Let us first look at the focus semantics. According to Rooth’s(1985, 1992)

alternative semantics for focus, a focused constituent is marked by a focus F in

the syntactic representation, which is interpreted phonologically by the placement

of a pitch accent on the constituent, and semantically by thecompositional rules

which assign interpretations to linguistic expressions. Consider (25) with focus on

John. Rooth proposes that this example is associated with two semantic objects:

first, there is the ordinary semantic value (written as [[.]]o), which is the single

proposition in (26).

(25) [John]F left.

(26) [[[John]F left]] o ordinary semantic value

= λw. John left inw

= that John left

In addition to the ordinary semantic value, (25) makes salient a set of alternative

propositions – e.g., the set in (27). This is the focus semantic value (written as

[[.]] f ) of the example. Informally, the focus semantic value for a sentence is the set

of propositions obtainable from the ordinary semantic value by replacing the/each

focus with an alternative of the same type. The focus semantic value for (25) will

be the set of all propositions of the form ‘x left’, where the variablex ranges over

the alternatives forJohn.

(27) [[[John]F left]] f focus semantic value

= {that John left, that Bill left, that Amelie left, . . .}

= {thatx left | x ∈ D}

= {p : p = λw. x left in w | x ∈ D}
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For questions, the standard semantic theory (Hamblin 1973,Karttunen 1977)

holds that the denotation of a question is the set of possibleanswers to the ques-

tion, as illustrated in (29) for (28).

(28) Who left?

(29) {that John left, that Bill left, that Amelie left, . . .}

= {thatx left | x ∈ D}

= {p : p = λw. x left in w | x ∈ D}

Note that the focus semantic value of (25) is identical to theordinary semantic

meaning of the question in (28). Awh-phrase, like a focus, triggers the introduc-

tion of alternatives, and in that respect, their semantic roles are the same. However,

unlike focus,wh-phrases do not have any ordinary semantic value. Beck (2006)

proposes that the ordinary semantic value of thewh-phrase is in fact undefined,

and that it is the function of the question operator Q to lift the focus semantic

value of thewh-phrase to the level of ordinary semantics. LF structure for(28) is

given in (30):

(30) [Q [who left]]

Things go wrong when there is a focus in the question whose contribution is eval-

uated within the question, i.e. within the scope of the Q operator, as schematized

in (31):

(31) *[Q . . . [Op [
φ

. . . XPF . . . wh. . . ]]]

For the focus on XP to be evaluated within the scope of the Q operator means that

there is a focus sensitive operator, here: Op, which uses thesemantic contribution

of the focus. Op could beonly or evenor the like, or in Rooth’s (1992) more

indirect framework for association with focus, it could be the focus operator∼.

When focus is evaluated at the level of a phraseφ, focus semantic values enter into
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ordinary semantics. For example, in order to derive the semantics of ‘Only John

left’, we need to consider both the proposition ‘John left’,and alternative proposi-

tions of the form ‘x left’ for alternativesx to John. This means that with all focus

sensitive operators (other than the question operator), weuse the ordinary as well

as the focus semantic values ofφ. Moreover, the effect of focus is neutralized, i.e.

for external purposes the expressionφ behaves as if all foci had been reset to their

ordinary semantics. The problem that arises with (31) is that thewh-phrase has no

ordinary semantic value. Thus the ordinary semantic value of φ is undefined. This

undefinedness is inherited by the larger structure. But since the focus semantic

value has been reset to the ordinary semantic value, the sister node of the Q oper-

ator has neither a well-defined ordinary nor a well-defined focus semantic value.

Not even the Q operator can save the structure from undefinedness. This is why

structures like (31) are unacceptable. We now move on to the explicit semantic

proposal by Beck (2006).

The System

We begin with (32-a), which is associated with the LF structure in (32-b) (cf.

Rooth 1992):16

(32) a. [only [JohnF left]]

b. [onlyC [∼ C [
α

JohnF left]]]

The two semantic values ofJohnF are shown in (33) (whereD is the domain of

individuals). Compositional interpretation integrates both into the larger structure,

16Beck (2006) assumes that focus sensitive operators likeonlyare attached to verbal projection

and clausal nodes (extended verbal projections), as arguedin Büring & Hartmann (2001) and

suggested earlier in Jacobs (1983) for German. This holds even for the cases of apparent DP

adjunction in many of the intervention data. The same shouldhold for ∼ operator. As for the

possible adjunction sites for the∼ operator, Rooth (1992) assumes that it is freely adjoined to

phrases in LF.
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yielding (34) for the category labeledα in (32-b):

(33) a. [[JohnF]] o = John ordinary semantic value

b. [[JohnF]] f = D = {John, Bill, Amelie, . . .} focus semantic value

(34) a. [[α]] o = λw. John left inw

b. [[α]] f = {λp : p = λw.x left in w | x ∈ D}

= {that John left, that Bill left, that Amelie left, . . .}

According to Rooth (1992, 1996), focus evokes a set of alternative propositions in

a presuppositional way. This idea is implemented by using a focus interpretation

operator∼ which introduces a presupposed alternative set, as follows.17

(35) a. [[∼ C φ]] o is defined only ifC is a subset of [[φ]] f containing [[φ]] o

and at least one other element.

If defined, [[∼ C φ]] o = [[φ]] o.

b. [[∼ C φ]] f = {[[ ∼ C φ]] o}

In Rooth’s theory, whenever the contribution of focus is used in the semantics, the

focus interpretation operator∼ is involved. The∼ operator adjoined to a syntactic

phraseφ is a purely presuppositional operator: it introduces a presupposed alter-

native setC whose interpretation is constrained to be a subset of the focus seman-

tic value ofφ, containing the ordinary value ofφ and at least one other element.

Note that the∼ operator uses both the ordinary and the focus semantic valueof its

sister node, and it evaluates all foci in its scope unselectively (clause (35-a)) and

neutralizes their contribution by resetting the focus semantic value of the whole

structure to a singleton containing the ordinary semantic value (clause (35-b)).

17(35) is the definition stated in Rooth (1992, 1996). Beck (2006) leaves out the clause “con-

taining both [[φ]]o and at least one other element” from the definition. I adopt Rooth’s definition

as otherwise we cannot guarantee that the proposition expressed byφ is a member ofC, which is

necessary to interpret sentences likeOnly JohnF left.
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A focusing adverb quantifies over propositions and, like other quantifiers in

natural language, its domain is restricted. The Roothian idea of association with

focus is implemented as follows: the restriction of the adverb is a variable coin-

dexed with the presuppositional variableC introduced by the∼ operator. The

semantics ofonly is given in (36).Only is an operator that takes two arguments, a

contextually determined set of propositionsC and the propositionp expressed by

the sentenceφ (see Rooth 1996):

(36) [[onlyC φ]] o = 1 iff for all propositionsp ∈ C, if p is true, thenp = [[φ]] o.

Only says that among the propositions in the setC, the single true one is the one

corresponding to the ordinary semantic value ofφ. Accordingly, (32-a) means

that among the relevant propositions inC, the only true one is the proposition that

John left.

For the interrogative, its LF structure is given in (37-b), with the Q operator.

(37) a. Who left?

b. [Q [
φ

who left]]

Now Beck assumes that while awh-phrase has a well-defined focus semantic

value in (38-b), its ordinary semantic value is undefined (see (38-a)). Both in-

terpretive properties project to the larger structure thatcontains thewh-phrase,

labeledφ in (37-b). The ordinary semantic value ofφ is also undefined, while its

focus semantic value is the set of alternatives given in (39-b).

(38) a. [[who]]o is undefined.

b. [[who]]f = D

(39) a. [[φ]] o is undefined.

b. [[φ]] f = {p : p = λw. x left in w | x ∈ D}
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(39-b) is already the semantic object we want for the ordinary semantics of the

question (cf. Hamblin 1973). It is the task of the question operator Q to lift the

focus semantic value of its sister node to the level of the ordinary semantics. This

gives us the desired semantics for the example.

(40) a. [[Qφ]] o = [[φ]] f

b. [[Q φ]] f = {[[Q φ]] o}

(41) [[[Q [
φ

who left]]]] o = [[[
φ

who left]]]f = {p : p = λw. x left in w | x ∈ D}

The Q operator is a focus sensitive operator which operates on the focus semantic

value of the clause containingwh to produce the ordinary semantic value for the

question as a whole.18 So there are two focus sensitive operators in the framework

proposed here: Q and∼.

The Intervention Effect

We are concerned with (42-a) and the LF structure in (42-b). The Q operator

is associated with thewh-phrase,JohnF wants to associate withonly via the∼

operator, and the Q operator takes scope overonly.

(42) a. *Only JohnF invited who?

b. [CP Q [IP3
onlyC [ IP2

∼ C [ IP1
JohnF invited who]]]]

The category IP1 contains an element whose ordinary semantic value is undefined

(namely,who); hence IP1 does not have an ordinary semantic value. Similarly, the

18See von Stechow (1991) for a similar idea. Portner and Zanuttini (2000: 220) also suggest

that the Q morpheme is a focus sensitive element which operates on [[IP]]f , the focus semantic

value of IP, to produce the ordinary semantic value for the question as a whole:

(i) [[Q(IP)]] o = {p : p is true andp ∈ [[IP]] f}

This seems to be essentially the same idea as Beck’s (2006).
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category labeled IP2 cannot have a well-defined ordinary semantic value. Then

the focus semantic value of IP2 cannot be defined (due to the semantic definition

of the∼ operator in (35-b)). So are both [[IP3]] o and [[IP3]] f . It is precisely the

focus semantic value of IP3 which should be the input to the question operator;

since it is undefined, the whole structure does not have an interpretation. These

steps are shown in (43):

(43) [[IP1]] o is undefined.

[[IP2]] o is undefined, hence [[IP2]] f is undefined.

[[IP3]] o and [[IP3]] f are both undefined.

[[CP]]o is undefined.

A structure that cannot be assigned an interpretation is notgrammatical:19

(44) Principle of Interpretability(Beck 2006: 16)

An LF must have an ordinary semantic interpretation.

Hence, intervention effect examples are predicted ungrammatical as they are un-

interpretable.

The focus operator∼ extends to cases that involve no particle such asonly.

Consider the Korean example (45-a), which is ungrammaticaldue to the interven-

ing focus elementMIRA, and its structure (45-b):

(45) a. *MIRA -ka
Mira-NOM

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Who did MIRA invite?’

b. [CP Q [IP2
∼ C [ IP1

MiraF invited who]]]

19Cf. Heim & Kratzer’s (1998: 48) view of uninterpretability as one source of ungrammaticality:

uninterpretable structures are those filtered out by the semantic component of the grammar. The

idea is consistent with Chomsky’s (1986, 1995) principle ofFull Interpretation, requiring every

element of PF and LF, the two interface levels of linguistic representation, to have an appropriate

interpretation – being licensed in the relevant sense.
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In (45-b), [[IP1]] o is undefined since thewh-phrase’s ordinary semantics is unde-

fined. Accordingly, [[IP2]] o is undefined; but then [[IP2]] f is also undefined. [[IP2]] f

is the input to the question operator, but is undefined, so there is no coherent in-

terpretation, and thus ungrammaticality.20

Overt movement (here, scrambling) of thewh-phrase across the problematic

intervener circumvents the intervention effect. The traceleft behind by thewh-

phrase is an ordinary variable, and as such, does not interfere with the forma-

tion and evaluation of alternative sets. The crucial category φ in (46-b) has well-

defined ordinary and focus semantic values, which happen to contain an ordinary

variable bound from the outside.

(46) a. Nwukwu-luli
who-ACC

Mira-man
Mira-only

ti chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Who did only Mira invite?’

b. [Q [nwukwu-luli [
φ

MiraF-man ti chotayha-ess-ni]]]

[[φ]] o = that only Mira invitedx

[[φ]] f = {that only Mira invitedx}

20Beck (2006) notes that the intervention effect disappears when the question with an interven-

ing focus element is embedded and the focus element can be associated with a focusing adverb in

the matrix clause, as illustrated by the contrast in (i-a) and (i-b):

(i) a. ??Wen
whoacc

hat
has

LUISE
Luise

wo
where

gesehen?
seen

‘Where did LUISE see who?’

b. Ich
I

habe
have

mich
myself

(nur)
(only)

gefragt,
asked

wen
whoacc

LUISE
Luise

wo
where

gesehen
seen

hat.
has

‘I (only) wondered where LUISE saw who.’

Her interpretation of this is that focus onLuiseneeds to be evaluated in both cases, but (i-a) offers

no obvious adjunction site for the∼ operator outside the scope of Q. Adjunction within the scope

of Q leads to the intervention effect. In (i-b), on the other hand, focus can be (ifonly associates

with Luise: has to be) evaluated outside of the scope of the embedded Q. The example is well-

formed. Thus, it is not focus that intervenes, but evaluation of focus.
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These facts indicate that thewh-phrase in (46) is interpreted in its moved position,

and that alternatives are introduced by thewh-phrase.

A wh-phrase which is not c-commanded by a coindexed Q operator will be un-

interpretable, since the expression it is contained in can never have a well-defined

ordinary interpretation; in fact, the Q operator must be theclosest c-commanding

operator. If thewh-phrase is c-commanded by an intervening focus sensitive

operator (here: the∼ operator), the result will be uninterpretability, despitethe

(higher) c-commanding Q operator. The∼ operator makes use of both the ordi-

nary semantic value and the focus semantic value of its sister node, and it resets the

focus semantics to the ordinary semantics. However, the unlicensedwh will have

the consequence that the sister to the∼ operator has no ordinary semantic value.

Beck (2006) proposes the general prediction in (47), which is essentially a refor-

mulation of Kim’s (2002a,b) empirical generalization (1),here repeated in (48):

(47) A wh-phrase may not have the∼ operator as its closest c-commanding

potential binder.

*[Q i . . . [∼ C [
φ

. . . whi . . . ]]] (Beck 2006)

(48) A focus phrase may not intervene between awh-phrase and its licensing

complementizer.

*[ CP Qi . . . [ FocP [ . . .whi . . . ]]] (Kim 2002a,b)

Regarding the class of interveners, Beck assumes that problematic interveners in

a given language are the expressions that are accompanied bya∼ operator.

Some comments on this assumption are in order. I have shown inchapter

2 that some quantifiers in Korean (e.g.,hangsang‘always’, cacwu ‘often’) do

not induce intervention effects forwh-in-situ. Under Beck’s (2006) analysis, this

would mean that while quantifiers in German (which are assumed to be harmful

interveners) always come with a∼ operator, those quantifiers in Korean do not

necessarily come with a∼ operator.
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However, it seems to me that this still does not solve the problem of crosslin-

guistic variation regarding problematic interveners. Whyshould one and the same

quantifier come with a∼ operator in one language but not in another?

For example, the interpretation of the quantificational adverb hangsang‘al-

ways’ in Korean seems to be sensitive to focus just like Englishalwaysor German

immer, but it does not induce intervention effect forwh-in-situ.

Some relevant examples in which quantifiers give rise to focus affected read-

ings are given below (cf. Rooth 1985).

(49) a. Mary always takes John to the MOVIES.

≈ If Mary takes John anywhere, she takes him to the movies.

b. Mary always takes JOHN to the movies.

≈ If Mary takes anyone to the movies, she takes John to the movies.

Exactly the same focus effect in interpretation can be observed in Korean with the

quantificational adverbhangsang‘always’.

(50) a. Mira-nun
Mira-TOP

hangsang
always

Minswu-lul
MinswuACC

YENGHWAKWAN-ey
cinema-to

teyliko ka-n-ta
take-PRES-DEC

‘Mira always takes Minswu to the CINEMA.’

(≈ ‘If Mira takes Minswu anywhere, she takes him to the cinema.’)

b. Mira-nun
Mira-TOP

hangsang
always

MINSWU-lul
Minswu-ACC

yenghwakwan-ey
cinema-to

teyliko ka-n-ta
take-PRES-DEC

‘Mira always takes MINSWU to the cinema.’

(≈ ‘If Mira takes anyone to the cinema, she takes Minswu to the

cinema.’)
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However, this should not be the case in Beck’s (2006) analysis. She proposes the

following generalization:

(51) (= Beck’s (79))

If an element Y is an intervener in language X, then any focus contained

in the scope of Y should have the same options of focus evaluation as a

focus contained in the scope of an obligatorily focus-sensitive item (like

‘only’) in X. If Y is not an intervener in X, then Y does not have to come

with a ∼ operator, and a focus contained in the scope of Y should be

completely free in its evaluation.[emphasis mine]

As shown in (50), the quantificational adverbhangsang‘always’ evaluates the

focus in its scope just like Englishalwaysor Germanimmer, even though it is

not a harmful intervener forwh-licensing in Korean. It seems to me that the right

generalization should be something like the following:

(52) If an expression X is an intervener in a given language, then X gives rise

to a focus-affected reading in that language.

NOT: If an expression X gives rise to a focus-affected reading in a given

language, it is an intervener in that language.

But as far as I can see, we still cannot explain why the set of problematic inter-

veners varies between languages. Kim’s (2002a,b) generalization that the core set

of interveners, which is crosslinguistically stable, consists of focus phrases (not

quantifiers in general) seems to hold in any case.

The General View of Intervention Effects

In principle, we could expect that the∼ operator acts as an intervener whenever

alternative semantics is involved, because the propertiesof the∼ that cause the

intervention effect inwh-constructions – unselectivity and resetting of focus se-

86



3.3. ANALYSIS OF FOCUS INTERVENTION EFFECTS

mantic value – should trigger a similar minimality effect inother focus-related

constructions. This is stated as theGeneral Minimality Effect, which excludes

constellations of the form in (53), where the∼ operator (i.e., the operator evalu-

ating focus alternatives) intervenes in the evaluation of the alternatives introduced

by XP1, because it prevents the alternatives introduced by XP1 from being passed

up to the position where they could be evaluated by Op1:

(53) General Minimality Effect(cf. Beck 2006, Beck & Kim 2006)

The evaluation of alternatives introduced by an XP cannot skip an inter-

vening∼ operator.

*[Op1 . . . [∼ C [
φ

. . . XP1 . . . ]]]

When XP1 is not awh-phrase, this effect would not necessarily be observed as

uninterpretability, i.e. ungrammaticality. Rather, it would consist in the absence

of a certain interpretation, namely the one where the alternatives introduced by

XP1 are evaluated by OP1.

3.3.2 Syntax of Focus Intervention Effects

As noted above, in Kim (2002b) I proposed that in focus-sensitive licensing, no

independent focus element should intervene between the licensor and the licensee.

The domain of ‘focus-sensitive licensing’ includeswh-licensing, AltQ-licensing,

and NPI-licensing. In all of these cases, we have a focus element which needs to

be licensed by some operator in order to be interpreted. In this subsection I will

provide an syntactic analysis ofwh-licensing and the intervention effects.

Wh-Licensing

For a long time, the standard assumption in Generative Grammar (especially

the classical Government-Binding model) was thatwh-phrases have to move to

an operator position for semantic reasons, more precisely,for reasons of scope.

The wh-phrase must be in a position taking scope over the whole sentence (cf.
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Chomsky 1976, 1977, 1981, Higginbotham and May 1981, Lasnikand Saito

1984, 1992, and May 1985). In various languages, including Chinese and Ko-

rean among others,wh-phrases do not move to some operator position in overt

syntax. Huang (1982) proposes thatwh-phrases inwh-in-situ languages, even

though they do not move in overt syntax, nevertheless undergo movement at LF

to the specifier position of an interrogative C (cf. also May 1985 and Rizzi’s 1996

Wh-Criterion).21 But the LF movement assumption has always faced the problem

that covert movement ofwh-in-situ does not show the island effects observed for

overtwh-movement.

In the minimalist framework (Chomsky 2000, 2001 and most recently, Chom-

sky 2008) it is assumed that overtwh-movement is not triggered by the need to

check some feature, but is merely driven by EPP (oredge-featureEF), a purely

syntactic requirement on configuration which does not involve any feature match-

ing.22 In languages like English, the interrogative C head has an EPP feature, thus

triggering an overtwh-movement. The interrogative C inwh-in-situ languages,

on the other hand, does not have any EPP feature, so there is noreason for overt

movement. Feature checking is done by Agree at a distance, sothere is no reason

for LF wh-movement, either.

21Rizzi (1996) proposes that theWh-Criterion apply universally at LF. So it forces each overtly

in-situwh-expression (both inwh-movement languages andwh-in-situ languages) to raise covertly.

Semantically, the LF position of thewh-phrase corresponds to its scope position. TheWh-Criterion

is stated as follows (see May 1985, Rizzi 1996):

(i) a. A wh-operator must be in a Spec-Head configuration with a C[+wh].

b. A C[+wh] must be in a Spec-Head configuration with awh-operator.

22It should be noted here that Chomsky (2000, 2001, 2008) proposed different versions of the

role of EPP for dislocation. I will not discuss it in detail here but just refer to Grewendorf (2005)

for an overview. What is relevant for my discussion is that overtwh-movement is not triggered by

wh-feature checking, but by the need to satisfy the EPP property of the phase head, as proposed in

Chomsky (2008).
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In the alternative semantics for questions proposed by Hamblin (1973) (which

I adopt),wh-movement is not necessary, either. The association between a wh-

phrase and the questions operator is done ‘at a distance’ without any covertwh-

movement. Hamblin (1973) suggests that there is actually nosemantic reason for

wh-movement, mentioning that in many languages, the word order of an interrog-

ative sentence is always that of the corresponding indicative sentence.

From this, I conclude thatwh-phrases in-situ do not undergo any LF movement

(featural or phrasal). Their features will be checked by an interrogative C via

Agree at a distance.23

Feature Checking

Feature checking is done by the Agree operation, which has the following proper-

ties (cf. Chomsky 2000, 2004):

(54) (i) Agree between a probe P and a goal G is based on the relation

Matching under the locality condition of closest c-command, where

Matching is feature identity.

(ii) Agree deletes the uninterpretable features of P and G, allowing der-

ivations to converge at LF.

For the relation between an interrogative C and awh-phrase, Chomsky (2000:

128) proposes that thewh-phrase has an uninterpretable [wh] feature (making it

active) and an interpretable [Q] feature, which matches theuninterpretable [Q]

feature of the interrogative complementizer.

23The underlying motivation for theWh-Criterion is scope assignment forwh-phrases; the scope

of a wh-phrase is marked in syntax by the presence of a [+Q] head. Butthere is no principled

motivation for this proposal, especially for the Spec-Headrelationship. In my approach,wh-

phrases simply have to be licensed by an interrogative complementizer via Agree in order to be

interpreted. “Licensing” can be understood as “making interpretable” in some sense.
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(55) Chomsky’s (2000) proposal about the relation between Cand thewh-

phrase

a. probe: [uQ] in C

b. goal: [iQ,uwh] in wh-phrase

Instead, I propose that awh-phrase has an uninterpretable Q feature and an unin-

terpretable F(ocus) feature ([uQ,uF]) which both need to be checked against the

interpretable features [iQ,iF] of the interrogative C. Only then can the structure

containing thewh-phrase be assigned a proper interpretation at LF. This mirrors

the semantics for questions.

(56) My proposal (mirrors the semantics):

a. probe: [iQ,iF] in C

b. goal: [uQ,uF] in wh-phrase (must be valued by C)

c. The probe must have a complete set of features matching those of

the goal in order to delete its uninterpretable features (≈ Maximize

Matching Effectsproposed by Chomsky 2001).

The principle of Full Interpretation holds, such that an LF should contain only

interpretable material. LFs with unchecked uninterpretable features are therefore

ungrammatical.

It seems natural to assume that it is the question feature [Q]on C that is inter-

pretable, not the feature on thewh-phrase. I will illustrate why.

As Pesetsky and Torrego (2004) and Rizzi (2004a) note, it is the interroga-

tive C, rather than thewh-phrase in SpecCP, which “types” a clause as interroga-

tive (cf. Cheng 1991). The behavior of clauses which host intermediate steps of

successive-cyclicwh-movement supports this alternative, since it is clear thatit is

the interpretability of the C which contributes to the typing of the clause, not the

wh-phrase in its specifier position, as illustrated in (57) (leaving out the irrelevant

intermediate traces at the outer Spec ofv):
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(57) [CP Whati do you think [CP t′i that John likes ti]]?

The embedded CP is a declarative clause, selected by the verbthinkwhich cannot

embed a [+Q] complement clause.

The Q feature is expressed by special complementizers likeif in English,ob in

German, and various questions particles in different languages. In Korean, for ex-

ample, the Q-morpheme (which is analyzed as a morphologicalrealization of the

interrogative C) has the same form for bothwh-questions and Yes/No-questions,

and it types the clause as interrogative. Awh-pronoun can be interpreted as an

interrogative pronoun only if there is a licensing Q-morpheme. In the absence of

such Q-morpheme, it is interpreted as an indefinite pronoun.This is illustrated in

(58-a,b):

(58) a. Mina-nun
Mina-TOP

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

manna-ss-ni?
meet-PAST-Q

‘Who did Mina meet?’

b. Mina-nun
Mina-TOP

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

manna-ss-ta
meet-PAST-DEC

‘Mina met somebody.’

Other evidence for C having an interpretable Q feature comesfrom multiplewh-

questions. Multiple occurrences ofwh-phrases are all linked to a single interrog-

ative C and are interpreted as expressing a “single”n-ary Q-operator binding the

multiplewh-variables.

(59) Who bought what?

(60) Nwukwu-ka
who-NOM

mwues-ul
what-ACC

sa-ss-ni?
buy-PAST-Q

‘Who bought what?’

‘For which pairx, y is it the case thatx boughty.’
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Kratzer (2005) also proposes that awh-pronoun carries an uninterpretable [Q]

feature which has to Agree with the interpretable [Q] feature of the interrogative

Q operator. She further suggests that from the perspective of Hamblin semantics,

multiple wh-questions are a case of interrogative concord. Her main proposal is

that thewh-words themselves are indefinites which introduce sets of individual

alternatives. Theirwh-features are uninterpretable and only indicate agreement

with an abstract element present in clause structure, in this case the Q operator,

residing somewhere in the left periphery of the sentence. The idea thatwh-words

are interpreted in situ and are related to a single abstract question morpheme was

actually explicitly proposed in Baker (1970) (see Kratzer 2005: 126).

Note also that the presence of awh-pronoun is not an idiosyncratic property

of only interrogatives. In English, for example, awh-pronoun can also introduce

a relative clause:

(61) This is the manwho teaches me the guitar.

Here, too, it must be the [Rel] feature on C which determines the type of the

clause it introduces, not thewh-pronoun in its Spec position. I will assume that

thewh-pronoun in this case has an uninterpretable [Rel] feature which must enter

an Agree relation with an interpretable [Rel] on C.

To sum up, it seems reasonable to assume that the interrogative C has the

interpretable Q feature, not thewh-phrase, since it is the C which makes a crucial

contribution to the semantic interpretation of the clause it heads.

Intervention Effects

On the syntactic side I assume that the Agree relation between thewh-phrase and

the interrogative C is disturbed by an intervening Foc operator. An intervention

effect occurs whenever a focus phrase intervenes between the interrogative C and

thewh-phrase in-situ, as shown in (62) with the relevant features:
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(62) *[CP C[iQ,iF ] [ . . . Foc[iF ] . . . [ . . . wh[uQ,uF ] . . . ]]]

Thewh-element has uninterpretable features [uQ,uF], which must be checked by

the interpretable features of a matching operator. Only theinterrogative C has the

complete set of interpretable features [iQ,iF] for the [uQ,uF] of thewh-in-situ and

so only it can Agree with thewh-in-situ, deleting all uninterpretable features.

The intervening focus operator (which comes with the focused element) has

an interpretable focus featureiF, but it cannot Agree with thewh-in-situ because

it does not have the featureiQ. Even though Foc does not match on every feature

with wh-in-situ and hence cannot be in an Agree relation with it, it does induce an

intervention effect.

A wh-phrase not licensed by a Q operator will be uninterpretable, since it can

never have a well-defined ordinary semantics; in fact, the Q operator must be the

closest c-commanding operator, as it is the only operator which can lift the focus

semantic values introduced bywh-phrases to an ordinary semantic value.

Intervention effects can be explained both in syntax (failure of Agree) and

semantics (failure of interpretation).

The following examples from section 3.3.1 show that it is an intervening probe

(the focus operator or a focus sensitive adverb) which induces an intervention

effect, not an intervening goal (the focused element itself). The intervention effect

disappears when a question with an intervening focus element is embedded, and

the focus element can be associated with a focus sensitive adverb in the matrix

clause, as illustrated by the contrast in (63-a) and (63-b):

(63) a. ??Wen
whoacc

hat
has

LUISE
Luise

wo
where

gesehen?
seen

‘Where did LUISE see who?’

b. Ich
I

habe
have

mich
myself

(nur)
(only)

gefragt,
asked

wen
whoacc

LUISE
Luise

wo
where

gesehen
seen

hat.
has

‘I (only) wondered where LUISE saw who.’
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Focus onLuiseneeds to be evaluated in both cases, but (63-a) offers no obvious

adjunction site for the focus operator∼ outside the scope of Q. Adjunction within

the scope of Q leads to an intervention effect. In (64-b), on the other hand, focus

can be evaluated outside of the scope of the embedded Q (and ifonly associates

with Luise, it has to be). The example is well-formed; thus, it is not an intervening

goal (the focused element itself) that induces an intervention effect, but a probe

(the focus operator which evaluates focus).24

Most speakers who I consulted found examples like (64-b) in German or

(65-b) in English rather marginal, where the focus-sensitive adverbonlyassociates

with awh-element (here marked in italics).

(64) a. Wen
whoacc

hat
has

Maria
Maria

eingeladen?
invited

‘Who did Maria invite?’

b. ?*Nur
only

wen
whoacc

hat
has

Maria
Maria

eingeladen?
invited

‘Only whom did Maria invite?’

24Pesetsky (2000: 62) provides a very similar example. For instance, (i) cannot have a pair-list

reading due to the intervening focus phraseonly Mary. But the acceptability of the pair-list reading

reemerges as long asonly Mary receives matrix scope (some degree of focal stress ononly Mary

facilitates this reading), as in (ii):

(i) ??Which boy did only Mary introduce which girl to ?

(ii) Sue asked which boy only Mary introduced which girl to .

[i.e., Mary is the only person such that Sue asked which boy this person introduced which

girl to.]

This shows that the intervention effect is sensitive to the scope (LF position) of the intervener. This

seems parallel to the case with a universal quantifier in German, discussed in chapter 2, section

2.2.2. Recall that the intervention effect disappears if the universal quantifier takes wide scope

over the entire question at LF.
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(65) a. Who bought what?

b. ?*Who bought onlywhat?

The same effect is observed in Korean, as illustrated in (66-b). The sentence

sounds very strange to my ears.

(66) a. Mina-nun
Mina-TOP

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Who did Mina invite?’

b. ?*Mina-nun
Mina-TOP

nwukwu-man(-ul)
who-only(-ACC)

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Only whom did Mina invite?’

My interpretation of this is that thewh-phrase is in the scope of an intervening

focus-sensitive operator (a probe) and the latter will block the Agree relation be-

tween thewhand the Q operator. As the intervening focus-sensitive operator does

not have the complete set of interpretable features [iQ,iF], it cannot delete the un-

interpretable features [iQ,iF] of thewh-phrase. As a result, thewh-phrase cannot

be assigned any interpretation at LF, violating the principle of Full Interpretation.

This is another case of intervention effects induced by an intervening probe (here,

a focus sensitive operatoronly).

Now one might ask why an intervening probe blocks Agree between a goal

and a more remote probe even though it does not have the full set of features

of the goal. This seems to contrast with the cases where a defective probe does

not show an intervention effect for Agree, discussed in Chomsky (2000, 2001).

Chomsky observes that no intervention effect is induced if the intervening goal

or probe does not haveall the relevant matching features. He discusses examples

with an intervening expletive Expl and an intervening nonfinite raising T. They

are both defective in the sense that they do not have the full set of φ-features.

Chomsky further argues that due to this defective property,neither of them can

induce an intervention effect for Agree with a remote goal ora probe.

95



CHAPTER 3. FOCUS INTERVENTION EFFECTS

Let me illustrate this with defective T, selected either by Cor V. If selected

by C, it has a full complement ofφ-features; if by V, it isdefective(cf. Chomsky

2000: 102). According to Chomsky, deletion of features is a “one fell swoop”

operation, dealing with the entireφ-set; its features cannot selectively delete. So

only a probe with a full complement ofφ-features is capable of deleting the feature

that activates the matched goal. In the case of raising as in (67), nonfinite raising

T is defective (Tdef ) in that it has only an uninterpretable [person] feature.

(67) Johni seems [TP t′i to [vP ti like horses]]

Movement of DP headed byJohnto [Spec, Tdef ] will delete only theφ-set of T

(= uninterpretable [person]) but not the (uninterpretable) structural Case feature

of DP; so the DP can undergo further movement and agreement with the matrix

finite T.

But there seem to be many cases in which an intervening probe or a goal does

induce an intervention effect even though it does not have the full set of matching

features of the remote goal. In recent work, Rizzi (2004b) discusses such cases

involving various types of overt movement and proposes to modify Relativized

Minimality in terms offeature class, instead offeature identity. According to his

new proposal, Relativized Minimality (RM) effects are expected to arise within

the same feature class but not across classes. One such case of RM effects is the

so-called “weak island effect”: movement of a DP-specifierhow many/muchor

an adjunctwh-phrase is blocked not only by an interveningwh-phrase in SpecCP,

but also by an intervening negation, focus or a quantificational adverbial (see also

Starke 2001).25 Rizzi (2004b) proposes that these expressions belong to thesame

feature class (i.e., “quantificational”) and exhibit an RM effect for wh-movement.

This can be illustrated in the following examples from Starke (2001: 5). Awh-

25Similar effects are found in NPI-licensing, too. It is not only an intervening NEG opera-

tor which induces an intervention effect; other quantifiersor scalar expressions also block NPI-

licensing. See Chierchia (2004) for some discussion.
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movement of an adverbialhow such as (68) is blocked if a negation (69-a), a

focalized element (69-b), anotherwh-element (69-c), or a quantificational adverb

(69-d) intervenes.

(68) Howi do you think that I should cook this stuff ti?

(69) a. *Howi don’t you think that I should cook this stuff ti?

b. *Howi do you think that,THIS STUFF, I should cook ti, not those

eggplants over there?

c. *Howi do you wonderwhy I should cook this stuff ti?

d. ?*Howi should Ioften cook this stuff ti?

Rizzi (2004b) shows convincingly that on the one hand his earlier RM analysis

(i.e., Rizzi 1990) based on the A/A’-distinction is too strict as not all interven-

ing A’-specifiers trigger a minimality effect on A’-chains.But on the other hand,

Chomsky’s (1995) Minimal Link Condition, which is based on feature identity,

is too liberal to capture minimality effects involving featurally distinct positions

(negation andwh, for instance) as shown in (69). Note that an intervening nega-

tion or a quantificational adverb does not have the complete set of features of the

wh-element. Still negation or a quantificational adverb induces an intervention

effect for extraction ofhow many/muchor wh-adjuncts. Based on these facts,

Rizzi (2004b) suggests that the theory of locality needs a more refined typology

of structural positions and proposes that Relativized Minimality should be defined

in terms of a feature class, not feature identity. The feature classes proposed by

Rizzi (2004b) are listed in (70).

(70) a. Argumental: person, number, gender, case

b. Quantificational: Wh, Neg, measure, focus, . . .

c. Modifier: evaluative, epistemic, Neg, frequentative, celerative, mea-

sure, manner, . . .

d. Topic
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The argumental features of (70-a) are the traditionalφ-features and define the

A-positions. Note that the class of A’-positions is split into several subclasses

in (70-b)–(70-d). Rizzi (2004b) then concludes that RM effects are found only

within the same featural class but not across classes.

To sum up, there are many cases in which an intervening element (be it a

probe or a goal) which does not have the full set of matching features can induce

an intervention effect. The intervention effect for thewh-in-situ induced by an

intervening focus operator which I discuss in this chapter is also one such case.

There are several classes of examples which are problematicto Chomsky’s (2000,

2001) assumption that only a probe or a goal with a full set of matching features

induces an intervention effect.

Beck (2006) proposes that the cause of the focus intervention effect lies in the

“unselectivity” of the focus operator, which evaluatesALL focus semantic values

in its domain. This means that a higher Q operator would end upwith nothing

to operate on (recall that Q operates on the focus semantic values of its sister

category), and then the whole structure cannot be interpreted as a question. If this

is correct, it would mean that theiF of Foc does not allow anyuF in its domain to

pass it without evaluation – Foc “catches” all focus alternatives.

This behavior is crucially different from that of the Q operator itself, as we

know from the “Baker ambiguity” (also absence ofWh-Island effects in Chinese

(cf. Huang 1982, Tsai 1999) and in some dialects of Japanese (cf. Ishihara 2002)).

Sentence (71) is ambiguous: in-situwhat may take either the embedded scope

(a felicitous answer in (71-a)) or the matrix scope paired with who (a felicitous

answer in (71-b)).26,27

26There have been some dissenting views regarding the possibilities of a wide scope reading of

what (Kuno and Robinson 1972), but the majority of linguists (Chomsky 1973, Lasnik and Saito

1984, 1992, Pesetsky 1987) seem to agree with Baker. See Pesetsky (1987: 123, fn. 12) and

references therein.
27Note that the scope of thewh-phrase moved to a specifier position of an interrogative C inthe

overt syntax is frozen at its surface position. Sowherein the embedded SpecCP in (71) takes only
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(71) Who remembers where we bought what?

a. Mary remembers where we bought what.

b. Mary remembers where we bought thewine, andJohnremembers

where we boughttea.

The situation withwh-in-situ contrasts with overt movement out of an embedded

interrogative clause, which is not possible in English (violating theWh-Island

Constraint (cf. Chomsky 1973)):

(72) ?*Whati do you remember where we bought ti?

It is not clear how the asymmetry between “overt” and “covert” wh-scoping can

be accounted for in the current minimalist framework. Chomsky (2000: 128)

suggests that theWh-Island Constraint is a defective intervention effect: the[Q]

feature of an already checkedwh-phrase (e.g.,where in (72)) bars attraction of

lower [Q] although the blocking element itself cannot move or check the unin-

the embedded scope and cannot take the matrix scope. So answers like (i) are not possible:

(i) John remembers what we bought inFrankfurt, Mary remembers what we bought in

Düsseldorf, . . .

(ii) Who remembers what we bought where?

does have the meaning in (i) but lacks the one in (71-b).

Some syntactic principle requires that awh-word that haswh-moved overtly cannot undergo fur-

ther covertwh-movement. In Baker’s system, there must be syntactic principles ensuring that an

overtlywh-moved item cannot be coindexed with a Q-morpheme besides the one it has moved to.

This can be analyzed as a case of the operator freezing effectproposed by Bošković (2008):

(iii) Operator in operator-variable chains cannot undergofurther operator movement.

See also Lasnik and Saito (1992) and Rizzi (2004a).
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terpretable feature of the probe.28 But then the question is why there is no such

intervention effect in (71).

Another problem with the defective intervention analysis of the wh-island ef-

fect is that not onlywh-movement out of awh-island but also topicalization out of

awh-island leads to ungrammaticality in English, as illustrated in (73):29

(73) ?*That doctori, I wonder wherej John met ti tj.

28Defective intervention has it that an intervening goal (defined in terms of c-command) will bar

the probe from entering in an Agree relation with a lower goalwhich bears an unchecked feature,

even if the intervening goal is defective in the sense of not bearing an unchecked feature matching

that of the probe (Chomsky 2000: 123). This situation is illustrated schematically in (i), whereα is

the probe,β is the inactive (defective) goal,γ is the active (non-defective) goal, and> represents

c-command.

(i) The Defective Intervention Constraint(Chomsky 2000, 2004)

α > β > γ

(*Agree (α, γ), β andγ are matching goals for the probeα, andβ is inactive due to a prior

Agree with some other probe.)

29As noted by Fanselow (1987: 56–64) and Müller and Sternefeld (1993), topicalization of an

object across awh-island is only mildly deviant (a subjacency-like effect) in German, as illustrated

in (i) (examples are from Müller and Sternefeld 1993: 485):

(i) ??Radiosi
radiosacc

weiß
know

ich
I

nicht
not

[CPwiej

how
(daß)
that

[ IP man
one

tj ti repariert]]
repairs

However, extraction of awh-phrase across a (topic orwh-) island or topicalization across a topic

element is always bad:

(ii) a. *Wasi
whatacc

glaubst
believe

du
you

[CPgesternj
yesterday

hat
has

[ IP Ede
Ede

tj ti repariert]]?
repaired

b. *Welches
which

Radioi
radioacc

weißt
know

du
you

nicht
not

[CPwiej

how
(daß)
that

[ IP man
one

tj ti
repairs

repariert]]?

c. *Radiosi
radiosacc

weiß
know

ich
I

nicht
not

[CPgesternj
yesterday

hat
has

[ IP Ede
Ede

tj ti repariert]]
repaired
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It is obvious that the interveningwh-phrasewheredoes not share a feature with the

topic phrasethat doctorwhich can be probed by the matrix Top(ic) head. In fact,

thewh-phrase should carry a focus feature if any, and definitely not a topic feature.

As thewh-phrase cannot count as a closer goal for topicalization (for the probe of

Top(ic) head), it should not bar attraction ofthat doctorto [Spec, TopP] in (73).

Note that a topic element also creates a strict island for both topicalization and

wh-movement in the Germanic languages (the so-called “topic island effect”).

The following examples from English (see Lasnik and Saito 1992) and German

(Müller and Sternefeld 1993) illustrate the topic island effect for wh-movement.

(74) a. *Whati do you think that for Ben’s carj , Mary will pay ti tj?

b. *Ich
I

weiß,
know

weni

whoacc

du
you

sagtest
said

[CP Edej
Ede

habek
hassubj

[ IP tj ti getroffen
met

tk]]

These illustrate the same problem for Chomsky’s (2000) defective intervention

analysis: Why should the topic element, which does not have any features in

common with thewh-phrase, blockwh-movement?30 These observations show

that theWh-Island Constraint cannot not be analyzed as an instance of the Defec-

tive Intervention Effect.

What we have to assume to account for thewh-island condition seems to be

that movement is subject to a locality condition and that C allows only one spec-

ifier in English or German. Then movement is impossible from inside a clause

whose SpecCP is occupied by a distinctwh-phrase (due to locality or the Phase

Impenetrability Condition PIC).

See Müller and Sternefeld (1993) for an analysis of this contrast, based on the assumption that top-

ics head their own topic phrase (TopP), and that long topicalization is successive cyclic movement

through the embedded SpecTopP, not through the embedded SpecCP.

Günther Grewendorf (p.c.) suggested to me that such a contrast can be explained by the ban on

improper movement in terms of the hierarchy of movement types (see Grewendorf 2003).
30This is also problematic for Rizzi’s (2004b) proposal as Topic does not belong to the same

featural class aswh. See (70) above.
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Nissenbaum (2000: 223) claims that there is no such thing as awh-island,

and derives the ungrammaticality of examples like (72) fromthe following (wh-

spellout) parameter setting for languages like English:

(75) Englishwh-movement: Apply spellout after exactly onewh-phrase raises

to the periphery of an interrogative clause.

The deviance of so-calledwh-island violations is claimed to result from violating

the sequence of operations imposed by the spellout parameter setting. The move-

ment itself is not blocked. (75) imposes the ordering of the three steps shown in

(77) for the sentence that is embedded in (76). Sincewhat is assigned a pronun-

ciation in-situ (step two in (77)), there is no way for the chain to be re-assigned a

pronunciation at the head.

(76) ?*What did you ask who bought?

(77) Three steps in the derivation of “Who bought what”:

a. Step one:raisewho [CP whoi C0 [whoi bought what]]

b. Step two:spellout the internal domain

[CP whoi C0 [“ <who>i
bought what”] ]

c. Step three:raisewhat

[CP whoi <what>j
C0 [“ <who>i

bought whatj”] ]

Consequently, (76) – which embeds this sentence – cannot be derived without

violating the spellout parameter (75) (or, alternatively,violating superiority).31

31Chomsky’s (1973: 246) formulation of the Superiority Condition is shown in (i):

(i) The Superiority Condition

a. No rule can involve X, Y in the structure

. . . X . . . [. . . Z . . . WYV . . . ] . . . ,

where the rule applies ambiguously to Z and Y, and Z is superior to Y.

b. The category A is ‘superior’ to the category B if every major category dominating

A dominates B as well but not conversely.
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Nissenbaum claims that the covert movement out of anwh-clause itself is not

blocked, based on the observation that not all languages exhibit wh-island effects.

However, the grammaticality of examples like (78), noted byLasnik and Saito

(1992: 118), seems to be a problem for Nissenbaum’s analysis.

(78) Who wonders what who bought t?

Nissenbaum (2000) assumes that superiority (= attract closest) constrains the or-

der of movements. But then, at the point of derivation of the embedded CP, (78)

should involve a superiority violation and the derivation will be ruled out.

Notice that (78) is grammatical but with a restricted interpretation. Thewh-

in-situ who in the embedded clause may only take matrix scope, not embedded

scope; that is, it contrasts withwhat in Baker’s (1970) example (71) above. This

is suggested by the fact that (79-a) is an appropriate answerto (78), but (79-b) is

not.

(79) a. Mary wonders whatBill bought, andSuewonders whatTombought.

b. Mary wonders what who bought.

With the embedded scope reading forwho, it has exactly the status of the examples

in (80), which are ungrammatical due to a superiority violation (or a violation of

the economy principle Shortest Move in the minimalist framework):

(80) a. *John wonders what who bought t.

b. *What did who buy t?

In order to capture this type of contrast, Baker (1970) proposed a Q morpheme in

interrogative Comp; scope of awh-phrase might be represented via coindexation

with matrix or embedded Q, so thatwhat in (71) would be coindexed with either

matrix or embedded Q, whereaswhoin (78) would be coindexed only with matrix

Q. But it is not clear whywho in (78) cannot be coindexed with the embedded Q
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in Baker’s system.

To account for the contrast between the grammaticality of (78) and the un-

grammaticality of (80), Lasnik and Saito (1992) proposed the Operator Disjoint-

ness Condition, reformulated by Epstein (1998) as a more natural principleof

scope marking: theScope Marking Condition(SMC):

(81) The Operator Disjointness Condition(Lasnik and Saito 1992: 120–121)

a. A wh-phrase X in [Spec, CP] is O-disjoint (operator-disjoint) from

awh-phrase Y if the assignment of the index of X to Y would result

in the local A’-binding of Y by X (at S-Structure).

b. If two wh-phrases X and Y are O-disjoint, then they cannot undergo

Absorption.

(82) Scope-Marking Condition(Epstein 1998: 190)

In the LF component, awh-in-situ Y can adjoin to awh-chain X only if

X c-commanded Y at S-Structure.

By the Scope-Marking Condition, the wh-in-situ who in (78) cannot adjoin to

what in the embedded [Spec, CP] for the same reason that a similar adjunction

cannot occur in (80): all members of thewh-chain<what, t> do not c-command

who at S-structure. Thewh-chain headed bywho in matrix [Spec, CP] does,

however, c-command thewh-in-situwho, so that the latter term can be adjoined at

the matrix level. The scope of thewh-in-situ who is therefore at the matrix level,

yielding an interpretation associated with answer (79-a).In contrast, the SMC will

permit scope marking forwhatin (71) at both the embedded and the matrix levels,

because all members of thewh-chains headed by bothwhoandwherec-command

whatat S-structure.

The contrast between (71) (thewh-in-situ whatcan take either matrix or em-

bedded scope) and (78) (thewh-in-situwhocan only take matrix scope) shows that

the economy strategy (i.e., Shortest Move or Attract Closest) involved in superi-
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ority is interpretation-dependent, i.e., it determines the most economical way rel-

ative to interpretative goals. As Fox (1995) puts it, the reference set for economy

includes only derivations that end up with the same interpretations (see Reinhart

2006 for more discussion). These are instances of economy which have an effect

at the semantic interface (see Kitahara 1993, Reinhart 1995, Sternefeld 1996).32

The intervening subjectwh-phrasewho in (78) does not block the extraction of

the lowerwh-phrasewhatas long as it does not take the same scope as the latter.

In my analysis, too, the Baker ambiguity is unexpected as theC of the embed-

ded CP has a full set of features [iQ,iF] which would match the uninterpretable

features ofwh-in-situ. We would then expect thewh-in-situ to Agree only with

the closer embedded C under locality, but never with the matrix C.

(83) [CP who1 C[iQ,iF ] [ IP t1 remembers [CP where2 C[iQ,iF ] [ IP we bought

what[uQ,uF ] t2 ]]]]

To account for the Baker ambiguity, Beck (2006) assumes thatthe Q operator

is “selective”, unlike the focus operator, in the sense thatit only binds the variables

that it is coindexed with. This is compatible with Baker’s (1970) syntactic analysis

of the ambiguity, illustrated in (84). Baker proposes to represent the scope ofwh-

phrases by coindexing thewh-phrase with the Q morpheme in the Comp of an

interrogative clause.

(84) a. [Q1 who1 [t1 remembers [Q2,3 where2 [we bought what3 t2]]]]

b. [Q1,3 who1 [t1 remembers [Q2 where2 [we bought what3 t2]]]]

Beck (2006) further notes that the “selectivity” of the Q operator also accounts for

the cases of focus inside a question as in (85) from English and in (86), a parallel

example from German.

32This observation shows that Nissenbaum’s PF analysis (see (75)) cannot be the correct way to

account for the superiority effects, for PF cannot see the different interpretations involved.
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(85) a. I only wonder who BILL invited.

b. [ onlyC [ ∼ C [ I wonder [Q1 [who1 Bill F invited ]]]]] (LF)

(86) Ich
I

habe
have

mich
myself

(nur)
(only)

gefragt,
asked

wen
whoacc

LUISE
Luise

wo
where

gesehen
seen

hat.
has

‘I (only) wondered where LUISE saw who.’

The intervening Q operator only binds the variable it is coindexed with. It does

not bind the variables introduced by focus onBill in (85) orLuisein (86).

But neither Baker’s (1970) nor Beck’s (2006) analysis says anything about

what determines the indexing of the Q morpheme (or the Q operator).33

The Role of Prosody in Multiple Wh-Questions

One extra factor to consider is prosody, which plays an important role for the

interpretation of the Baker-sentences. The apparent ambiguity of a Baker-sentence

like (87) is actually dependent on the focal prosody. The embeddedwh-phrase in-

situ can take matrix scopeonly if it carries focal stress. Otherwise it is interpreted

as taking embedded scope (see Erteschik-Shir 1986, Zubizarreta 1998, Kennedy

2005).

33Before moving on, I mention an interesting observation about Baker-sentences made by Dayal

(1996, 2002). According to Baker (1970), questions such as (i-a) allow a list reading which pairs

the matrix subject and the embedded object (i-b). Dayal (1996, 2002) notes that such readings

only appear when the higherwh-word is in the same clause as an embedded multiple question (a

configuration she calls the “wh-triangle”); the list reading disappears when an intermediate clause

separates them, as in (ii).

(i) a. Which student knows where Mary bought which book?

b. Johnknows where Mary boughtAspectsandBill knows where she boughtBarriers.

(ii) Which student said that John knows where Mary bought which book?

Dayal (1996) proposes that the list reading of (i) arises notfrom movement of the embeddedwh-

word in this case, but rather from QR of the entire embedded question into the main clause. See

Dayal (2002) for a recent analysis of this phenomenon.
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(87) Who remembers where we bought what?

a. Who remembers where we bought what?

(‘For whichx, x knows where we bought what.’)

b. Who remembers where we bought whát?

(‘For which< x, y >, x knows where we boughty.’)

Chomsky (1995, 2008) also notes that in multiplewh-questions, the in-situwh-

phrase has focal stress and might have wide scope under a focus interpretation.

Interestingly, the pair-list interpretation disappears if stress is shifted, as in (88):

(88) Who NEVER saw what?

This also looks like an instance of a focus intervention effect.

Zubizarreta (1998) notes that in interrogatives involvingwh-phrases (which

she considers to be inherently focused words), Nuclear Stress is contained within

the presupposed part of the sentence, but not the focused part.

(89) a. What did John réad?

b. *Whát did John read?

Based on this, she argues that in both Germanic and Romance, focus is licensed

syntactically in questions, in contrast with focus in statements, which is licensed

prosodically. This leads her to make the following claim (p.92):

(90) A frontedwh-phrase is licensed by virtue of occupying the specifier posi-

tion of a functional category with the feature [+wh] (i.e., via the feature-

checking mechanism).

On the other hand, awh-in-situ in (91) bears Nuclear Stress, indicating that a

wh-in-situ is licensed prosodically (rather than in terms of feature-checking).
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(91) Who bought whát?

She therefore assumes the following (p. 93, (168)):

(92) In the languages under discussion [i.e., German, English, Spanish and

French], awh-phrase is licensed either syntactically, but not both.34

At least in English, the Superiority Condition also seems toplay a role. Unlike

(92), the following example is surprisingly not ambiguous.The embedded subject

wh-in-situ in (93) must take matrix scope. It also has to be focused, otherwise the

example is very marked (see (94)) (Peter Sells, p.c.). Without this focal stress, the

wh-phrase cannot take matrix scope, but if it takes embedded scope, the example

will be an instance of a superiority violation, just like (95).

(93) Who knows what whó bought?

a. *Johndoes. (= John know what who bought.)

b. Johnknows whatMary bought,Lilly knows whatJanebought, . . .

(94) *Who knows what who bought?

(95) *John knows what who bought.

Earlier, in section 3.2.2 I have mentioned that in languageslike German or Korean

in which thewh-pronouns can be ambiguous between interrogative and indefinite

interpretation, the focal stress on thewh-in-situ has a disambiguating role, here

repeated in (96) (German) and in (97) (Korean) (stress marked with ′):

(96) a. Wer
who

hat
has

wás
what

gelesen?
read

‘Who read what?’

34This assumption seems to be a bit too strong for German as a frontedwh-phrase in SpecCP in

German can, though need not, be stressed if some additional focusing is intended (Caroline Féry,

p.c.).
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b. Wer
who

hat
has

was
what

gelesen?
read

‘Who read something/anything?’

(97) a. Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

mwués-ul
what-ACC

masi-ess-ni?
drink-PAST-Q

‘What did Mira drink?’

b. Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

mwues-ul
what-ACC

masi-ess-ni?
drink-PAST-Q

‘Did Mira drink something/anything?’

Note that with an intervening focus phrase (here,nur dem Hans, thewh-in-situ can

only be interpreted as indefinite NP. Under this interpretation, (98) is grammatical.

(98) Wer
whonom

hat
has

nur
only

dem
thedat

Hans
Hans

was
what

gezeigt?
showed

‘Who showed only Hans something/anything?’

But if we put focal stress on the in-situwh-pronoun (which allows thewh-pronoun

be interpreted as a question word), (98) becomes ungrammatical. This is so be-

cause the intervening focus phrase blocks the Agree relation between the inter-

rogative C and thewh-in-situ (a focus intervention effect).

It is claimed in the literature (cf. Nishigauchi 1990, Watanabe 1992) that

Japanese exhibitswh-island effects at LF. Accordingly, an example like (99) is

unambiguous. It can only have the reading (99-a), but not (99-b):

(99) John-wa
John-TOP

[Mary-ga
Mary-NOM

nani-o
what-ACC

katta
bought

ka]
Q

kikimasita
asked

ka?
Q

a. ‘Did John ask what Mary bought?’

b. ‘What did John ask whether Mary bought?’

In this respect, Japanese differs from Chinese, which is claimed to lack thewh-

island effect (originally noted by Huang 1982). It should benoted that the judge-
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ment status ofwh-island effect in Japanese reported in the literature varies from re-

searcher to researcher. For example, Takahashi (1993) finds(99) ambiguous with

respect to the scope of thewh-phrasenani-oas in (99-a,b) whereas for Watanabe

(1992), (99) can only have the embedded scope for thewh-phrase.

There is some interesting recent work on thewh-island effects in Japanese

which take the prosody of thewh-questions more seriously (e.g., Deguchi & Kita-

gawa 2002, Ishihara 2002, and Hirotani 2003). What is interesting for our discus-

sion is the observation that examples like (99) are indeed ambiguous in Japanese

and the choice ofwh-scope is associated with specific patterns of prosody of the

wh-construction. Deguchi & Kitagawa (2002) and Ishihara (2002) claim that a

wh-phrase takes embedded scope when deaccenting triggered bythe wh-phrase

ends on the embedded Q-marker, as in (100-a). When the domainof deaccenting

extends to the matrix Q-marker, as in (100-b), thewh-phrase takes matrix scope

(underlining indicates the domain of deaccenting).

(100) a. John-wa
John-TOP

Mary-ga
Mary-NOM

nani-o
what-ACC

katta
bought

ka
Q

kikimasita
asked

ka?
Q

’Did John ask what Mary bought?’

b. John-wa
John-TOP

Mary-ga
Mary-NOM

nani-o
what-ACC

katta
bought

ka
Q

kikimasita
asked

ka?
Q

‘What did John ask whether Mary bought?’

The point that both Ishihara (2002) and Deguchi & Kitagawa (2002) make is that

the ambiguity in (99) is resolved by constraints on the syntax-phonology interface.

As far as I can see, prosody seems to play an important role in Korean ques-

tions, too. The following example is ambiguous. Thewh-phrase in the embedded

clause can take either embedded scope ((101-a)) or matrix scope ((101-b)):

(101) Mira-nun
Mira-TOP

[Yuna-ka
Yuna-NOM

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

phathi-ey
party-to

chotayha-ess-nunci]
invite-PAST-Q

alko
know

siphe ha-ni?
want to-Q
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a. ‘Does Mira want to know who Yuna invited to the party?’

b. ‘Who does Mira want to know whether Yuna invited to the party?’

To get the matrix scope, thewh-phrase has to be pronounced with heavy focal

stress. Without the stress, it cannot take matrix scope, only embedded scope.

This is reminiscent of the prosody pattern in the Baker-sentences that I mentioned

above. We have seen that thewh-phrase in-situ in the embedded clause can take

matrix scope only if it has focal stress.

To sum up, there is a large literature on phenomena involvingwh-questions,

but very few studies have paid attention to the prosody of therelevant examples.

I have shown in this subsection that we need to consider the prosody of thewh-

questions to provide a better analysis of thewh-scope marking. This is certainly a

promising interface area (syntax-semantics-phonology) for future research.

Absence of Intervention Effects with Overt Movement

Another question to be answered is why overt movement (wh-scrambling orwh-

movement) is not itself subject to any Intervention Effect.

Let me first note that unlike Japanese and Korean, which optionally allow

wh-scrambling, German does not allowwh-scrambling in normal contexts (see

Fanselow 1990, Müller and Sternefeld 1993, Grewendorf andSabel 1999, among

others). So, the example (102) is ungrammatical, where thewh-in-situ element

wo has undergone scrambling to a SpecvP position:35

(102) *Weni
whoacc

hat
has

[ vP woj

where
[ vP Karl

Karl
ti tj getroffen]]?

met
‘Who did Karl meet where?’

But if there is a quantifier or a focus phrase c-commanding thewh-in-situ, it

may scramble to a higher position. In fact, scrambling of thewh-in-situ “re-

35Note that subject NPs can stay in avP-internal position (cf. Haider 1993). I assume that the

EPP feature of T is optional in German (following Heck and Müller 2000).
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pairs” the ungrammaticality resulting from an intervention effect, as illustrated

in (103-a,b):36

(103) a. *Weni
whoacc

hat
has

[ vP nur
only

Karl
Karl

ti wo
where

getroffen]?
met

b. Weni
whoacc

hat
has

[ vP woj

where
[ vP nur

only
Karl
Karl

ti tj getroffen]]?
met

‘Who did only Karl meet where?’

The same effect is observed with awh-in-situ in an embedded clause:

(104) a. *Wer
whonom

hat
has

gesagt,
said

dass
that

weni

whoacc

der
the

Mann
man

ti mag?
likes

b. *Wer
whonom

hat
has

gesagt,
said

dass
that

niemand
nobody

wen
whoacc

mag?
likes

c. Wer
whonom

hat
has

gesagt,
said

dass
that

weni

whoacc

niemand
nobody

ti mag?
likes

Here again, (104-a) is ungrammatical due to the scrambling of thewh-phrasewen.

But if there is an quantifier in the subject position, thewh-phrase has to scramble

to the left of the subject, as in (104-c). Otherwise, the example is ungrammatical

((104-b)).

The main question to be tackled is why overt movement – be itwh-movement

(as in (105-a)) orwh-scrambling (as in (105-b)) – is not subject to intervention

effects.

(105) a. Weni hatnur Karl ti eingeladen?

b. Weni hat woj nur Karl ti tj getroffen?

36Heck and Müller (2000) call this type of movement “repair-driven movement”, meaning

movement operations that are normally impossible in a language, but become possible and, in

fact, obligatory if they provide the only way to satisfy a high-ranked syntactic constraint.
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Consider first overtwh-movement. If overtwh-movement to SpecCP in (105-a)

is triggered to check uninterpretable features on thewh-phrase against the inter-

pretable features of the probe C, the intervening focus phrase should induce an

intervention effect.

On this point, following Chomsky (2008), I assume that overtmovement is

triggered only by the edge-feature EF (or EPP) of a phase head(or by the “inher-

ited” EF of a category selected by a phase head). The EF-probedoes not require

feature matching, and hence there is no Agree. The EF of a phase head PH can

seek any DP in the phase and raise it to the edge of the phase (Spec-PH). For this

movement, there are no intervention effects. Departing from his earlier assump-

tion in Chomsky (2000, 2001) that Agree is a subcomponent of Move (i.e., Move

= Agree + Merge), Chomsky (2008) dissociates Move and Agree.Feature check-

ing is done by Agree at distance and movement is in the system only to satisfy the

EPP property of a phase head.

Chomsky (2000, 2001, 2008) assumes that a probe can search for a goal only

in its c-command domain; so specifiers and adjuncts are not inthe search do-

main. Accordingly, there is no Agree relation possible between a Head and its

Spec.37 That means that uninterpretable features of awh-phrase can only be

checked against the interpretable features of the interrogative C when it is in the

c-command domain of the latter. Movement can be only local, constrained by the

condition in (106) (next page). The basic idea is that XP can move out of a phase

only if it first moves to the Spec of the phase.

37It should be noted that there are cases which seem to show thatwe should also allow that a

probe on a Head may find a goal in its Spec position. Baker (2003) shows that in some Bantu

languages agreement is only possible with an element dislocated into a higher position than the

probe. Another case which seems to need Spec-Head agreement(requiring movement) is past par-

ticiple agreement in Romance observed by Kayne (1989), which is possible only with a displaced

element, not with an internal element in-situ. The standardview, following Kayne (1989), is that

these facts show that an argument must move to (or through) the appropriate Spec position in order

to establish the necessary Spec-Head relation for agreement checking.
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(106) Phase Impenetrability Condition(PIC; Chomsky 2001: 13)

For strong phase HP with head H, the domain of a head H of a phase

HP is not accessible to operations outside HP; only H and itsedgeare

accessible to such operations.

(theedgebeing the residue outside of H′, either specifiers (Specs) of H

or elements adjoined to HP)

Consider now the example (107), with the derivation steps asfollows:

(107) Wen hatnur Karl eingeladen?

a. [CP C [TP [ vP nur Karl wen eingeladen] hat]]

b. [CP C [TP [ vP weni [ vP nur Karl ti eingeladen]] hat]]

c. [CP weni hat [vP t′i [ vP nur Karl ti eingeladen]]]

Given the PIC, we can assume thatwh-movement of the object in (107) proceeds

via the edge of the phasevP (i.e., the outer Spec ofv), triggered by the EPP of

the phase headv. At the edge ofvP, wen is accessible to the phase head C, and

the uninterpretable features [uQ,uF] of wenare checked against the interpretable

features [iQ,iF] of the matching probe (i.e., the interrogative C) via Agree at this

step of the derivation ((107-b)). The EPP (or edge-feature)of C seeks the object

wenin the outer Spec ofv and raises it to SpecCP.

Now consider examples where awh-phrase undergoes scrambling over an in-

tervener, circumventing the intervention effect.

(108) a. *Weni
whoacc

hat
has

[ vP nur
only

Karl
Karl

ti wo
where

getroffen]?
met

[German]

b. Weni
whoacc

hat
has

[ vP woj

where
[ vP nur

only
Karl
Karl

ti tj getroffen]]?
met

(109) a. ?*Mira-man
Mira-only

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

[Korean]

114



3.3. ANALYSIS OF FOCUS INTERVENTION EFFECTS

b. Nwukwu-luli
who-ACC

Mira-man
Mira-only

ti chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

I assume that in German and Korean (and also Japanese), scrambling is EPP-

driven movement to the outer Spec ofvP (cf. Grewendorf 2001, Kitahara 2002,

Ko 2007, Heck and Müller 2006).38 Scrambling may occur optionally, meaning

that a head may optionally acquire an EPP property which triggers scrambling.

As no feature checking is involved in scrambling, the intervening focus phrase

does not block the movement of thewh-phrase. The phase headv can seek any

DP in the phase and raise it to its Spec position. After raising to the edge ofv, the

wh-phrase is accessible to the next phase head C. C with the interpretable features

[iQ,iF] can Agree with the goalwh-phrase with uninterpretable features [uQ,uF].

Multiple Wh-in-situ: Multiple Agree

What happens if we have more than onewh-in-situ, as in (110)?

(110) Nwukwu-ka
who-NOM

nwukwu-eykey
who-DAT

mwues-ul
what-ACC

cwu-ess-ni?
give-PAST-Q

‘Who gave what to whom?’

In multiplewh-questions, thewh-phrases are all linked to a single Q operator

in C[+Q] and are interpreted as expressing a “single”n-ary Q-operator binding the

multiplewh-variables. For example,Who bought what?is a question about a pair

< x, y > such thatx boughty.39

38Haider and Rosengren (2003) also claim that scrambling in German is not feature-driven

movement, showing that there is no context in which a phrasemustbe scrambled. Scrambling

can have effects at the semantics/pragmatics interface, but they take the interpretation effects to be

epiphenomenaof scrambling, and not the cause.

Similarly, Miyagawa (2001, 2005) claims that clause-internal scrambling in Japanese is trig-

gered by an EPP-feature on T, while long-distance scrambling is not triggered by an EPP-feature,

but by focus.
39This is similar to the case of multiple foci associated with one focus-sensitive operator like

only, which Krifka (1991) calls ‘complex focus’.
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I propose that multiple occurrences ofwh-expressions are licensed by the op-

eration Multiple Agree. A single Q operator is able to license all wh-elements

carrying [uQ,uF] within its local domain.40 Multiple Agree (multiple feature

checking) with a single probe is a single simultaneous syntactic operation; Agree

applies to all the matched goals at the same derivational point simultaneously (Hi-

raiwa 2001). Adopting Hiraiwa’s idea, Chomsky (2004: 115) proposes: “In DbP,

it is assumed that G must be the closest matching H, but there is good reason

to believe that like others, this property must be relativized to phases, so that P

can find any matching G in the phase PH that it heads, simultaneously deleting

uninterpretable features. It follows that intervention effects will hold only if the

intervening element is not rendered inactive by P itself.”

(111) Multiple Agree(cf. Hiraiwa 2001, 2005, Chomsky 2004)

α > β > γ

(Agree (α, β, γ), whereα is a probe and bothβ andγ are matching

goals forα.)

Since Agree between the probe featureα and the multiple goal featuresβ andγ is

derivationally simultaneous, the intervening goalβ is not yet inactive at the point

(i) John only introduced MARY to BILL.

(i) has the interpretation ‘the only pair< x, y > such that John introducedx to y is <Mary, Bill>’

(cf. Rooth 1985 and Krifka 1991).
40Multiple NPI licensing might undergo the same checking mechanism, i.e., Multiple Agree.

There is only one semantic negation in (i-a,b):

(i) a. Nobody gave anything to anybody.

b. John didn’t show anything to anybody.

The single negation simultaneously checks several occurrences of NPIs via Multiple Agree (just

as in multiplewh-questions). See von Stechow (2005) for a similar idea and some discussion.
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of the derivation where the probeα enters into an Agree relation with the lower

goalγ. Consequently, no defective intervention effect arises.

C[iQ,iF ] can check and delete the uninterpretable features of allwh-phrases in

its domain.

(112) [CP C[iQ,iF ] [ wh[uQ,uF ] [ . . . wh[uQ,uF ] . . . ]]]

The interpretation of the multiple question (113-a) will be(113-b):

(113) a. Nwukwu-ka
who-NOM

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

[Korean]

‘Who invited who?’

b. {p : p = λw. x invitedy in w | x, y ∈ D}

So, if D = {Mary, Tom, Grace}, then the question will denote the following set

of alternative propositions (ignoring the possibility of collective arguments):

(114) {that Mary invited Tom, that Mary invited Grace, that Tom invited

Grace, that Tom invited Mary, that Grace invited Mary, that Grace in-

vited Tom}

3.4 Conclusion

In this chapter I have argued that intervention effects are triggered by the presence

of focus elements, and I have presented accounts of these effects both in terms

of a semantic account and a syntactic account. The syntacticaccount is based

on the possibility or impossibility of the relevant Agree relations being formed in

syntax. Overt movement does not induce an intervention effect because the part

of movement which crosses the intervener can be non-feature-driven movement

(movement triggered by an EPP- or EF-feature, as in Chomsky 2008). Wh-in-
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CHAPTER 3. FOCUS INTERVENTION EFFECTS

situ is licensed by ‘Agree at a distance’, and here the intervention effects may

arise. The scope of an in-situwh is determined by a variety of factors, including

the interaction with Superiority for overtly-movedwh-phrases, and the syntax-

prosody mapping. Typically, awh-phrase must have focal stress in order to be

interpreted with wide scope.
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Chapter 4

Intervention Effects in Alternative

Questions

4.1 Introduction

Alternative questions exhibit intervention effects, in that the disjunctive phrase

may not be c-commanded by a focusing or quantificational element. This seems to

hold crosslinguistically. In this chapter I provide an analysis of this phenomenon

that combines a focus semantic explanation of interventioneffects in questions

with an analysis of alternative questions in which the disjunctive phrase makes

available appropriate alternatives in a way similar to awh-phrase.

An alternative question (AltQ, for short) is a question like(1) below, where

two alternatives are mentioned in the question in the form ofa disjunction. An

acceptable answer to the question is one of the alternatives.

(1) a. Is Ning’s baby a girl or a boy?

b. Answers: Ning’s baby is a girl.

Ning’s baby is a boy.
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I adopt the standard Hamblin/Karttunen semantics of questions (Hamblin 1973,

Karttunen 1977), according to which the meaning of the question is the set of

possible answers to the question. In the example, this is theset of propositions in

(2-a), given more informally in (2-b).

(2) a. {p : p = [λw. Ning’s baby is a girl inw]∨ p = [λw. Ning’s baby is a

boy inw]}

b. {that Ning’s baby is a girl, that Ning’s baby is a boy}

I chose in (1) an example in which the only pragmatically plausible interpreta-

tion is as an AltQ, for illustration. This is not normally thecase, however. In

examples like (3), an ambiguity arises between an interpretation as an AltQ and

an interpretation as a Yes/No-question (Y/NQ, for short).

(3) Did Sally teach syntax or semantics?

Below, I specify the question meaning, an example answer anda paraphrase for

both interpretations.

(4) Alternative Question Reading

a. Question meaning:{that John drank coffee, that John drank tea}

b. Example answer: Coffee

c. Paraphrase: Which of coffee and tea did John drink?

(5) Yes/No-Question Reading

a. Question meaning:{that John drank coffee or tea,

that John didn’t drink coffee or tea}

b. Example answer: Yes

c. Paraphrase: Is it the case that John drank coffee or tea or not?

Intonation seems to play a disambiguating role. In alternative questions, the alter-
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natives in the disjunctive phrase must be contrastively focused ((3’a)). Intonation

suggests that focus assignment in (3) on the AltQ reading is as in (3’b). See Bar-

tels (1999) and Han and Romero (2004a) for discussion.

(3’) a. Did Sally teach SYNTAX or SEMANTICS?

b. Did Sally teach [syntax]F or [semantics]F?

Han (1999) and Han and Romero (2001, 2004a) observe that the AltQ interpreta-

tion is lost in such questions when a preposed negation is added, as in (6).

(6) Didn’t Sally teach syntax or semantics?

a. Yes.

b. #Semantics. [*AltQ]

To this I add the observation that elements likeonlycan have a similar effect: (7-a)

does not have an AltQ interpretation, in contrast to (7-b) withoutonly. Note that

there is nothing wrong with the meaning that would arise if (7-a) were interpreted

as an AltQ. That meaning is paraphrased in (7-c).

(7) a. #Does only John like Mary or Susan? [*AltQ]

b. Does John like Mary or Susan?

c. Is it Mary or Susan who only John likes?

The issue I address in this chapter is when the AltQ interpretation disappears, and

why this happens. I argue that (6) and (7-a) are instances of the intervention effect

in questions observed in Beck (1996) for Germanwh-questions, Beck and Kim

(1997) for Koreanwh-questions, and Pesetsky (2000) for Englishwh-questions.

The AltQ reading disappears when a problematic intervener prevents association

of the disjunctive phrase with a licensing interrogative complementizer. The anal-

ysis I propose has interesting consequences for the analysis of AltQs as well as

the analysis of the intervention effect in questions. Most importantly perhaps, I
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argue for an analysis of intervention and an analysis of AltQs that does not rely

on movement.

The structure of this chapter is as follows. In section 4.2 I will collect the rele-

vant data on AltQs and compare them to data onwh-questions. Important parallels

will emerge. Section 4.3 develops a compositional semantics of AltQs on the basis

of which the intervention effect in AltQs is explained, using Beck’s (2006) theory.

Section 4.4 is devoted to the question of how alike AltQs andwh-questions are.

I explore consequences of the proposed analysis related to disjunction in section

4.5. Section 4.6 points out some questions for future research and section 4.7

presents the conclusions.

4.2 The Phenomenon

This section presents a crosslinguistic overview of intervention effects inwh-

questions and in alternative questions. To date, I have collected data from four

languages: English, German, Hungarian and Korean. Before we proceed, a com-

ment on the use of the term “intervention”: I discuss intervention effects in the

sense of Beck (1996), Beck and Kim (1997) and Kim (2002ba,b) (also Hagstrom

1998, Pesetsky 2000 and others), namely effects described by the generalization

in (10) below: empirically, a focusing or quantificational element somehow inter-

fering with awh-phrase c-commanded by it. I do not address minimality effects in

the syntactically wider sense discussed for example in Rizzi (1990, 2001a), which

have also sometimes been referred to as intervention effects, and which include

minimality constraints on head movement, A-movement etc. In this delimitation

of my project, I assume that intervention effects in questions are best grouped

with a different set of effects; those are focus related minimality effects, which

also show up with focus sensitive particles and NPI licensing (as proposed in Kim

2002b, Beck 2006, and Beck and Kim 2006).
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4.2.1 Intervention Effects in German

Wh-intervention effects in German

The data below illustrate thewh-intervention effect in German described in Beck

(1996). An intervener likenur (‘only’) may not c-command awh-phrase in situ

(8-a) (disregard the reading ofwenas an indefinite). Contrast this with the well-

formed (8-b) without the intervener. (8-c) shows that the effect depends on the

structural relationship between the intervener and thewh-phrase: when thewh-

phrase precedes and c-commands the intervener, the question is fine. In this thesis,

I represent the peculiar way in which intervention effects are unacceptable with

‘?*’ (unless a particular example gives rise to a different judgement).

(8) a. ?*Wann
when

hat
has

nur
only

Maria
Maria

wen
whom

eingeladen?
invited

b. Wann
when

hat
has

Maria
Maria

wen
whom

eingeladen?
invited

c. Wann
when

hat
has

wen
whom

nur
only

Maria
Maria

eingeladen?
invited

‘When did (only) Maria invite whom?’

There is a whole class of elements that trigger the same effect as nur in Ger-

man, including in particular nominal and adverbial quantifiers. Some illustration

is given in (9). For a more comprehensive empirical overviewof the relevant Ger-

man data (including a discussion of the various problematicinterveners and the

role of scrambling), see Beck (1996) and also Pesetsky (2000).

(9) a. ?*Wann
when

hat
has

niemand
nobody

wen
whom

eingeladen?
invited

’When did nobody invite whom?’

b. ?*Wann
when

hat
has

fast
almost

jeder
everyone

wen
whom

eingeladen?
invited

‘When did almost everyone invite whom?’
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c. #Wer
who

hat
has

oft
often

wen
whom

eingeladen?
invited

[perhaps
reading]

OK on a single-pair

‘Who often invited whom?’

On the basis of such data, I formulate the empirical generalization given in (10)

(formulation adopted from Kim 2002b). By ‘β intervenes betweenα andγ’ I

mean thatβ c-commandsγ, andα c-commands bothβ andγ, as illustrated in

(10-b); I write ‘Q’ for the interrogative complementizer and ‘Op’ for the inter-

vener.

(10) A focusing or quantificational element may not intervene between awh-

phrase and its licensing complementizer.

a. *[CP Qi . . . [Op [ . . . whi . . . ]]]

b. [α . . . [β [ . . . γ . . . ]]]

AltQ-intervention effects in German

The data in (11) are completely parallel to those in (8), withthe disjunctive phrase

taking the place of thewh-phrase in situ. The judgements reported refer to the

AltQ-reading only, in this and the following paradigms; questions marked un-

grammatical under the AltQ reading may still have an acceptable Y/NQ interpre-

tation. We see that interveningnur causes the same intervention effect ((11-a)

vs. (11-b)) and that the effect depends on the structural relationship between the

disjunctive phrase and the intervener ((11-a) vs. (11-c)).

(11) a. ?*Hat
has

nur
only

Maria
Maria

den
the

Jonas
Jonas

oder
or

die
the

Ida
Ida

eingeladen?
invited

b. Hat
has

Maria
Maria

den
the

Jonas
Jonas

oder
or

die
the

Ida
Ida

eingeladen?
invited

c. Hat
has

den
the

Jonas
Jonas

oder
or

die
the

Ida
Ida

nur
only

Maria
Maria

eingeladen?
invited

‘Did (only) Maria invite Jonas or Ida?’
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AltQs permit more variation regarding their syntactic shape thanwh-questions, in

that the disjuncts can be various kinds of category. (12)-(13) illustrate that this

does not make a difference for the intervention effect. As wesee in (14), the

various interveners that create an intervention effect inwh-questions in German

do so in AltQs as well.

(12) a. Hat
has

Peter
Peter

Kaffee
coffee

getrunken
drunk

oder
or

Kuchen
cake

gegessen?
eaten

’Did Peter drink coffee or eat cake?’

b. ?*Hat
has

nur
only

Peter
Peter

Kaffee
coffee

getrunken
drunk

oder
or

Kuchen
cake

gegessen?
eaten

’Did only Peter drink coffee or eat cake?’

(13) a. Hat
has

Peter
Peter

das
the

Buch
book

gekauft
bought

oder
or

geliehen?
borrowed

’Did Peter buy or borrow the book?’

b. ?*Hat
has

nur
only

Peter
Peter

das
the

Buch
book

gekauft
bought

oder
or

geliehen?
borrowed

’Did only Peter buy or borrow the book?’

(14) a. ??Hat
has

niemand
nobody

Kaffee
coffee

getrunken
drunk

oder
or

Kuchen
cake

gegessen?
eaten

’Did nobody drink coffee or eat cake?’

b. ??Hat
has

fast
almost

jeder
everyone

Kaffee
coffee

getrunken
drunk

oder
or

Kuchen
cake

gegessen?
eaten

’Did almost everyone drink coffee or eat cake?’

c. #Hat
has

Peter
Peter

oft
often

Kaffee
coffee

getrunken
drunk

oder
or

Kuchen
cake

gegessen?
eaten

’Did Peter often drink coffee or eat cake?’

Thus we come to the generalization in (15). The effect is quite parallel towh-

questions, with the disjunctive phrase taking the place of thewh-phrase. It seems

to me that this is true crosslinguistically; I will look at a few more languages to

see this.
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(15) A focusing or quantificational element may not intervene between a dis-

junctive phrase and its licensing complementizer.

*[ CP Q . . . [Op [ . . . [A or B] . . . ]]]

4.2.2 Intervention Effects in Korean

Wh-intervention effects in Korean

Beck and Kim (1997) point out the analogy between Korean datalike (16) and

German data like (8). In Korean, too, awh-phrase in situ may not be c-commanded

by an intervener. The relevant data are simpler since Koreanis awh-in-situ lan-

guage.

(16) a. ?*Mira-man
Mira-only

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

b. Mira-nun
Mira-TOP

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

c. Nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

Mira-man
Mira-only

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Who did (only) Mira invite?’

(17) and (18) below shows that-man ‘only’ is not unique in triggering awh-

intervention effect in Korean. (18) shows that a contrastively focused expression

triggers an intervention effect.

(17) a. ?*Mira-to
Mira-also

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

b. Nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

Mira-to
Mira-also

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Who did also Mira invite?’

(18) a. *MIRA -ka
Mira-NOM

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

phathi-ey
party-to

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q
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b. Nwukwu-luli
who-ACC

MIRA -ka
Mira-NOM

ti phathi-ey
party-to

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Who did MIRA (not someone else) invite to the party?’

But compare (19) to German (9-c): the adverbial quantifier ‘often’ triggers an in-

tervention effect in German but not in Korean. The set of problematic interveners

for wh-phrases is thus subject to crosslinguistic variation (as discussed in Beck

1996, Beck and Kim 1997, Kim 2002a,b).

(19) a. Mira-nun
Mira-TOP

cacwu
often

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

phathi-ey
party-to

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

b. Mira-nun
Mira-TOP

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

cacwu
often

phathi-ey
party-to

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Who did Mira often invite to the party?’

AltQ intervention effects in Korean

Unlike English and German, Korean does not use one ambiguoussurface form to

express both a Y/NQ and an AltQ interpretation. (20-a) is unambiguously inter-

preted as a Y/NQ. The corresponding AltQ must be phrased as in(20-b) with a

different connectiveanimyen(meaning literally ‘if not’).

(20) a. Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

cha-na
tea-or

khephi-lul
coffee-ACC

masi-ess-ni?
drink-PAST-Q

‘Did Mira drink tea or coffee or not?’ [only Y/NQ]

b. Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

cha-lul
tea-ACC

masi-ess-ni
drink-PAST-Q

animyen
if not

khephi-lul
coffee-ACC

masi-ess-ni?
drink-PAST-Q
‘Which of tea or coffee did Mira drink?’ [only AltQ]

This means that once more, Korean data are easier empirically, since we can sim-

ply consider well-formedness without distinguishing two different interpretations.

(21-a-c) below contrast with (20-b), thus exhibiting an intervention effect.
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(21) a. ?*Mira-man
Mira-only

cha-lul
tea-ACC

masi-ess-ni
drink-PAST-Q

animyen
if not

khephi-lul
coffee-ACC

masi-ess-ni?
drink-PAST-Q
‘Did only Mira drink tea or coffee?

b. ?*Mira-to
Mira-also

cha-lul
tea-ACC

masi-ess-ni
drink-PAST-Q

animyen
if not

khephi-lul
coffee-ACC

masi-ess-ni?
drink-PAST-Q
‘Did also Mira drink tea or coffee?’

c. *MIRA -ka
Mira-NOM

cha-lul
tea-ACC

masi-ess-ni
drink-PAST-Q

animyen
if not

khephi-lul
coffee-ACC

masi-ess-ni?
drink-PAST-Q
‘Did MIRA drink tea or coffee?’

Unsurprisingly, the same effect arises when we vary the shape of the disjunctive

phrase.

(22) a. Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

ku
that

chayk-ul
book-ACC

sa-ss-ni
buy-PAST-Q

animyen
if not

pilli-ess-ni?
borrow-PAST-Q

‘Did Mira buy or borrow the book?’

b. ?*Mira-man
Mira-only

ku
that

chayk-ul
book-ACC

sa-ss-ni
buy-PAST-Q

animyen
if not

pilli-ess-ni?
borrow-PAST-Q

‘Did only Mira buy or borrow the book?’

The example below shows that the elementcacwu‘often’, which was harmless

as an intervener in Koreanwh-questions, is equally harmless as an intervener in

AltQs. Thus in a given language, the set of problematic interveners is the same

in both types of questions, while at the same time there is variation between lan-

guages regarding what the set of problematic interveners is.
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(23) Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

cacwu
often

John-ul
John-ACC

phathi-ey
party-to

chotayha-ess-ni
invite-PAST-Q

animyen
if not

Bill-ul
Bill- ACC

phathi-ey
party-to

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Did Mira often invite John or Bill to the party?’

4.2.3 Intervention Effects in English

Wh-intervention effects in English

Intervention effects in Englishwh-constructions have been found by Pesetsky

(2000). Two examples are given in (24). It should be noted that such effects only

arise in Englishwh-questions in otherwise permissible violations of superiority

(cf. Pesetsky 2000). Thus many configurations that would be ungrammatical in-

stances of the intervention effect in German are acceptablein English. Examples

are given in (25).

(24) a. ?*Which book didn’t which person read ?

b. ?*Which boy did only Mary introduce which girl to ?

(25) a. Who did only John introduce to whom?

b. Which person didn’t read which book?

AltQ intervention effects in English

The data below show that English AltQs show the same intervention effect as

German AltQs (the judgements refer once more to the AltQ reading only). The

acceptability of (27) illustrates that the structural relation between the intervener

and the disjunctive phrase is relevant. And (28)a-c show that just like in Ger-

man, various quantificational expressions are interveners(see Pesetsky 2000 for

an investigation of the class of problematic interveners inEnglishwh-questions).

(26) a. ?*Didn’t Sue read ‘Pluralities’ or ‘Barriers’?
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b. ?*Didn’t Sue or Molly read ‘Pluralities’?

c. ?*Did only Mary introduce Sue to Bill or (to) Tom?

d. ?*Did only Mary introduce Sue or Molly to Bill?

(27) Did John or Susan invite only Mary?

(28) a. ?*Did very few students drink coffee or tea?

b. ?*Did only John drink coffee or tea?

c. ?*Does even John like Mary or Susan?

It is interesting that AltQs in English and German are much more parallel thanwh-

questions in the two languages: in AltQs, an intervention effect arises invariably

in both English and German.

4.2.4 Intervention Effects in Hungarian

Wh-intervention effects in Hungarian

The final language for which I have collected relevant data isHungarian.1 Lipták

(2001) argues that Hungarian haswh-intervention effects. (30) is her example. To

this I add (30) and (32). Note the word order/syntactic structure effect exhibited

by these data (analogous to Korean and German).

(29) Kit
who-ACC

hı́vtál
invited-2SG

meg?
PV

‘Who did you invite?’

(30) a. ?*Mindig
always

kit
who-ACC

hı́vtál
invited-2SG

meg?
PV

b. Kit
who-ACC

hı́vtál
invited-2SG

meg
PV

mindig?
always

‘Who did you invite all the time?’ (Lipták 2001)

1I would like to thank to László Molnárfi and Balázs Surányi for discussion of the Hungarian

data.
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(31) a. ?*Mindenki
everyone-NOM

mit
what

ivott?
drank-3SG

b. Mit
what-ACC

ivott
drank-3SG

mindenki?
everyone-NOM

‘What did everyone drink?’

(32) a. ?*Senki
nobody-NOM

mit
what-ACC

nem
not

ivott?
drank-3SG

b. Mit
what-ACC

nem
not

ivott
drank-3SG

senki?
nobody-NOM

‘What did nobody drink?’

Lipták (2001) shows that just like contrastive focus,wh-phrases in Hungarian

move overtly to the designated focus position, namely, SpecFocP, but not all the

way up to SpecCP as in English. Focusing in Hungarian is always detectable

from verb movement up to Foco. The postverbal position of the aspectual verb

particlemegin (29) and (30) shows that the verb has been raised, since in their

declarative counterparts without any contrastive focus the same particle precedes

the verb, as illustrated in (33). Thatwh-phrases move to SpecFocP in Hungar-

ian is evident from the fact that they are in complementary distribution with the

contrastive focus constituent in the same clause. Hungarian is thus different from

English and German on the one hand, which havewh-movement to SpecCP, and

from Korean on the other hand, which is awh-in-situ language. Nonetheless, the

wh-intervention effect is parallel.

(33) Mindig
always

meghı́vtam
PV-invited-1SG

Pétert.
Péter-ACC

‘I always invited Péter.’

AltQ intervention effects in Hungarian

As we have by now come to expect, the same expressions that cause an inter-

vention effect in Hungarianwh-questions also cause one in AltQs (as before, the
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judgement refers to the AltQ reading). The position of the verb and the disjunctive

phrase in (35) shows that the disjunctive phrase, just like thewh-phrase in (29) and

(30), moved to SpecFocP. Both disjuncts have to be stressed,just like in English

(something I don’t generally represent, for simplicity). The AltQ data show the

same word order/structure effects as thewh-questions.

(34) Kávét
coffee-ACC

vagy
or

teát
tea-ACC

ivott
drank-3SG

Mari?
Mari-NOM

‘Did Mari drink coffee or Tea?’

(35) a. ?*Mindig
always

Pétert
Péter-ACC

vagy
or

Marit
Mari-ACC

hı́vtad
invited-2SG

meg?
PV

b. Pétert
Péter-ACC

vagy
or

Marit
Mari-ACC

hı́vtad
invited-2SG

meg
PV

mindig?
always

‘Did you always invite Péter or Mari?’

(36) a. ?*Mindenki
everyone-NOM

kávét
coffee-ACC

vagy
or

teát
tea-ACC

ivott?
drank-3SG

b. Kávét
coffee-ACC

vagy
or

teát
tea-ACC

ivott
drank-3SG

mindenki?
everyone-NOM

‘Did everyone drink coffee or tea?’

(37) a. ?*Senki
nobody-NOM

nem
not

ivott
drank-3SG

kávét
coffee-ACC

vagy
or

teát?
tea-ACC

b. Kávét
coffee-ACC

vagy
or

teát
tea-ACC

nem
not

ivott
drank-3SG

senki?
nobody-NOM

‘Did nobody drink coffee or tea?’

4.2.5 Summary of the Facts and Consequences for Linguistic

Theory

We have seen that intervention effects in questions arise crosslinguistically, in

languages that otherwise behave quite differently with respect to the syntax of

wh-constructions. Intervention effects in AltQs show a homogeneous picture, in
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that the following generalization holds in all four languages I investigated.

(38) A focusing or quantificational element may not intervene between a dis-

junctive phrase and its licensing complementizer.

*[ CP Q . . . [Op [ . . . [A or B] . . . ]]]

We have seen evidence that thewh-intervention effect and the AltQ intervention

effect should receive a parallel analysis: The same languages show both kinds of

intervention effects. The class of problematic interveners is the same for both in

a given language (remember the facts about ‘often’ in Germanvs. Korean). And

finally, the syntactic conditions for the effect to arise seem parallel (cf. the German

and Hungarian word order facts). An interesting exception to this is English,

wherewh-intervention effects are more limited than AltQ intervention effects.

I conclude that we need an analysis of intervention effects,and an analysis of

alternative questions, that gives a basically parallel explanation for both types of

intervention effect. In section 4.3 I propose to combine theavailable composi-

tional analyses of AltQs (Romero and Han’s 2003 analysis andvon Stechow’s

1991 proposal) with Beck’s (2006) explanation of intervention effects. I will

keep the English facts in mind for section 4.4, where I compare the nature of

wh-questions and AltQs.

4.3 Analysis of Intervention Effects in Alternative

Questions

It will be my goal to derive the intervention effect in AltQs in a parallel manner

to the intervention effect inwh-questions. I consider two compositional analyses

proposed for AltQs: the one developed in Romero and Han (2003) and the one

suggested in von Stechow (1991). Both straightforwardly permit the extension of

the above analysis of intervention to AltQs. According to myknowledge, there
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is no other competing theory of the compositional interpretation of AltQs. I will

discuss the two analyses in turn.

4.3.1 Deriving the Effect in the Framework of Romero and

Han (2003)

The Analysis of Alternative Questions

My goal is to associate the interrogative in (39-a) with the semantic object in

(39-b).

(39) a. Did Pfrondorf win or lose?

b. {that Pfrondorf won, that Pfrondorf lost}

Romero and Han (2003) propose that this interpretation is derived from the struc-

ture in (40), where an invisiblewh-element has been adjoined to the disjunctive

phrase (note that I have adapted Romero and Han’s theory somewhat to my frame-

work; but their essential ideas regarding compositional interpretation are trans-

lated intact).

(40) [CP Q [
φ

Pfrondorf [wh [DisjP win or lose]]]]

Romero and Han (2003) assume that the contribution of the disjunctive phrase is

as in (41); the same is suggested in von Stechow (1991). They further suggest that

the hiddenwh-element has the semantics of a choice function; in my framework,

this suggestion amounts to (42).

(41) [DisjP win or lose]→ {[[win]], [[lose]] }
= {[λw.λx.x win in w], [λw.λx.x lose inw]}

(42) a. [[[wh [DisjP win or lose]]]]o is undefined

b. [[[wh [DisjP win or lose]]]]f = {f{[[win]], [[lose]] } | CH(f )}
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c. f<<τ,t>,τ> is a choice function, CH(f), iff for all P in dom(f):

P(f(P))

The larger structures that contain this disjunctivewh-phrase are interpreted in the

now familiar way as indicated in (43). (44) is the final step inwhich the question

operator lifts the focus semantic value of its sisterφ to the level of the ordinary

semantics. This yields the desired interpretation for the example.

(43) [[φ]] o is undefined.

[[φ]] f = {p : p = λw. Pfrondorf has the property selected byf from

{[[win]], [[lose]] } in w | CH(f)}

(44) [[CP]]o =

{p : p = λw. Pfrondorf has the property selected byf from {[[win]],

[[lose]]} in w | CH(f)} =

{p : p = λw. Pfrondorf won orp = λw. Pfrondorf lost} =

{that Pfrondorf won, that Pfrondorf lost}

There is one further aspect of Romero and Han’s (2003) analysis of AltQs that is

relevant for the explanation of the intervention effect, and that is the question of

what exactly the disjunction is. We have already seen that the disjunction in AltQs

can take various shapes. (45) is an example where two sentential categories are

coordinated – let’s say IPs.

(45) a. Did the program execute or the computer crash?

b. {that the program executed, that the computer crashed}

c. [CP Q [
φ

wh [DisjP [the program execute] or [the computer crash]]]]

Nothing much changes for the semantics, except that the choice function now

applies to a set of propositions.
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(46) a. [[[wh [DisjP the program execute or the computer crash]]]]o is

undefined.

b. [[[wh [DisjP the program execute or the computer crash]]]]f =

{f{[[the program execute]], [[the computer crash]]} | CH(f)}

(47) [[CP]]o = [[φ]] f = {p : p is the proposition selected byf from

{[[the program execute]], [[the computer crash]]} | CH(f)} =

{that the program executed, that the computer crashed}

Here is one of the standard examples for AltQs:

(48) a. Did John drink tea or coffee?

b. {that John drank tea, that John drank coffee}

In this case, we have a choice between several structures that differ in terms of the

size of the disjuncts. All three of (49-a-c) would be possible semantically.

(49) a. [CP Q [
φ

John drink [wh [DisjP tea or coffee]]]]

b. [CP Q [
φ

John [wh [DisjP [drink tea] or [drinkcoffee]]]]]

c. [CP Q [
φ

wh [DisjP [John drink tea] or [John drinkcoffee]]]]

Romero and Han (2003) argue that the disjuncts are relatively large, on the basis

of focus effects in AltQs. They derive the intonation pattern of AltQs from the

assumption that they involve ellipsis. See Romero and Han (2003) and also Han

and Romero (2004a,b) for details and arguments. According to them, then, the

example (48-a) could involve the structures in (49-b) or (49-c), but not the one in

(49-a). The analysis of (49-c) could proceed as in (50). Thispoint will become

relevant below.

(50) a. [CP Q [
φ

wh [DisjP [John drink tea] or [John drink coffee]]]]

b. [[[wh [DisjP John drink tea or John drink coffee]]]]f =

{f{[[John drank tea]], [[John drank coffee]]} | CH(f)}
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c. {p : p is the proposition selected byf from {[[John drank tea]],

[[John drank coffee]]} | CH(f)} =

{that John drank tea, that John drank coffee}

Explaining the Intervention Effect in Alternative Questions

The sentence in (51-a) below is an English example of the intervention effect in

AltQs. A plausible structure for the example, according to Romero and Han’s

(2003) theory, would be (51-b).

(51) a. ?*Did only Mary introduce Sue to Bill or (to) Tom?

b. [CP Q [
ϕ

onlyC [∼ C [ IP Mary [wh [DisjP [introduce Sue to Bill] or

[introduce Sueto Tom]]]]]]]

This structure is predicted to be uninterpretable, hence ungrammatical, through

the same reasoning that applied to thewh-cases:

(52) [[wh]]o is undefined⇒ [[IP]] o is undefined

[[IP]] f = {f{[[intro S. to Bill]], [[intro S. to Tom]]}(Mary) | CH(f)}

[[∼ C IP]]o is undefined⇒ [[ ∼ C IP]]f is undefined

⇒ [[ϕ]] o is undefined, [[ϕ]] f is undefined

⇒ [[CP]]o is undefined.

Another example is the preposed negation case; structure and steps of composi-

tional interpretation are illustrated below.

(53) a. ?*Didn’t Sue read ‘Pluralities’ or ‘Barriers’?

b. [CP Q [
ϕ

NOT [∼ C [
φ

wh [DisjP [Sue read ‘Pluralities’] or [Sue read

‘Barriers’]]]]]]
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(54) [[wh]] o is undefined⇒ [[φ]] o is undefined

⇒ [[ϕ]] o is undefined and [[ϕ]] f is undefined

⇒ [[CP]]o is undefined

The general prediction that I make is:

(55) [wh DisjP] may not have the∼ operator as its closest c-commanding

operator.

*[Q [∼ C [
φ

. . . [wh [DisjP A or B]] . . . ]]]

Thus the explanation of the intervention effect in AltQs reduces to Beck’s (2006)

and my explanation for the intervention effect inwh-questions, simply because

AltQs are analyzed as a special type ofwh-question. The combination of Romero

and Han’s (2003) theory with Beck’s (2006) analysis of intervention makes the

desired predictions.

4.3.2 Deriving the Effect in the Framework of von Stechow

(1991)

We need to take another look at the example from above. I associated (56-a) with

the structure in (56-c), in which awh-element adjoined to DisjP.

(56) a. Did the program execute or the computer crash?

b. {that the program executed, that the computer crashed}

c. [CP Q [
φ

wh [DisjP [the program execute] or [the computer crash]]]]

Let’s reconsider thewhdisjunctive phrase. In my general framework for the com-

positional interpretation ofwh-questions, I need to assume (57). Thewh choice

function is active at the level of focus semantic values.

(57) a. [[[wh [DisjP the program execute or the computer crash]]]]o is

undefined
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b. [[[[wh [DisjP the program execute or the computer crash]]]]f

= {f{[[DisjP]] f} | CH(f)}

= {λw. the program executed inw, λw. the computer crashed inw}

This implies that the disjunctive phrase itself makes the semantic contributions

in (58). But then, the reader will notice that the disjunctive phrase itself already

has the focus semantic value that we need in order to derive the desired meaning

for the question. In a translation into my framework for the interpretation of ques-

tions, thewh-element from Romero and Han (2003) thus becomes superfluous. I

might as well assume the structure in (59) without such anwh-element.

(58) a. [[DisjP]]o = [λw. the program executed inw or the computer crashed

in w]

b. [[DisjP]]f = {λw. the program executed inw, λw. the computer

crashed inw}

(59) [CP Q [DisjP [the program executed] or [the computer crashed]]]

This is in fact the analysis of AltQs proposed in von Stechow (1991). The ordinary

semantic contribution of a disjunction is the classical analysis ofor, and the focus

semantic contribution is the formation of an alternative set containing the two

ordinary meanings of the disjuncts, which is used by the question operator to

derive the meaning of the question.

Explaining the Intervention Effect without the Wh-Element

My next question has to be: how would we account for the intervention effect in

AltQs if there is nowh-element? The new structure for (60-a) is (60-b), without

thewh-element. Compositional interpretation goes through the steps in (61).

(60) a. ?*Did only Mary introduce Sue to Bill or (to) Tom?

b. [CP Q [
ϕ

onlyC [∼ C [ IP MaryF [DisjP [introduce Sue to Bill] or

[introduce Sueto Tom]]]]]]
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(61) a. [[DisjP]]o = [λx.λw. x introduced Sue to Bill inw or x introduced

Sue to Tom inw]

[[DisjP]] f = {λx.λw. x introduced Sue to Bill inw,

λx.λw. x introduced Sue to Tom inw}

b. [[IP]]o = [λw. Mary introduced Sue to Bill inw or Mary introduced

Sue to Tom inw]

[[IP]] f = {λw. Mary introduce Sue to Bill inw, λw. Mary intro-

duced Sue to Tom inw, λw. Nina introduced Sue to Bill inw, λw.

Nina introduce Sue to Tom inw, . . .}

c. [[∼ C IP]]o = [[IP]] o (if g(C) = [[IP]] f )

[[∼ C IP]]f = {[[IP]] o}

d. [[ϕ]] o = λw. the single true proposition in [[IP]]f is [[IP]] o.

[[ϕ]] f = {[[ϕ]] o}

e. [[CP]]o = {[[ϕ]] o} =⇒ this is not a question meaning!

The IP now has a perfectly well-defined ordinary semantic interpretation. The∼

operator will inherit that (if the focus anaphorC has the appropriate value: the

focus semantic value of IP). But it will also reset the focus semantic value of the

structure with the∼ to the singleton containing the ordinary semantics of IP. At

the level of the categoryϕ we still have a singleton set as the focus semantic value.

This is raised by the Q operator to the ordinary semantic value of the question.

I suggest that a singleton set is not appropriate as a question meaning in the

Hamblin/Karttunen framework. A question denotes a set of alternatives, and a

singleton is not an appropriate set of alternatives in the case of a question any

more than in the case of focus (cf. Rooth 1992). This constraint might be derived

from the pragmatics of matrix questions and the semantics ofquestion embedding

verbs. But it is also possible to hard-wire it into the semantics of the Q operator,

as in (62).
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(62) [[Q φ]] o is only defined if [[φ]] f has two or more members. If defined:

a. [[Q φ]] o = [[φ]] f

b. [[Q φ]] f = {[[Q φ]] o}

On this view of the compositional semantics of AltQs, the intervention effect fol-

lows because the Q operator has no alternatives left to evaluate. AltQs would no

longer be an instance of thewh-intervention effect, but they would be an instance

of the general minimality effect for focus evaluation (64),which I introduced in

chapter 3.

(63) [DisjP] may not have the∼ operator as its closest c-commanding opera-

tor.

*[Q . . . [∼ C [
φ

. . . [A or B] . . . ]]]

previously: because of uninterpretability

now: because the∼ robs the Q operator of alternatives, and a non-

question results.

(64) General Minimality Effect(cf. Beck 2006, Beck & Kim 2006)

The evaluation of alternatives introduced by an XP cannot skip an inter-

vening∼ operator.

*[Op1 . . . [∼ C [
φ

. . . XP1 . . . ]]]

I conclude that the AltQ intervention effects follows from the general minimality

effect for focus evaluation under both proposals for the interpretation of AltQs.

The next section discusses the issue of whether AltQs shouldbe seen as having

a wh-element in them or not. In section 4.5, I come back to the focus semantic

values of disjunctions and investigate the general plausibility of the assumption in

(58), which both versions of the analysis of AltQs need to make.
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4.4 Are AltQs Wh-Questions?

Even though both an analysis of AltQs as containing awh-element and an analysis

without one are in principle compatible with my goal of deriving the intervention

effect, it would be interesting to decide between the two. The decision would

affect my view of the role of the disjunction in alternative questions, as well as

my understanding of the intervention effect in questions. Regarding the first is-

sue, observe that on von Stechow’s (1991) proposal, the disjunctive phrase acts

in itself exactly like awh-phrase without being one. This ought to affect my un-

derstanding of disjunction in general. Regarding the second issue, we note that

under Stechow’s semantic analysis the intervention effectin AltQs would point

towards a rather more general nature of intervention effects (independent ofwh-

elements). This section is devoted to potential arguments for analyzing AltQs as a

special kind ofwh-question. My perspective is that since the analysis without the

wh-element is simpler, the burden of proof is on thewh-analysis.

4.4.1 Is the Disjunctive Phrase aWh-Phrase?

I discuss three potential arguments for thewh-status of the disjunctive phrase:

selection, multiple questions, and scope marking.

Selection

This consideration is due to Regine Eckardt (p.c.). There are question embedding

verbs likesurprisethat can take awh-question as their complement, but not a

Y/NQ.

(65) a. I was surprised who attended.

b. *I was surprised whether Bill attended.
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If AltQs were wh-questions, they should be acceptable as complements to such

verbs, but they are not:

(66) a. *I was surprised whether Bill or George attended.

b. I was surprised which of Bill and George/which of the two attended.

Selection thus provides an argument against the assumptionthat AltQs are a spe-

cial kind ofwh-question.

Scope Marking

Several languages including German offer the possibility of constructing a long-

distancewh-dependency via a so-called scope marking construction (cf. Lutz et

al. 2000). An element in the matrix indicates the scope of thequestion, while an

embedded clause contains the interrogative element. In German, the embedded

clause must contain awh-phrase and but not an element indicating a Y/NQ:

(67) a. Was
what

glaubt
believes

Ede,
Ede

welchen
which

Kurs
course

Doris
Doris

unterrichtet
taught

hat?
has

‘Which course does Ede believe Doris taught?’

b. *Was
what

glaubt
believes

Ede,
Ede

ob
whether

Doris
Doris

Syntax
syntax

unterrichtet
taught

hat?
has

‘Does Ede believe that Doris taught syntax?’

If AltQs arewh-questions, they should occur in the German scope marking con-

struction; if they are notwh-questions, it seems more probable that they should

not. Unfortunately the evidence is a bit unclear. Some examples appear to be

fairly good, while others are degraded.

(68) a. ?Was
what

glaubt
believes

Ede,
Ede

ob
whether

Doris
Doris

Syntax
syntax

oder
or

Semantik
semantics

unterrichtet
taught

hat?
has

‘Which of syntax and semantics does Ede believe Doris taught?’
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b. Was
what

glaubst
believe

Du,
you

ob
whether

Pfrondorf
Pfrondorf

gewonnen
won

oder
or

verloren
lost

hat?
has

‘Do you believe that Pfrondorf won or that Pfrondorf lost?’

The data are not as unequivocally acceptable as one would expect under awh-

phrase analysis of the disjunctive phrase, so it seems fair to say that no clear

argument in favor of thewh-status of AltQs can be gleaned from scope marking.

Multiple AltQs

A final consideration concerns the fact thatwh-phrases occur in multiple ques-

tions. Hence if the disjunctive phrase were awh-phrase, there should be (i) mul-

tiple AltQs containing two disjunctive phrases, and (ii) mixed multiple questions

containing awh-phrase and a disjunctive phrase.2

(69) a. Who taught what?

b. Did Fritz or Doris teach syntax or semantics?

c. Who taught syntax or semantics?

It is clear that sentences of the required form are acceptable, but less clear that

they have the relevant interpretation. In order to simplifythe empirical consider-

ations, I will embed the prospective multiple questions under the predicateslist

andcompare. These predicates embed (roughly) questions with multiplesingular

wh-phrases but not questions with a single singularwh-phrase (see Schwarz 1993

2Regarding the first possibility, Bartels (1999: 112) suggests that this is not possible for data

like (i). As for the second option, Gullı̀ (2003: 204, fn.173) seems to consider (ii) a possible

instance. Neither author offers extensive discussion.

(i) #DO I turn RIGHT or LEFT here?

= Do I or don’t I turn right or left here?

(ii) I don’t give a damn where he’s gone or where he hasn’t gone, . . .
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for a more detailed description). They also do not embed simple AltQs.

(70) a. *Arnim listed which linguist taught syntax last year.

b. Arnim listed which linguist taught which class last year.

c. *Arnim listed whether Fritz or Doris taught syntax last year.

(71) a. *Arnim compared which linguist taught syntax last year.

b. Arnim compared which linguist taught which class last year.

c. *Arnim compared whether Fritz or Doris taught syntax lastyear.

If the disjunctive phrase functioned like awh-phrase, embedding of the prospec-

tive multiple questions should be acceptable. Once more, however, the data have

a questionable status (with some variation between speakers).

(72) a.?(?)Arnim listed which linguist taught syntax or semantics lastyear.

b.?(?)Arnim listed whether Fritz or Doris taught syntax or semantics last

year.

(73) a.?(?)Arnim compared which linguist taught syntax or semantics last year.

b.?(?)Arnim compared whether Fritz or Doris taught syntax or semantics

last year.

Certainly, such examples are not as clearly acceptable as awh-phrase analysis of

the disjunctive phrase would lead us to expect. I conclude that my considerations

in this subsections have failed to produce convincing evidence in favor of awh-

phrase analysis of disjunctive phrases.

4.4.2 Movement in Alternative Questions?

This subsection raises the question of whether there iswh-movement in AltQs. If

we found characteristics ofwh-movement in AltQs (as argued by Larson 1985),

that would constitute evidence for the presence of awh-element. Specifically, I
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raise the questions in (75), supposing the prospective structure in (74).

(74) [ wh [DisjP A or B]]

(75) a. Does thewh-part of (74) move overtly?

b. Does the entire phrase in (74) undergo covert phrasal movement?

c. Is there feature movement of awh-feature in AltQs?

The prospective landing site would be in each case the vicinity of the interroga-

tive complementizer. Some further explanation: a positiveanswer to (75-a) leads

basically to Larson’s (1985) theory, in whichwhetheror a phonologically empty

element playing the same role aswhethermoved to SpecCP. I will reexamine his

evidence. (75-b,c) instead pursue the idea that there is covert movement in AltQs.

Following Pesetsky (2000), I discuss two different kinds ofcovert movement:

covert ‘phrasal’ movement is phonologically invisible movement of a syntactic

constituent that has semantic effects, and feature movement is movement of just

a syntactic feature with no interface effects (phonological or semantic). For the

option of covert phrasal movement (75-b), I discuss the possibility that the en-

tire phrase in (74) moves, because this possibility has observable semantic effects

while moving just thewh-element would not, and would thus be indistinguishable

from feature movement. Thus I think that the three possibilities raised in (75)

are the conceptually interesting alternatives regarding movement in AltQs. My

answer to all three of these questions will be negative. Notethat neither version

of the analysis presented in section 4.3 assumes movement ofany kind. I will

maintain and support this aspect of my analysis. The issue isimportant for the

theory of intervention: there are movement based accounts of intervention effects,

for which the behavior of AltQs will be shown to be problematic.
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No Overt Movement

Larson (1985), and following him Han and Romero (2004b), suggests that there

are movement constraints visible in the syntax of English AltQs. Some of his

examples are given below. (76-a) is ambiguous between (77-a) and (77-b), while

(76-b) with the complex NP island only permits the Y/N-question interpretation

(77-a). Thus it seems that availability of an AltQ analysis is sensitive to island

constraints.

(76) a. the decision whether to believe that Bill resigned orretired

(ambiguous)

b. the decision whether to believe the claim that Bill resigned or retired

(unambiguous)

(77) a. The decision is between believing that Bill resignedor retired or not

believing that Bill resigned or retired.

b. The decision is between believing that Bill resigned or believing that

Bill retired.

Example (78) involves awh-island. Larson reports that an interpretation as a

Y/N-question is strongly preferred. Thus it looks as if somepart of the disjunctive

phrase has to move overtly to the position of the interrogative complementizer,

thereby being responsible for island effects. For Larson, that element iswhether.

Whetheroriginates at the left edge of the disjunction and moves to the interroga-

tive complementizer position.

(78) I know whether Bill wonders who resigned or retired.

(79) a. {that Bill wonders who resigned or retired, that Bill doesn’twonder

who resigned or retired} (preferred)

b. {that Bill wonders who resigned, that Bill wonders who retired}

(marginal?)
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I have collected an additional set of relevant data that sheddoubt on the idea that

the constraint observed in (76-b) and (78) is an island constraint. It is possible

to find rather good examples of AltQs in which the interrogative complementizer

and the disjunctive phrase are separated by an island. A German example in which

the disjunctive phrase is inside an adjunct island is given in (80-a). The sentence

is acceptable as an AltQ. A comment on the judgement ‘?’ whichI assign to this

sentence: (80-a) is perhaps not the optimal way to express the intended question.

One would probably prefer the versions in (81-a) and (81-b).In (81-a), the entire

adjunct clauses are disjoined, and (81-b) is at least compatible with an ellipsis

analysis in which the disjuncts are quite large. However, (80-a) is still acceptable,

and importantly, there is a very clear contrast between (80-a) and (80-b). (80-b)

is an instance of overtwh-movement out of the same adjunct clause. The contrast

shows that (80-a) should not involve overt movement of any part of the disjunctive

phrase. The contrast in (80-c) vs. (80-d) shows the same – (80-c) is actually

impeccable, while (80-d) is terrible.

(80) Adjunct Island:

a. ?Freust
be pleased

du
you

dich
Refl

(mehr),
(more)

wenn
when

du
you

Anne
Anne

oder
or

Lena
Lena

siehst?
see

‘Are you more pleased when you see Anne or Lena?’

b. *Weni

whom
freust
be pleased

du
you

dich
Refl

(mehr),
(more)

wenn
when

du
you

ti siehst?
see

‘Who are you more pleased when you see?’

c. Fährst
go

du
you

nach
to

Griechenland,
Greece

um
in order

dort
there

zu
to

wandern
hike

oder
or

zu
to

segeln?
sail
‘Are you going to Greece in order to hike or sail there?’

d. *Wasi
what

fährst
go

du
you

nach
to

Griechenland,
Greece

um
in order

dort
there

ti zu
to

tun?
do

‘What are you going to Greece in order to do there?’
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(81) a. Freust
be pleased

du
you

dich
Refl

(mehr),
(more)

wenn
when

Du
you

Anne
Anne

siehst
see

oder
or

wenn
when

du
you

Lena
Lena

siehst?
see

‘Are you more pleased when you see Anne or when you see Lena?’

b. Freust
be pleased

du
you

dich
Refl

(mehr),
(more)

wenn
when

Du
you

Anne
Anne

siehst
see

oder
or

[ Lena
Lena

]?

‘Are you more pleased when you see Anne or when you see Lena?’

The English versions (82-a,b) seem parallel to the German examples (80-a,c) and

were judged well-formed.

(82) a. Are you more pleased when you see Anne or Lena?

b. Are you going to Greece in order to sail or hike there?

Similar pairs are constructed below with a relative clause island and a subject

clause. The contrasts between the AltQ and overt movement are clear. I report the

English data for simplicity.

(83) a. Do you need a person who speaks Dutch or German?

b. ?Are you looking for someone whose parents live on an island that is

close to Australia or Africa?

c. *What do you need a person who speaks?

d. *Which country are you looking for someone whose parents live on

an island that is close to?

(84) a. Does it disturb you more that he lied to his mother or (to) his teacher?

b. ??Who does it disturb you more that he lied to?

I am not actually quite certain of the judgement for thewh-island below. The AltQ

interpretation does not seem to be impossible, but merely dispreferred.
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(85) Q: Do you want to know whether Anna or Lena is playing?

A: Anna ( = I want to know whether Anna is playing).

In sum, I have found several clear cases in which an AltQ interpretation is avail-

able despite an island separating the disjunctive phrase from the interrogative

complementizer. Important in particular is the clear contrast between regularwh-

movement and AltQs. I think that the contrast holds crosslinguistically; consider

e.g., Korean (86). Overt movement (in this case, scrambling) out of a syntac-

tic island is ungrammatical, but the AltQ interpretation was judged better by my

informants.

(86) Relative Clause:

a. ?Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

[Seoul-lo
Seoul-to

animyen
if not

Pusan-ulo
Pusan-to

ka-nun]
go-REL

kicha-lul
train-ACC

chacko
look

iss-ni?
for-Q
‘Is Mira looking for a train which goes to Seoul or to Pusan?’

b. *Seoul-loi
Seoul-to

Mira-ka
Mira-NOM

[ ti ka-nun]
go-REL

kicha-lul
train-ACC

chacko
look

iss-ta.
for-DEC

‘To Seouli, Mary is looking for a train which goes ti.’

I conclude that it would be problematic to assume that there is overt movement

of any part of the disjunctive phrase in AltQs. This leaves uswith the question of

what goes wrong in the AltQs reported to be impossible by Larson (1985). I sug-

gest that the complex NP example (76-b) involves an intervener. Note that there

is an important difference between my complex NP examples and Larson’s, the

determiner of the complex NP being an indefinite in my data buta definite article

in Larson’s. Guerzoni (2006) argues that the definite article causes an intervention

effect for elements in its restrictor. She investigates intervention effects in NPI li-

censing. A relevant datum would be the contrast between (87-a) and (87-b).
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(87) a. Nobody found a teacher who had any religious holiday absence

forms.

b. *Nobody found the teacher who had any religious holiday absence

forms. (∼Guerzoni)

Thus I think that (76-b) shows an intervention effect like (87-b) here, not an island

effect. Note that the relative clause example becomes much worse as an AltQ

when the indefinite is replaced with a definite description (thanks to Peter Sells

for his empirical help with this subsection and in particular for example (89)).3

(88) Relative Clause:

a. Do you need a person who speaks Dutch or German?

b. ??Do you need the employee who speaks Dutch or German?

(89) NP Complement:

a. It all depends on whether we put out a story that Bill retired or re-

signed.

b. *It all depends on whether the general public believes theclaim that

Bill retired or resigned.

There remains thewh-island case. I am not completely sure what to say about that,

because the judgement is not so clear. The AltQ (85) seems fairly acceptable, and

it is not clear from Larson’s discussion whether he judges the AltQ interpretation

to be really completely impossible, or just dispreferred. Ileave this matter open

(should a constraint ruling out AltQs out of questions turn out to be desirable, I

would like to refer to Shimoyama (2001), who argues that there are minimality

effects in questions that are not plausibly analyzed as movement effects and in-

stead reminiscent of intervention). Thus I conclude that itwould be problematic

3The same interfering factor shows up in Han and Romero’s (2004b) evidence from Hindi for

apparent island constraints in AltQs.
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to posit that AltQs involve overt movement. The data broughtforth to argue for

this should receive a different analysis, perhaps as intervention effects. I suggest

that no part of (wh) DisjP moves overtly.

No Obligatory Covert Phrasal Movement

My next question is whether AltQs involve covert phrasal movement, where a syn-

tactic constituent moves invisibly to affect interpretation. Constraints on covert

movement are not generally assumed to be identical to the constraints on overt

movement (for example, lack of Subjacency effect for covertwh-movement (cf.

Huang 1982) and clause boundedness of QR (Rodman 1976, May 1985) vs. no

such constraint for overtwh-movement). Therefore I will not presuppose that the

evidence from the previous subsection prejudges the issue.I would like to ask

whether there is any motivation that there is covert phrasalmovement in AltQs,

assuming that the phrase that would move covertly would be the whole disjunc-

tive phrase. I consider two types of evidence: scope andthere-insertion contexts

(see Pesetsky 2000 and Guerzoni 2006 for relevant discussion of the properties of

covert phrasal movement). One type of accepted evidence forcovert movement

consists of instances in which a phrase takes wider scope than its overt position

would indicate. In this light, consider the AltQ in (90-a). The question has the

interpretation indicated in (90-b).

(90) a. Does Tina need a hammer or a screwdriver?

b. {that it is necessary that Tina has a hammer (any hammer), thatit is

necessary that Tine has a screwdriver (any screwdriver)}

I am interested here in the scope of the indefinites inside thedisjunctive phrase. (I

am not interested in the scope of thewh-element or the disjunction itself, because

their interpretive contribution is fixed by the in-situ mechanism I employ to derive

the question meaning.) The natural interpretation of this example is one in which
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the indefinites take narrow scope relative to the modal verb.This interpretation

can be straightforwardly derived from the structure in (91)(assuming for the mo-

ment thewh-analysis of the disjunctive phrase), where the disjunctive phrase stays

below the modal.

(91) [CP Q [ need [
φ

[wh [DisjP a hammer or a screwdriver]]i [ Tina has ti ]]]]

[[φ]] f = {that Tina hasf({[[a hammer]], [[a screwdriver]]}) | CH(f)}

= {that Tina has a hammer, that Tina has a screwdriver}

[[CP]]o = {[[need]](that Tina hasf({[[a hammer]], [[a screwdriver]]})) |

CH(f)}

= {that it is necessary that Tina has a hammer,

that it is necessary that Tina has a screwdriver}

By contrast, a structure in which the disjunctive phrase hasmoved to the vicinity

of the interrogative complementizer naturally leads to an interpretation in which

the indefinites take wide scope relative to the modal verb, asillustrated in (92).

(92) [CP Q [ [wh [DisjP a hammer or a screwdriver]]i [ need [ Tina has ti ]]]]

[[CP]]o =

{f({[[a hammer]], [[a screwdriver]]})(λx. [[need]](that Tina hasx)) | CH(f)}

= {that [[a hammer]](λx. [[need]](that Tina hasx)),

that [[a screwdriver]](λx. [[need]](that Tina hasx))}

= {that there is a hammer that Tina needs,

that there is a screwdriver that Tina needs}

I am not sure in how far the interpretation in (92) is available for this example – I

think that generally such interpretations do exist, see e.g., (93).

(93) Context: A and B are participants in a class run through student presen-

tations. Each student is assigned a presentation by the teacher.

A: Did you have to present a paper or a book?
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The crucial point for me is that the reading in (91) is available. The availability

of the narrow scope reading argues against an analysis in which the disjunctive

phrase obligatorily undergoes covert phrasal movement towards the interrogative

complementizer: scope effects that could be derived from such an analysis are in

fact missing. Thus there is no reason to think that the disjunctive phrase obliga-

torily moves. Several other examples that show the same thing are given below,

(94) in English and (95) in Korean. In these data, any wide scope effects we

might expect from obligatory covert phrasal movement are absent. I conclude

that scope provides no argument that there is obligatory covert phrasal movement.

My analysis is compatible with optional QR-like covert phrasal movement of the

disjunctive phrase, and that seems right.

(94) a. Do you want to bake a cherry cake or a cheese cake?

b. Do you have to paint two or three pictures?

(95) a. John-un
John-TOP

cacwu
often

thongsalonca-lul
syntactician-ACC

chotayha-ess-ni
invite-PAST-Q

animyen
if not

uymilonca-lul
semanticist-ACC

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Did John often invite a syntactician or a semanticist?’

b. John-un
John-TOP

cacwu
often

uymilonca-lul
semanticist-ACC

chotayha-ess-ta.
invite-PAST-DEC

‘John often invited a semanticist.’

(It could be different semanticists every time.)

A slightly different type of evidence that points in the samedirection comes from

there-insertion contexts. (96-a) is a well-formed AltQ in English. I suggest that

the structure that is input to interpretation is the one in (96-b). The structure in

(96-c), in which the disjunctive phrase moved towards SpecCP, would be prob-

lematic: Heim (1987) suggests thatthere-insertion contexts are incompatible with

an individual variable in the place of the associate of there. So once more we are

better off with a theory that does not force the disjunctive phrase to move.
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(96) a. Is there a horse or a donkey (in the garden)?

b. [CP Q [ there is [wh [DisjP a horse or a donkey]]]]

c. [CP Q [[wh [DisjP a horse or a donkey]]i [ there is ti ]]]]

d. *There is x, whenx is an individual variable. (Heim 1987: 23)

Thus I have come to the conclusion that in a theory in whichwh-elements can

be interpreted in situ, obligatory covert phrasalwh-movement in AltQs is unmoti-

vated: all effects that could be derived from this movement are missing. I suggest

that (wh) DisjP does not have to move towards the interrogative complementizer

position, although it may undergo QR.

No Feature Movement

The last kind of movement I want to discuss is feature movement. According to

Pesetsky (2000), feature movement (F-movement) has the following properties:

(i) no island effects, (ii) no scope effects, (iii) intervention effects.

This is of course precisely the set of facts I identified in AltQs. Note that

the only empirically operative property of F-movement thatI am aware of is sen-

sitivity to intervention. There is no other property of F-movement that would

have empirically testable effects. But sensitivity to intervention is derived se-

mantically under my analysis and in Beck (2006); i.e., I givea semantic recon-

struction of the term feature movement. For the purpose of describing interven-

tion, it thus becomes unnecessary as a theoretical notion. Nonetheless, I want

to ask the question of what an F-movement analysis of intervention effects in

AltQs would have to look like. I will show that it is not attractive to apply such

an analysis to AltQs. The reason is ultimately that in contrast to wh-questions,

the whole apparatus of movement does not seem applicable in AltQs, as shown

by the data discussed above. Pesetsky (2000) proposes to increase the inventory

of covert (i.e., phonologically invisible) movement operations by assuming both

covert phrasal movement and F-movement. F-movement applies when a syntac-
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tic constraint enforces movement, but phrasal movement does not happen. This

permits him, among other things, to differentiate between English D-linked and

non-D-linkedwh-phrases: non-D-linkedwh-phrases undergo phrasal movement,

and show movement effects like superiority. D-linked phrases can undergo F-

movement instead and do not show superiority effects. Thewh-phrase in situ in

(97-b) underwent F-movement: an analysis in which it underwent (covert) phrasal

movement would violate superiority – cf. (97-a) – , which is here construed as a

rule that says that the highestwh-phrase is moved overtly (i.e., pronounced in the

moved position).

(97) a. *What did who read?

b. Which book did which student read?

This distinction in turn permits Pesetsky to distinguish (98-a) – an intervention

effect – from (98-b) – no intervention effect. He argues thatcovert phrasal move-

ment is not sensitive to intervention effects. Thewh-phrase in situ in (98-b) un-

dergoes covert phrasal movement, hence (98-b) is fine. The D-linked wh-phrase

appearing in situ in (98-a) on the other hand does not undergocovert phrasal

movement (cf. the fact that it successfully violates superiority), but it undergoes F-

movement. Pesetsky suggests that F-movement is sensitive to intervention, hence

(98-a) is bad.

(98) a. ?*Which book didn’t which student read?

b. Who didn’t read what?

I should add that Pesetsky does not actually provide an analysis of what interven-

tion is. He merely uses it as a diagnostic. When F-movement applied, we expect

intervention effects to arise. But there are cases of intervention that fall outside

the scope of his theory, likewh-separation constructions, which are intervention

sensitive for reasons other than F-movement. (For the general cause of interven-
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tion effects, Pesetsky refers to Honcoop 1998, who claims that a quantifier may

not be separated from its restriction by another operator; but see chapter 2, section

2.4.3 where I listed some problems of his analysis.) Let’s now try to transfer the

F-movement analysis to AltQs. My reasoning starts as follows:

(99) Intervention effects arise always in AltQs

⇒ there must always be F-movement in AltQs

⇒ there must be

(i) a [wh] Comp, and

(ii) something preventing phrasal movement of [wh DisjP]

Part (ii) is because (covert) phrasal movement is not sensitive to intervention,

cf. the well-formed (98-b). (ii) is the problematic aspect:what prevents phrasal

movement? I will be guided by Pesetsky’s discussion; he discusses two reasons

why phrasal movement might be excluded. One applies in Japanese/Korean, Ger-

man etc.wh-in-situ constructions, the other in English D-linked questions. In both

contexts,wh-intervention effects arise. With respect to Japanese/Korean and Ger-

man intervention effects, Pesetsky argues that phrasal movement is excluded for

reasons of space. The interrogative specifier could not hostthe phrase concerned

(thewh-phrase in situ). With respect to intervention effects in D-linked questions

in English, phrasal movement of the relevantwh-phrase should have been overt

but wasn’t. Phrasal movement would violate the pronunciation rule for moved

wh-phrases, but F-movement would not. The first explanation isnot applicable to

English AltQs. English has multiple specifier positions according to Pesetsky and

should thus be able to host the wh disjunctive phrase in AltQs. It is also problem-

atic to try to extend the explanation for D-linkedwh-questions in English to the

case of AltQs. This is because the relevant pronunciation rule does not apply –

there is no requirement on thewh disjunctive phrase to have been moved overtly

(i.e., be moved, and pronounced in the moved position). I tried to think of an alter-
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native reason why phrasal movement is not possible in AltQs,but could not come

up with anything plausible. Note that under my analysis there are no semantic

problems (e.g., incompatibility of the elements that wouldend up in the interrog-

ative specifier; an element likewhetherwould either be semantically harmless or

correspond to the question operator, and would thus be quitecompatible with a

moved disjunctive phrase).

Trying to extend an F-movement analysis of intervention to AltQs, I see no

obvious way to block covert phrasal movement (which I need todo to predict an

intervention effect). I conclude that intervention effects in AltQs are not usefully

analyzed in terms of F-movement. Like separation constructions, they would fall

outside the scope of Pesetsky’s (2000) proposal that intervention effects occur

when F-movement is involved.

4.4.3 Consequences

My conclusion is that the available evidence speaks againstanalyzing AltQs as

a wh-construction. The disjunctive phrase does not give rise tothe effects that

a wh-phrase triggers. This includes in particular movement characteristics. This

conclusion has consequences for the analysis of intervention effects, for the role

of whetherin AltQs, and for my understanding of the semantics of disjunction.

Intervention Effects

An important empirical connection I would like to note is that if AltQs had a

wh-element that moved overtly, we would not expect an intervention effect. This

is shown by data like Korean (100), in which awh-phrase moved overtly past

the intervener avoids the intervention effect. As we saw above, the Korean fact

follows from the theory advocated here. Thewh-phrase introduces alternatives

above ‘only’, and no intervention effect is predicted. Since the prospectivewh-

part would presumably be the part of the disjunctive phrase to move overtly, we
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have converging evidence for my claim that there is no overt movement in AltQs:

the fact that AltQs exhibit intervention effects are one more reason to think that

there is no overtwh-movement.

(100) Nwukwu-luli
who-ACC

Mina-man
Mina-only

ti chotayha-ess-ni?
invitePAST-Q

‘Who did only Mina invite?’

Next, covert movement was the core ingredient in my own earlier analyses of

intervention effects (Beck and Kim 1997). I suggested that awh-question like

Korean (101-a) be associated with the structure in (101-b) at Logical Form. Then

there was a syntactic constraint (Minimal Quantified Structure Constraint) exclud-

ing such structures.

(101) Beck (1996), Beck and Kim (1997):

a. ?*Mina-man
Mina-only

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

chotayha-ess-ni?
invite-PAST-Q

‘Who did only Mina invite?’

b. [CP nwukwu-luli [ C[+Q] [Mina-man tLF
i chotayha-ess-ni]]]

c. *[ whi [ . . . [Op [ . . . tLF
i . . . ]] . . . ]]

At the time, covert movement of thewh-phrase was motivated by interpretability.

The procedure for the compositional interpretation of questions that was generally

adopted then had awh-phrase move past the interrogative complementizer in order

to be interpretable. Since then, it has become much more doubtful, for syntactic

reasons, thatwh-phrases always move covertly, and alternative interpretation pro-

cedures have been developed that do not rely on such movement(see e.g. Reinhart

1998). My own compositional interpretation component fromsection 4.3 does not

rely on movement ofwh-elements either. Thus covert phrasal movement ofwh-

items is no longer motivated by issues of interpretability.I have argued above

that under these revised assumptions about interpretation, there is no independent
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evidence (say, from scope) that there is covert phrasalwh-movement in AltQs.

Its absence is incompatible with an LF movement analysis of Intervention Effects

(e.g., Beck 1996, Beck and Kim 1997).

Feature movement in turn exists fruitfully in a system in which other kinds of

movement are observable. I think that I failed in my attemptsto use F-movement

here because the whole tool kit of movement does not seem to beuseful in the

analysis of AltQs. There is simply no compelling evidence that I am aware of that

movement is involved in AltQs. This is an important difference between AltQs

andwh-questions.

In this connection it is also relevant that the interventioneffect in AltQs seems

stable across languages, while there is some variation in how the intervention

effect inwh-question surfaces, e.g., between English and German. Beck(2006),

following Pesetsky (2000), suggests that the latter phenomenon is related to the

inventory of movement strategies that applies in a given language. In Englishwh-

questions, movement can rescue a potential intervention configuration, hence the

effect is more limited than in German. This seems to play no role in AltQs. In

English AltQs movement can never come to the rescue. If AltQswere a special

kind of wh-question, we would expect the intervention effect in English AltQs to

be as limited as the intervention effect in Englishwh-questions, but this is not the

case. Regarding the nature of intervention effects, I conclude that AltQs show that

intervention effects cannot in general be analyzed as movement effects. AltQs, I

have argued, do not involve movement, but do show intervention effects. Thus

intervention effects in AltQs support the analysis of intervention in Beck (2006)

in terms of interpretability.

The syntax of AltQs andwhether

In the literature onwhether-or-questions (i.e., AltQs) andeither-or-constructions,

it is claimed thateither marks the left edge of the disjunction (argued for in the

recent literature in particular by Schwarz 1999), and thatwhetheroriginates in the
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same position, but is subsequently moved to SpecCP (as argued in particular by

Han and Romero 2004b), both following Larson (1985). I have argued against

the movement aspect of this proposal. This leads to the view that whether(as

well as its null counterpart Q in matrix questions) is base-generated in its overt

position, presumably fulfilling some formal requirement onmarking the question.

My analysis of AltQs does not posit any formal connection betweenwhetherand

the disjunction. I do not think, in particular, thatwhethermarks the edge of the

disjunction. This can be argued for independently of my concerns on the basis of

the following contrast, originally due to Schwarz (1999).

(102) a. ??Either this pissed Bill or Sue off.

b. Did this piss Bill or Sue off?

I wonder whether this pissed Bill or Sue off.

Han and Romero’s (2004b) combined movement/ellipsis analysis ofwhether/Q . . .

or constructions can handle the asymmetry in (102). They arguethat the differ-

ence betweenwhether/Q . . . orandeither . . . oris thatwhether/Qis awh-phrase,

and sowhether/Qcan undergo movement, whileeither cannot. This means that

while either marks the left edge of the disjunction ineither . . . orconstructions

(as proposed by Schwarz 1999), the trace ofwhether/Qmarks the left edge of the

disjunction inwhether/Q . . . orconstructions. Han and Romero claim that the

contrast between (102-a) and (102-b) can be attributed to the degree of right-node

raising of the particle. They propose the following derivations with ellipsis for

(102-a) and (102-b), respectively.

(103) a. either [IP this pissed Bill ej ] or [ IP this pissedSue ej ] off j.

b. Qi did this ti [VP piss Bill ej ] or [VP pissSue ej ] off j?

Either is base-generated at its surface position at the left edge ofthe disjunction

and does not move. So (102-a) involves an IP disjunction. Following Schwarz
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(1999), Han and Romero claim that the option of right-node raising of the parti-

cle above IP, as in (103-a), is difficult, if not completely unavailable. The AltQ

(102-b), on the other hand, has the derivation in (103-b). The covert Q-operator is

base-generated adjacent to the VP disjunctive phrase and moves to SpecCP. And

the particle undergoes right-node raising only above VP, which is available to all

speakers as exemplified in (104-a) (with the corresponding derivation under an

ellipsis account in (104-b)):

(104) a. This either pissed Bill or Sue off.

b. This either [VP piss Bill ej ] or [VP pissSue ej ] off j .

On my analysis, to explain the contrast between (102-a) and (102-b), we can as-

sume with Schwarz (1999) thateither marks the left edge of the disjunction and

(102-a) is marked due to right-node raising of the particle to IP. And we can fur-

ther assume thatwhetherdoes not necessarily mark the left edge of the disjunc-

tion. This means that we can have a disjunction of VPs as in (103-b), and the

particle undergoes right-node raising only above VP. The only difference between

Han and Romero’s analysis and my analysis is that I don’t havethe wh/Q-trace

adjacent to VP in (103-b) because I don’t assumewhether/Q-movement. So the

contrast in (102) can be accounted for in my analysis, as well. Thus I suggest that

the contrast does not argue for a movement analysis, but rather shows thatwhether

in contrast toeitherdoes not mark the left edge of the disjunction.

Disjunctions

I have, through arguing against an analysis of AltQs aswh-constructions, con-

vinced myself that a compositional analysis of AltQs following von Stechow

(1991) is to be preferred. Such an analysis implies that the disjunction itself is

responsible for making available alternatives to the semantics, which the Q op-

erator can evaluate to derive a question meaning. Disjunctions are thus argued

162



4.5. MORE ON THE DISJUNCTION

to have an alternative semantics. This leads us to expect that alternatives should

surface on other occasions when disjunctions occur. It is the purpose of the next

section to explore this.

4.5 More on the Disjunction

4.5.1 The Focus Semantic Contribution of Disjunctions

Remember from section 4.3 that we need the semantics in (106)for the disjunctive

phrase in order to derive the right semantics for the examplein (105):

(105) a. Did the program execute or the computer crash?

b. {that the program executed, that the computer crashed}

c. [CP Q [DisjP [the program execute] or [the computer crash]]]]

(106) a. [[DisjP]]o = [λw. the program executed inw or the computer

crashed inw]

b. [[DisjP]]f = {λw. the program executed inw, λw. the computer

crashed inw}

A question that arises at this point is what evidence we have for the claim that

the focus semantic value of a disjunction is a set that contains the contents of the

two disjuncts. More precisely, is there further evidence that disjunctions4 give

rise to an alternative set that consists of the ordinary meanings of the disjuncts, as

indicated in (107) (for the case in which A and B are propositions)?

(107) a. [[[ AF or BF ]]] o = [[A]] o ∪ [[B]] o

b. [[[ A F or BF ]]] f = {[[A]] o, [[B]] o}

First, there is the simple observation that (108-b) is a felicitous answer to (108-a)

with the indicated focus (i.e., the same one we find in AltQ disjunctions). The

4Or at least, disjunctions with the kind of focus assignment Iam interested in here.
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meaning of the question is (109-a). The constraint on focus-answer congruence

(Rooth 1992) says roughly that the focus semantic value of the answer has to be

identical to the meaning of the question (as given in (110)).My supposed fo-

cus semantic value of (108-b) is (109-b). While this does notfit the constraint

on congruent answers completely, it is still a much better match than the proba-

ble alternative (109-c). This suggests thator does have a special effect on focus

semantic values.

(108) a. Who did Hans invite?

b. Hans invited AnnaF or SallyF.

(109) a. {that Hans invitedx | x ∈ D}

b. {that Hans invitedx | x = Anna orx =Sally}

c. {that Hans invitedx or y | x, y ∈ D}

(110) [[Question]]o = [[Answer]]f

Secondly, I note that Aloni (2003) (and also Simons 2004) adopts an analysis

of free choice ‘or’ in modal contexts like (111) that is basedon an alternative

semantics. She associates the argument ofmay with the set of alternatives in

(112). The semantics ofmaymakes use of those alternatives to derive the intuitive

semantics of the example. See Aloni (2003) for details. Importantly for me, she

uses the same focus semantic value for the disjunction that is relevant for my

purposes. This supports (107) as the focus semantic contribution of disjunctions

on independent grounds.

(111) John or Mary may come.

=⇒ John may come and Mary may come.

(112) a. [may [
φ

John or Mary come]]

b. [[φ]] f = {that John comes, that Mary comes}
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A final potential application I see is free disjunctions witheither, as discussed in

Zimmermann (2000). Zimmermann (partly inspired by the freechoiceor men-

tioned above) proposes a non-classical semantic analysis of or, according to which

(113-a) means (113-b).

(113) a. It is raining or it is snowing.

b. It is possible that it is raining and it is possible that it is snowing.

c. It is possible that it is raining and it is possible that it is snowing

and there are no other relevant possibilities.

Further grammatical mechanisms may strengthen the meaningto (113-c). Zim-

mermann calls this effect ‘closure’; it is parallel to the exhaustification of answers

to questions (cf. Groenendijk and Stokhof 1984) – in the example it would be the

exhaustification of the background question “What might be the case?”. Closure

in this sense can arise from falling intonation, and, as Zimmermann suggests, from

the use ofeither:

(114) Either it is raining or it is snowing.

I propose thateitherfunctions as a focus sensitive operator that derives closure on

the basis of the focus semantic value of its sister disjunction.

(115) a. r := λw. it is raining inw

s := λw. it is snowing inw

b. [[it is raining or it is snowing]]o = r ∪ s

[[it is raining or it is snowing]]f = {r, s}

(116) [[either it is raining or it is snowing]]o = mayr & may s & ¬∃p[p ∩ r =

{} & p ∩ s = {} & may p]

it may rain and it may snow and there is no genuinely differentpossibil-

ity of what may be the case.
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(117) [[either XP]]o = for all q in [[XP]] f : mayq & ¬∃p[for all q in [[XP]] f :

p ∩ q = {} & may p]

I leave open whether the ordinary semantics of disjunction without either is al-

ready as in (113-b) or the classical semantics as used in (115-b), with some extra

step deriving (113-b). If I maintain the classical semantics for the ordinary se-

mantic contribution of a disjunction, I also need to say something about how the

ordinary meaning affects the semantics of the wholeeither-ordisjunction. All of

these are left for future work. My proposal is this: thateither is an operator that

has access to the alternatives that the disjunction gives rise to, and evaluates those

alternatives to derive the closure effect. This is in keeping with the suggestion in

Hendriks (2003) thateither is a focus sensitive operator.

4.5.2 Other Intervention Effects with Disjunctions?

Larson (1985) investigates bothwhether. . . or. . . andeither. . . or . . ., and once

intervention effects in AltQs are recognized, the following observation oneither

. . . or . . . from Larson seems immediately relevant: As illustrated in (118), taken

from Schwarz (1999),eithercannot be separated from the disjunction by an inter-

vening negation. I add to this the fact in (119), as well as (120).

(118) a. (?)John didn’t eat either rice or beans.

b. ??John either didn’t eat rice or beans.

c. ??Either John didn’t eat rice or beans.

(119) a. Only John ate either rice or beans.

b. ?*Either only John ate rice or beans.

(120) *Either he REALly IS going out with MarTIna or with SUE.

(Han and Romero 2004a)
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This certainly looks like an intervention effect: negation, only, etc. cannot inter-

vene betweeneitherand the disjuncts. An intervention effect would be predicted

by a focus semantic analysis ofeither . . . or . . ., whereeitherevaluates the alter-

natives introduced by the disjunction. That is of course what I have just proposed.

(118-b) and (118-c) can be seen as instantiations of the minimality constraint on

focus evaluation (64), which is repeated below in (122). On my analysis, the rel-

evant structure for (118-c) would look as in (121) in the relevant respects, where

the disjunctive phrase is trapped below the∼ triggered by negation and the alter-

natives it introduces are trapped there.

(121) [either [ NOT [∼ C [DisjP John eat rice or John eat beans ]]]]

(122) General Minimality Effect

The evaluation of alternatives introduced by an XP cannot skip an inter-

vening∼ operator.

*[Op1 . . . [∼ C [
φ

. . . XP1 . . . ]]]

Schwarz (1999) has a different explanation for (118); he excludes (118-b) and

(118-c) as a violation of the condition thateither mark the left edge of the dis-

junction. More empirical work is needed to decide between these two options.

Other potential intervention effects should obtain whenever the alternatives

introduced by a disjunctions are evaluated. Let’s try this out on the other case

of disjunction in which an alternative semantic analysis has been proposed: free

choice ‘or’ as in (123) (many thanks to Ede Zimmermann, p.c.,for this sugges-

tion). The free choice reading available in (123) becomes unavailable with the

addition of the intervenernobodyin (124). An analysis of the effect in terms of

the general minimality effect is sketched in (125). The modal maywants to evalu-

ate the alternatives introduced by the disjunction, but those get trapped below the

∼ triggered bynobody.
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(123) You may show him the paper or the book.

=⇒ you may show him the paper and you may show him the book.

(124) You may show nobody the paper or the book.

6=⇒ you may show nobody the paper and you may show nobody the

book.

(125) a. [may [nobodyx [∼ [
φ

you show tx the paper or the book]]]

b. [[φ]] f = {you showx the paper, you showx the book}

Again, more work would need to be done for a proper investigation of intervention

effects in free choice contexts. Even so, the data observed in this subsection point

towards an analysis of ‘or’ in which it is designated to introduce alternatives, and

occurs in constructions in which alternatives are evaluated at a particular point in

the semantics. In that it would be similar to the role assigned to certain indefinites

by Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002). AltQs would then be just oneinstance of a

much larger phenomenon, which seems to be a promising area for future research.

4.6 Some Further Issues

In this section, I point out some issues raised by my suggestions that cannot be

pursued in depth. I come back to the syntax of AltQs, I relate my analysis of the

effect of negation in AltQs to that of Han and Romero (2001, 2004a,b), and I point

out some empirical predictions concerning intervention effects across languages.

4.6.1 The Size of the Disjuncts

A question that has already come up is how large exactly the disjuncts are. I do

not have a theory of that, but what I have proposed has some consequences for the

issue that future theories will need to take into account. Consider in this context

once more an example in which the disjunctive phrase appearsto be fronted past

the intervener:
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(126) Hat
has

den
the

Jonas
Jonas

oder
or

die
the

Ida
Ida

nur
only

Maria
Maria

eingeladen?
invited

‘Did only Maria invite Jonas or Ida?’

The obvious analysis, syntactically speaking, would be onein which the disjunc-

tive phrase has moved across the intervener. This would associate the sentence

with the structure in (127). That structure receives the desired interpretation and

is correctly predicted to be grammatical.

(127) [CP Hat [IP [NP den Jonas oder die Ida]i [ IP nur Maria ti eingeladen]]]?

A problem is the assumption that there is no ellipsis at all inthis structure, in

view of the fact that Han and Romero (2004a,b) and Romero and Han (2003) use

ellipsis to derive the characteristic AltQ focus pattern. It might be possible to save

this aspect of their theory by assuming the following derivation in (128) for (126).

The analysis becomes rather more complex.

(128) a. Hat [IP nur Maria den Jonas eingeladen] oder [IP nur Maria die Ida

eingeladen]

b. Hat [IP den Jonasi [ IP nur Maria ti eingeladen]] oder [IP die Idaj

[ IP nur Maria tj eingeladen]]

(scrambling of the object in each IP disjunct)

c. Hat [IP den Jonasi [ IP nur Maria ti eingeladen]]] oder [IP die Idaj

[ IP nur Maria tj eingeladen]]

(deletion of the remnant IP in the first disjunct)

Thus German (and Hungarian) movement data rather suggest that DisjP is smaller

than in Han and Romero’s (2004a,b) analysis, but this is not conclusive. Con-

versely, one could reexamine the ellipsis analysis to see ifit is strictly necessary

to assume ellipsis in such AltQs. Perhaps a notion of contrast would suffice in-

stead. After all, there are AltQs with no ellipsis, such as (129); see once more Han

and Romero (2004b) for discussion.
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(129) Did the program execute or the computer crash?

Next, let’s turn to the matter of ellipsis in the regular intervention effect in AltQs. I

repeat one of the relevant examples below, together with thestructures that permit

me to derive the intervention effect.

(130) a. ??Did only Mary introduce Sue to Bill or (to) Tom?

b. [CP Q [
ϕ

onlyC [∼ C [ IP Mary [DisjP [introduced Sue to Bill] or

[introduced Sueto Tom]]]]]]

c. [CP Q [
ϕ

onlyC [∼ C [ IP Mary introduced Sue [DisjP [to Bill] or

[to Tom]]]]]]

There is also a structure that would not work, although it would be compatible

with Romero and Han’s (2003) semantic analysis of AltQs – theone in (131),

in which the intervener is contained in both disjuncts and elided in the second.

This structure does not instantiate the intervention effect structure predicted to be

uninterpretable by my theory, and if it were a possible structure for the sentence,

we would expect it to be acceptable.

(131) [CP Q [DisjP [onlyC [∼ C [ IP Mary [introduce Sue to Bill] or

[onlyC [∼ C [ IP Mary [introduce Sueto Tom]]]]]

Note in this connection that we know from examples in which the potential in-

tervener is overtly part of the disjuncts, that no intervention effect arises. This is

illustrated below for English and German.

(132) a. Hat
has

[ nur
only

die
the

erste
first

Mannschaft
team

gewonnen
won

] oder
or

[ nur
only

die
the

zweite
second

]?

‘Did only the first team win or only the second?’
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b. Hat
has

[ nur
only

der
the

Peter
Peter

gespielt
played

] oder
or

[ auch
also

der
the

Fritz
Fritz

]?

‘Did only Peter play, or Fritz too?

c. Did nobody sing or nobody dance?

This means that the intervener puts a roof on the size of the disjuncts, in that an

analysis must be excluded in which the intervener is part of the disjuncts and has

been elided (such as (131) above). We can follow Han and Romero’s (2004a,b)

argument that there is ellipsis in AltQs, but it must be constrained how large the

ellipsis can be. Ideally, restrictions on ellipsis should predict the impossibility of

(131) (for example Han and Romero’s 2004aFocus Deletion Constraint: Focus-

marked constituents at LF (or their phonological locus) cannot delete at Spell-

Out). I refer the reader to Han and Romero for a much more extensive discussion

of the syntax of AltQs. Whatever the theoretical solution, intervention effects in

AltQs impose the requirement on the syntactic analysis of AltQs that the disjunc-

tions cannot be too large.

A related matter is an observation by Han and Romero (2001, 2004a) that

preposed negation blocks an AltQ interpretation, but non-preposed negation does

not. They assume a structure for the non-preposed case as in (133-c).

(133) a. Didn’t John drink tea or coffee? [Y/NQ only]

b. Did John not drink tea or coffee? [Y/NQ, AltQ]

c. [CP did [ wh [DisjP [John not drink tea] or [John not drinkcoffee]]]]

This proposal is compatible with my theory of the effect of preposed negation.

The structure in (133-c) is not expected to lead to an intervention effect. I can

replicate Han and Romero’s contrast in German in the following way:

(134) a. Hat
has

nicht
not

Hans
Hans

Kaffee
coffee

oder
or

Tee
tea

getrunken?
drunk

‘Didn’t Hans drink coffee or tea?’ [Y/NQ only]
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b. Hat
has

Hans
Hans

keinen
no

Kaffee
coffee

oder
or

keinen
no

Tee
tea

getrunken?
drunk

‘Did Hans not drink coffee or tea?’ [Y/NQ, AltQ]

c. Hat
has

nicht
not

Bayern
Bayern

gewonnen
won

oder
or

Pfrondorf
Pfrondorf

verloren?
lost

‘Didn’t Bayern win or Pfrondorf lose?’ [Y/NQ only]

d. Hat
has

Fritz
Fritz

nicht
not

teilgenommen
participate

oder
or

nicht
not

bestanden?
passed

‘Did Fritz not participate or (not) pass?’ [Y/NQ, AltQ]

Note that the well-formed cases have negation inside the disjuncts. A question

arises in connection with the examples in (118-b) and (118-c), however. Let us

consider (118-c), here repeated as (135).

(135) ??Either John didn’t eat rice or beans.

I have argued above that the structure in (136-b) is excluded(as an intervention

effect, or as a violation of the left edge restriction oneither). Schwarz (1999)

argues that the structure in (136-a) is also excluded because negation cannot be

elided in disjunctions. Hence the ungrammaticality of (135) accounted for.

(136) a. ??Either [John didn’t eat rice] or [John didn’t eatbeans].

b. ??Either John didn’t [eat rice] or [eat beans].

However, Han and Romero’s (2001, 2004a) explanation for thegrammaticality of

(133-b) relied on the possibility of eliding negation (see the structure in (133-c)).

It is not clear to me how this contrast between (135) and (133-b) should be ex-

plained. This is part of the larger question of what ellipsisprocesses are at work

in AltQs (vs.either-or).

Han and Romero (2001, 2004a) give an explanation for the preposed (vs. non-

preposed) negation data in AltQs that is based on theirFocus Deletion Constraint.

Preposed negation is focused, non-preposed negation is not. But note that the
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negation in (135) is not preposed. So under Han and Romero’s analysis, we would

expect that the negation in (118-c) can be deleted. They extend their focus-based

explanation to other data in which it looks like a focus intervenes, for instance

(137) below.

(137) *Did LOLA buy flowers for JOANNA or PAQUITA?

(Han and Romero 2001)

I would like to point out that the explanation does not extendto cases of interven-

tion which involve focus sensitive (not focused!) interveners. Even if, for exam-

ple, the preposed negation fact can be made to follow from focus, it would also be

excluded by the mechanism that generally derives intervention effects, which is

needed anyway. Thus Han and Romero’s (2001, 2004a) predictions overlap with

mine in the case of preposed negation. For an analysis of the intervention effect

created by just a focused element (without an element like ‘only’), see chapter 3,

section 3.3.1 and Kim (2006). Note also, though, that I am completely sympa-

thetic to the suggestion that focus based constraints are operative in AltQs.

4.6.2 Intervention Effects in AltQs and Wh-Questions Cross-

linguistically

A final empirical point I want to make concerns crosslinguistic predictions about

intervention effects in AltQs. I expect that in a given language, the intervention

effect in AltQs should show parallels to the intervention effect in wh-questions.

The available data lead to a few specific predictions in this regard. For one thing,

Han and Romero’s (2001) crosslinguistic data on preposed negation lead me to

expect that those languages should all also showwh-intervention. Conversely,

wh-intervention languages introduced in chapters 2 and 3 of this thesis should

also show AltQ intervention (for same interveners, and (where testable) under

same structural conditions). I leave this as a project for future research.
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(138) Spanish (Han and Romero 2001):

a. ¿Juan
Juan

no
neg

bebió
drank

café
coffee

o
or

té?
tea

‘Did Juan not drink coffee or tea?’ [Y/NQ, AltQ]

b. ¿No
Neg

bebió
drank

Juan
Juan

café
coffee

o
or

té?
tea

‘Didn’t Juan drink coffee or tea?’ [Y/NQ only]

(139) Turkish (Beck 1996, Beck and Kim 1997):

a. *Kimse
anyone

kimi
who-ACC

gör-me-di?
see-NEG-PAST

b. Kimi
who-ACC

kimse
anyone

gör-me-di?
see-NEG-PAST

‘Whom did nobody see?’

4.7 Summary and Conclusions

I have collected a set of crosslinguistic AltQ data which are, prima facie unex-

pectedly, not acceptable. Their common characteristic is that a focusing or quan-

tificational element occurs between the disjunctive phraseand the interrogative

complementizer. I have subsumed these data under the general intervention effect

exhibited by questions. For this purpose I have adopted Stechow’s (1991) analysis

of AltQs and Beck’s (2006) analysis of intervention effects. Intervention effects

in AltQs provide support for aspects of both of these theories. I argued for an in-

situ analysis of the disjunctive phrase, and for the role of focus alternatives in the

explanation of the intervention effect. The explanation ofthe intervention effect

proposed in this chapter has interesting consequences for the understanding of the

semantic role of ‘or’ in natural language, as an alternativeintroducing element.
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Chapter 5

Intervention Effects in NPI

Licensing

5.1 Introduction

Since the work of Linebarger (1987), it has been known that the licensing of En-

glish negative polarity items (NPIs) is subject to an “intervention” or “minimality”

effect. This is captured in Linebarger’sImmediate Scope Constraint(ISC), which

states that no quantificational expression may intervene between the NPI and the

licensing negation; the ISC is presented in detail in section 5.2. The ISC is rather

similar in conception to Beck’s (1996)Minimal Quantified Structure Constraint

(MQSC), in that both constraints postulate that no LF dependency may cross a

quantificational barrier. This would naturally lead to the question of whether it is

possible to give a unified analysis of these two types of intervention effects.

I proposed in Kim (2002b) that intervention effects inwh-licensing and NPI-

licensing are indeed closely related. Furthermore I arguedthat both the MQSC and

the ISC are too strong in one sense: not all quantificational expressions induce an

intervention effect in both constructions. Based on crosslinguistic data, I proposed

that the core set of interveners in both cases consists of focus expressions (and not
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quantifiers in general). I suggested that as both the Q operator (licensingwh) and

the NEG operator (licensing NPIs) are focus-sensitive operators themselves, it is

natural that an intervening focus phrase would induce an intervention effect:

(1) Focus Intervention Effect

In a focus-sensitive licensing construction, no independent focus phrase

may intervene between the licensor Op and the licensee XP.

*[Op1 . . . [ FocP [ . . . XP1 . . . ]]]

In the previous chapters, I have discussedwh-licensing and AltQ licensing in de-

tail. The licensing of an NPI now provides a third construction which is sensitive

to Focus Intervention Effect. In slightly less detail, thischapter presents the data

motivating the claims made above about NPI licensing and theconstraints on it,

and presents the outlines of a syntactic analysis. I will show that the apparent

effects of the MQSC can sometimes be avoided at LF, while Linebarger’s ISC is

a very robust constraint.

5.2 NPIs and NPI Licensing

Negative polarity items (NPIs) are expressions which need to be in the scope

of a downward entailing operator such as negation, according to the influential

analysis of Ladusaw (1979). The set of NPIs includes idiomatic expressions such

asa red cent, as in (2), and DPs containinganysuch asany books, as in (3). In

the ungrammatical examples (2-a) and (3-a), the NPIs appearwithout negation,

while in the grammatical examples (2-b) and (3-b), the NPIs appear in the scope

of negation (NPIs are in italics).

(2) a. *John earneda red cent.

b. John didn’t earna red cent.

(3) a. *John soldany books.
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b. John didn’t sellany books.

Linebarger (1987) proposes that the core licensing condition on the relation be-

tween a negative polarity item and the licensing negation should be the more re-

stricted relation “immediate scope” rather than being merely in the “scope” of

the licensor (as assumed by Ladusaw 1979). In effect, Linebarger motivates a

minimality requirement on polarity licensing which ensures that no other logi-

cal operator can intervene between an NPI and a licensing negation at LF. NPIs

are subject to a constraint which requires them to be in the immediate scope of

negation, the Immediate Scope Constraint, defined as follows:

(4) Immediate Scope Constraint(ISC; Linebarger 1987: 338)

A negative polarity item is acceptable in a sentence S if in the LF of S

the subformula representing the NPI is in the immediate scope of negation

operator. An operator is in the immediate scope of NOT only if(i) it

occurs in a proposition that is the entire scope of NOT, and (ii) within this

proposition there are no logical elements intervening between it and NOT.

‘Logical elements’ correspond roughly to propositional operators (e.g., quanti-

fied NPs and quantificational adverbs as well as the causal predicate lexically

expressed bybecause).

This requirement can be illustrated by the following examples:

(5) Mary didn’t wearany earringsat every party.

a. There are no earrings that Mary wore at every party.

(NOT > any> every)

b. At every party Mary wore no earrings.

(every> NOT > any)

c. *It wasn’t at every party that Mary wore any earrings.

(NOT > every> any)
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While the relative scope ofeveryandnot + NPI is variable in (5), Reading (5-c)

where the scope of negation and the NPI is split is unavailable, that is, there is no

reading where a scopal element scopes in between negation and the NPI.

The deviance of examples like (6-b) taken from Honcoop (1998) can also be

accounted for by Linebarger’s Immediate Scope Constraint.1

(6) a. Nobody gave Johna red cent/anything.

b. *Nobody gavemost beggars/every beggara red cent/anything.

(Honcoop 1998: 116)

On the assumption that an NPI must be in theimmediatescope of its licensor,

(6-b) fails becauseevery beggar, a scope-bearing element, intervenes between the

negation and the NPIa red cent/anything.

The effect is strongly reminiscent of thewh-intervention effect we saw in chap-

ter 2. Although Linebarger’s definition (4) requires a clearer characterization of

harmless and harmful interveners,2 it seems that we have another case of an inter-

1Double Object constructions typically exhibit frozen scope effects, as noted by Barss & Lasnik

(1986) and Larson (1988); that is, they tend to lack inverse scope readings, where the direct object

takes scope over the indirect object.

(i) a. I gave a child each doll. (a > each, *each> a)

b. I gave a doll to each child. (a > each, each> a)

So for the examples in (6), the reading where the indirect object universal quantifier scopes over

the direct object NPI should be the only possible reading allowed by the grammar, for independent

reasons. This is why (6-b) is ungrammatical. The scope of an NPI in direct object position is fixed

by its surface position; thus it cannot be in the immediate scope of the licensing negative operator.
2See also the discussion in Chierchia (2004). So-called strong determiners (every, most, the

definite article) are harmful interveners, but indefinitesomeand bare plurals do not intervene. The

conjunctionand intervenes, but the disjunctionor does not. Chierchia points out that it is not clear

that the interveners form a natural class in a way that would justify them carrying the same feature.
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vention effect, very similar to the one seen withwh-questions.3

Based on a crosslinguistic study of NPI intervention andwh-intervention in the

same languages, I made the following observation in Kim (2002b). Intervention

effects in NPI licensing can be found in a variety of languages just like inter-

vention effects inwh-questions, but the core set of interveners, consists of focus

phrases (and not quantifiers in general), and is crosslinguistically stable. Further-

more I observed that while the set of problematic interveners varies from one lan-

guage to the other, the same expressions that are problematic for wh-intervention

are also problematic for NPI intervention in a given language. This clearly sug-

gests a close relationship between the two phenomena.

In the remainder of this section, I illustrate this claim with examples from

German and Korean, originally presented in Kim (2002b).

In German,einen Finger r̈uhren‘lift a finger’ is a negative polarity predicate.

In (7) the NPI is in the scope of the licensing negative quantifierniemand‘nobody’

and the sentence is grammatical.

(7) weil
because

niemand
nobody

für
for

Otto
Otto

einen
a

Finger
finger

gerührt
lifted

hat
has

‘because nobody lifted a finger for Otto’

However, when a focus expression likenur für Otto ‘only for Otto’ intervenes

between the licensing negative quantifier and the NPI, the example is ungrammat-

ical:

(8) a. ?*weil
because

niemand
nobody

nur
only

für
for

Otto
Otto

einen
a

Finger
finger

gerührt
lifted

hat
has

b. weil
because

nur
only

für
for

Ottoi

Otto
niemand
nobody

ti einen
a

Finger
finger

gerührt
lifted

hat
has

3See Beck (1996), Honcoop (1998), and Guerzoni (2006) for theidea of some possible con-

nection between these two domains.
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Yet, as we saw above withwh-licensing, when the focus phrase is moved away

from the intervening position, the configuration once againbecomes grammati-

cal, as illustrated in (8-b). The PPnur für Otto is scrambled across the negative

quantifier in the subject position, taking scope over the negative quantifiernie-

mand ‘nobody’. The surface c-command relations are (only > nobody> lift a

finger). So (8-b) can be paraphrased as ‘because Otto is the only person who

nobody helped’. In this configuration, the NPI is in the immediate scope of the

licensing negative quantifier, satisfying the ISC, and hence (8-b) is grammatical

while (8-a) is not.

The contrast in (9) shows that an intervening universal quantifier jeden‘every-

one’ blocks the licensing of the NPIje ‘ever’:

(9) a. weil
because

niemand
nobody

den
the

Hans
Hans

je
ever

eingeladen
invited

hat
has

‘because nobody ever invited Hans’

b. ?*weil
because

niemand
nobody

jeden
everyone

je
ever

eingeladen
invited

hat
has

‘because nobody ever invited everybody’

The ungrammaticality of (9-b) also follows on Linebarger’saccount. Due to the

intervening quantifier, the NPIje ‘ever’ is not in the immediate scope of the li-

censing negation, violating the ISC.

I now present some examples from Korean. Interestingly, notall quanti-

fiers induce an intervention effect for NPI-licensing, similar to the cases ofwh-

intervention. For example, quantificational adverbs likecacwu‘often’ or hang-

sang‘always’ do not seem to induce an intervention effect for NPI-licensing. Fo-

cus expressions are once again the harmful interveners. NPIs in Korean need to be

licensed by a clause-mate negation (cf. Choe 1988) and thereis no subject/object

asymmetry observed in many languages (e.g., in English *Anyone didn’t come.).4

4NPIs in Korean can only be licensed by negation, and not by anyother downward-entailing

operator. See Sells (2006) for a recent analysis of NPI licensing and interpretation in Korean.
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(10) Amwuto
anyone

i
this

chayk-ul
book-ACC

an
NEG

ilk-ess-ta
read-PAST-DEC

‘No one read this book.’

Consider now (11), with a focus expression intervening the NPI and negation. The

example with intervention is ungrammatical (examples fromSells 2001; see also

A.-R. Kim 2002).

(11) a. ?*Amwuto
anyone

i
this

chayk-man
book-only

an
NEG

ilk-ess-ta
read-PAST-DEC

‘No one read only this book.’

b. I
this

chayk-man
book-only

amwuto
anyone

t an
NEG

ilk-ess-ta
read-PAST-DEC

‘Only this book is what no one read.’ (only> no one)

This contrast is quite parallel to the intervention effectsobserved inwh-questions

in Korean, discussed in chapter 2, section 2.3.

It is also interesting to observe that some quantificationalexpressions do not

block the NPI-licensing even though they intervene betweenthe NPI and the li-

censing negation, the same class of quantifiers which do not induce any inter-

vention effects forwh-in-situ. So, for example, a quantificational adverb such as

cacwu‘often’ may occur between the NPI and negation.

(12) Amwuto
anyone

kukos-ey
that place-to

cacwu
often

an
NEG

ka-ass-ta
go-PAST-DEC

‘No one went there often.’

Finally, it is interesting to note that in the case ofwh-in-situ with an interven-

ing NPI, there will be actually a “double” violation due to the focus intervention

effect. Both the NPI and thewh are focus elements, and they each block the li-

censing of the other. This might explain why intervention effects are stronger with

NPIs than with any other interveners in many languages.
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(13) *Amwuto
anyone

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

chotayha-ci
invite-COMP

anh-ass-ni?
not do-PAST-Q

‘Who did no one invite?’

5.3 Focus and NPI-Licensing

Why does a focus element show the same intervention effect for NPI-licensing as

for wh-licensing? Is the focus interpretation involved in NPI interpretation similar

to that inwh-interpretation? The answers to these questions are not straightfor-

wardly given, as I will show in this section but, my overall claim that focus is what

matters for intervention is supported.

According to recent analyses of NPIs (e.g., Lee & Horn 1994, Krifka 1995,

Lahiri 1998), they are in fact to be analyzed as focus phrases, supported by the fact

that NPIs consist of an indefinite NP and an overt scalar focusparticle meaning

‘even, also’ in many languages.5 In particular Krifka (1995) develops this idea

within an alternative semantics, where NPIs introduce individual alternatives that

can expand to propositional alternatives via the same semantic mechanism used in

Hamblin’s (1973) alternative semantics for questions. A number of polarity items

are necessarily associated with focus, and polarity items denote scalar endpoints,

an observation originally due to Fauconnier (1975). So it isquite well-motivated

to consider NPI licensing as a case of focus-sensitive quantification.6

Based on this, I proposed in Kim (2002b) the following generalization, to

provide the core account of intervention effects for NPI-licensing:

5Cf. Haspelmath (1997) on the typology of NPIs. The ‘indefinite/wh+ also/even’ combination

is a very common form of NPI cross-linguistically. I mentioned earlier in chapter 2 that the neg-

ative polarity items in Chinese, Japanese and Malayalam arealso morphologically made up of a

wh-/indefinite pronoun and a focus particle meaning ‘also/even’.
6There is also some phonological evidence for the analysis ofNPIs as focus elements: just like

wh-elements, NPIs also induce Focus Intonation (see Ishihara2005 for Japanese, Sohn 1999 for

(North Kyungsang) Korean).

182



5.3. FOCUS AND NPI-LICENSING

(14) *[ NEG [ . . . FocP . . . [ . . . NPI . . . ]]]

A focus phrase may not intervene between an NPI and negation.

While this generalization holds, it turns out that it cannotbe given a syntactic

account exactly parallel to that forwh-in-situ, as I proposed in chapter 3. If we

follow that account it would mean that that NPIs have uninterpretable features

[uNeg,uF] and need to be in an Agree relation with a NEG operator, which has

interpretable features [iNeg,iF]. An intervening focus operator Foc would block

that relation, as in the case ofwh-licensing:7

(15) *[ NEG[iNeg,iF ] [ . . . Foc[iF ] . . . [ . . . NPI[uNeg,uF ] . . . ]]]

The example in (16) is a multiple NPI construction. A single negation oper-

ator NEG with the interpretable features [iNeg,iFoc] can license multiple occur-

rences of NPIs with the uninterpretable [uNeg,uF] features via Multiple agree-

ment (which gives rise to a single semantic negation). This is parallel to the mul-

tiple wh-constructions discussed in chapter 3 (multiplewh-phrases licensed by a

single Q operator).8

(16) John didn’t giveanyone anything.

(17) NEG[iNeg,iF ] . . . NPI[uNeg,uF ] . . . NPI[uNeg,uF ]

(16) will be interpreted as in (18):

(18) ¬∃x∃y[person(x) & thing(y) & give(john,x,y)]

7Chierchia (2004, 2006) also assumes an interpretable negative featureiNeg on negation and

an uninterpretable negative featureuNeg on NPIs. See also Zeijlstra (2004) and von Stechow

(2005).
8There is in fact a stronger parallel between NPI constructions and multiplewh-constructions

as analyzed in chapter 3: Sells (2006) proposes that multiple NPIs create a polyadic quantifier by

a process similar towh-absorption.
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This line of reasoning, however, runs into trouble with Korean. Consider the

Korean example (11-a), repeated here in (19):

(19) ?*Amwuto
anyone

i
this

chayk-man
book-only

an
NEG

ilk-ess-ta
read-PAST-DEC

‘No one read only this book.’

This can be explained as a case of the focus intervention effect. Based on the scope

interaction between negation and NPIs, Sells & Kim (2006) show that in Korean,

negation can never scope over an NPI, and claim that an NPI in Korean must have

negation in its immediate scope. This means that a Korean NPIis interpreted as a

kind of universal (see also Sells 2006). However, the Immediate Scope Constraint

holds for the licensing of Korean NPIs as well, in the sense that there can be no

intervening (quantifier or) focus phrase between the NPI andnegation.9

The important point is that in Korean, the NPI is structurally higher than nega-

tion. If we follow the same structural analysis as given above, the ungrammati-

cality of (11-a) should be due to the intervening focus phrase, which blocks the

Agree relation between the NPI and negation, as illustratedin (20):

(20) *[ NPI[uNeg,uF ] [ . . . Foc[iF ] . . . [ . . . NEG[iNeg,iF ] . . . ]]]

However, note that the configuration in (20) is exactly the mirror image of (15) for

English, with the goal (NPI) is c-commanding the probe (NEG). According to the

definition of Agree (Chomsky 2000, 2004), the probe always has to c-command

the goal to check the features of the latter. Hence it seems tobe difficult to use

exactly the same analysis as in chapter 3, for the intervention effect. However,

there are other ways to explain the intervening effect of a Focus phrase in Korean,

as I discuss in the following section.

9The ISC is consistent with an NPI in the immediate scope of negation (English) or negation

in the immediate scope of an NPI (Korean). See Sells & Kim (2006).
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5.4 The Intervention Effect for NPIs

Due to the reversed relationship between an NPI and negationin Korean, com-

pared to English, the specific Agree-based mechanism proposed in chapter 3

does not apply quite straightforwardly; similarly, the idea that the alternative-

introducing element must be higher in the compositional structure than a Focus

phrase, the semantic account of intervention, does not apply in these cases. Nev-

ertheless, the generalization that Focus intervenes for NPI licensing is robust. The

reason is the interaction of Focus phrases and the ISC.

The ISC does not allow a quantifier to intervene at LF between an NPI and

negation, which scopes immediately under the NPI in Korean.If the potential

intervener is a regular quantifier, it turns out in Korean that it may be able to scope

lower than the NPI-Neg complex, allowing the ISC to be maintained with the LF

scope NPI> Neg> Quantifier.

(21) a. Amwuto
anyone

mwuncey-lul
problem-ACC

ta
all

mos
NEG

phwul-ess-ta
solve-PAST-DEC

‘No one could solve all of the problems.’ (NPI> Neg> all)

b. Amwuto
anyone

kukos-ey
that place-to

cacwu
often

an
NEG

ka-ass-ta
go-PAST-DEC

‘No one went there often.’ (NPI> Neg> often)

However, negation never scopes over Focus (see Sohn 1995, Sells 2001); see (22):

(22) a. Mira-nun
Mira-TOP

i
this

chayk-man
book-only

an
NEG

ilk-ess-ta.
read-PAST-DEC

‘Only this book, Mira didn’t read.’

(only> Neg, *Neg> only)

b. Mira-nun
Mira-TOP

i
this

chayk-to
book-ALSO

an
NEG

ilk-ess-ta.
read-PAST-DEC

‘This book, too, Mira didn’t read.’

(also> Neg, *Neg> also)
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Due to this fact about Focus and negation, it will be the case that a surface c-

command configuration NPI> Focus> Neg will necessarily be interpreted with

the same scope configuration at LF, and this is a violation of the ISC. Unlike

non-focus quantifiers, Focus cannot scope lower to avoid theeffects of the ISC.

Although I am not providing a formal account of the ISC here, the correct account

of the Focus intervention effect for NPI licensing in Koreanseems to be the fact

that the presence of Focus necessarily creates an ISC violation.

5.5 Summary

I have not gone into the details of NPI licensing, but I have observed that is natu-

rally considered as one type of focus construction. The factthat focus blocks NPI

licensing shows that NPIs are subject to the General Minimality Effect for focus

evaluation, here repeated in (23):

(23) General Minimality Effect

The evaluation by Op of alternatives introduced by an XP cannot skip an

intervening∼ operator.

*[Op1 . . . [∼ C [
φ

. . . XP1 . . . ]]]

Strictly speaking, NPI licensing in Korean does not quite fitinto the General Mini-

mality Effect in (23). This is because of the reversed c-command relation between

NPI and negation, i.e., the fact that the NPI should have its licensing negation in its

immediate scope. As stated, the General Minimality Effect rules out only cases

in which an intervening focus operator c-commands the alternative introducing

element (i.e., the NPI in this case).

It should also be noted that even though Beck’s (1996) MQSC and Line-

barger’s (1987) ISC appear to be very similar to each other atfirst sight, there

seems to be a fundamental difference between the two constraints. The MQSC is a

constraint on LF movement (i.e., derivation from surface structure to LF) whereas
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the ISC is a constraint on the LF representation (i.e., the output of the operation

deriving LF). I will illustrate this briefly with the following Korean examples.

Both (24-a) and (24-b) are grammatical with the interpretation given:

(24) a. Mira-nun
Mira-TOP

cacwu
often

nwukwu-lul
who-ACC

phati-ey
party-to

teyliko ka-ss-ni?
take-PAST-Q

‘Who did Mira often take to the party’

b. Amwuto
anyone

kukos-ey
that place-to

cacwu
often

an
NEG

ka-ss-ta
go-PAST-DEC

‘No one went there often.’

(anyone> Neg> often, *anyone> often> Neg)

(25) is the LF structure of (24-a). Note that thewh-phrase is moved across an

intervening quantifier, which should be ruled out by the MQSC(which prohibits

LF movement across a quantifier).

(25) [CP nwukwu-luli [TP Mira-nuncacwu tLF
i phati-ey teyliko ka-ss-ni]]

This led Beck & Kim (1997) to the assumption that there is somecrosslinguistic

variation regarding the harmful interveners. Harmful interveners forwh-questions

in Korean are only a subset of the harmful interveners in German. Of course, this

has the consequence that the MQSC can sometimes be violated.

Now consider (24-b), which can only mean ‘No one went there often’. In this

interpretation, negation takes scope over the interveningquantifier ‘often’, landing

in the immediate scope of the NPI. In fact, this is the only possible scope relation

for (24-b), because it satisfies the ISC. The scope relation ‘anyone> often> Neg’

is not possible due to the intervening quantifier, a violation of the ISC, and (24-b)

does not have that interpretation. This shows that Linebarger’s ISC is a very robust

constraint (unlike the MQSC).

It is clear that more careful work needs to be done on the intervention effect

for NPI licensing and its relation towh-intervention effect. I will leave this for

further research.
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Chapter 6

Conclusion

6.1 Summary of the Dissertation

In this dissertation I have investigated the phenomenon of intervention effects,

found in three different domains:wh-questions, alternative questions (AltQs) and

Negative Polarity Item (NPI) licensing.

In chapter 2, I introduced the phenomenon of intervention effects inwh-ques-

tions observed in various languages. I first discussed the analysis proposed by

Beck (1996) and Beck & Kim (1997) in terms of theMinimal Quantified Struc-

ture Constraint(MQSC). The MQSC is based on the generalization that quanti-

fiers block LF movement ofwh-in-situ. Despite its apparent universal character,

however, the intervention effect shows some crosslinguistic variation. This is un-

expected under the MQSC analysis, for the property that is held responsible for

making an expression induce an intervention effect is a semantic property, namely

that of being a quantifier, which is not something we would expect to be subject

to crosslinguistic variation.

Considering the crosslinguistic variation regarding harmful interveners forwh-

licensing, I then proposed in chapter 3 that the core set of interveners, which is

crosslinguistically stable, consists of focus phrases, and not quantifiers in general.
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The condition is given in (1):

(1) A focus phrase may not intervene between awh-phrase and its licensing

complementizer.

*[ CP Qi . . . [ FocP [ . . .whi . . . ]]]

The underlying idea is that the Q operator is a focus-sensitive operator and that

wh-phrases in-situ are dependent (i.e., semantically deficient) focus elements,

which must be associated with the Q operator in order to be interpreted. An inter-

vening independent focus operator precisely blocks that association.

I provided evidence that focused elements andwh-elements have similarities

in terms of their overt syntax, semantics and phonology, in anumber of languages.

Considering the similarities between two kinds of element,it is not surprising that

focus interferes withwh.

On the syntactic side I assume that the Agree relation between a wh-phrase

and an interrogative C is disturbed by an intervening Foc operator, which creates

the intervention effect. I proposed (revising the proposalof Chomsky 2000) that

the interrogative C has both an interpretable Q feature (iQ) and an interpretable

F(ocus) feature (iF), and that awh-phrase has uninterpretable Q and F features

(uQ,uF). Thewh-phrase has to be licensed by the interrogative C by the operation

Agree, but an intervening Focus operator with the interpretable F feature blocks

this Agree relation between the two.

On the semantic side, I adopted the recent analysis by Beck (2006), which

is based on Kim’s (2002b) syntactic generalization in (1). Beck (2006) proposes

that wh-phrases and focus phrases both introduce alternatives into the computa-

tion. However, unlike focus,wh-phrases do not have any ordinary semantic value.

It is the function of the question operator Q to lift the focussemantic value of the

wh-phrase to the type necessary for the ordinary semantics. Beck argues that an

intervention effect occurs whenever a focus-sensitive operator other than the ques-

tion operator tries to evaluate a constituent containing awh-phrase – the resulting
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LF fails to have an ordinary semantic interpretation.

I further argued that thewh-intervention effect is actually an instance of the

more general intervention effect, as given in (2):

(2) Focus Intervention Effect

In a focus-sensitive licensing construction, no independent focus phrase

may intervene between the licensor Op and the licensee XP.

*[Op1 . . . [ FocP [ . . . XP1 . . . ]]]

The domain of ‘focus-sensitive licensing’ includes not only wh-licensing, but also

AltQ-licensing, and NPI-licensing. I assumed that awh-element inwh-questions,

the disjunctive phrase in alternative questions, and NPIs in negative sentences are

all dependent focus elements which have to be associated with a licensing operator

in order to be properly interpreted (a Q operator for the firsttwo cases, and NEG

for NPIs). I proposed that the Q(uestion) operator in questions and the NEG

operator (licensing NPIs) are focus-sensitive operators,such that an intervening

focus phrase induces an intervention effect in all of these three constructions.

In chapter 4, I discussed the intervention effects in alternative questions. I

provided evidence that the intervention effects inwh-questions and in alternative

questions should receive a parallel analysis: the class of problematic interveners is

the same for bothwh-questions and alternative quetions in a given language. I also

provided evidence that thewh-phrase inwh-questions and the disjunctive phrase

in alternative questions share some similarities in terms of their syntax, semantics

and phonology. In alternative questions, the alternativesin the disjunctive phrase

must be contrastively focused. Semantically, the disjunctive phrase introduces a

set of alternatives, just likewh-phrase. And in languages like Hungarian, both the

wh-phrase inwh-questions and the disjunctive phrase (in AltQ) undergo syntactic

focus movement to [Spec, FocP].

Finally, in chapter 5, I introduced a third construction which is sensitive to

the Focus Intervention Effect: the licensing of negative polarity items (NPIs). I
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proposed that focus is a very consistent intervener also forthe licensing of NPIs

across languages. I proposed that an NPI introduces alternatives just like awh-

element and needs to be associated with the licensing NEG operator in order to

be properly interpreted. An intervening focus operator blocks the Agree relation

between the two and the NPI cannot be assigned a proper interpretation.

Semantically, the Focus Intervention Effect in (2) can be paraphrased as the

General Minimality Effect in (3):

(3) General Minimality Effect(cf. Beck 2006, Beck & Kim 2006)

The evaluation of alternatives introduced by an XP cannot skip an inter-

vening∼ operator.

*[Op1 . . . [∼ C [
φ

. . . XP1 . . . ]]]

To sum up, I have proposed a new generalization of the intervention effects,

and an analysis which is based on the evaluation of focus alternatives. I intro-

duced three constructions which are both sensitive to focusintervention, i.e.,wh-

questions, alternative questions and NPI licensing. I showed that in these con-

structions, focus is involved, and that is why they are subject to the intervention

effect induced by the focus operator. I have also provided some syntactic, seman-

tic and phonological evidence for the Focus Intervention Effects.

6.2 Open Issues

Even though focus seems to be a stable intervener across languages, it is still not

clear exactly why the set of harmful intervener varies from language to language.

In particular, if intervention effects are purely semanticphenomena, we would not

expect to find such variation. Beck’s (2006) answer to this question is that prob-

lematic interveners in a given language are the expressionsthat are accompanied

by a focus-evaluating∼ operator. However, as I have shown in chapter 3, it is not

the case that all such expressions are interveners. One instance is the quantifica-
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tional adverbhangsang‘always’ in Korean, which is not a harmful intervener but

which does give rise to a focus-affected reading. It remainsfor future research to

clarify further the exact nature of the interveners and to provide a deeper explana-

tion of the crosslinguistic variation.

Another issue which I did not discuss in detail above is the difference between

the so-called D-linked (or specific)wh-phrases and non-D-linked (or non-specific)

ones, with reference to the intervention effect. Kuno & Kim (2004), among oth-

ers, observe that in Korean, the (non-)specificity ofwh-in-situ influences the rel-

ative acceptability of some examples. They show that the intervention effects

may exhibit varying degrees of strength depending on the extent to which thewh-

expression is contextually restricted or specific, and propose a functional analysis

of the intervention effect. Miyagawa & Endo (2004) make a similar observation

that a D(iscourse)-linkedwh-in-situ cancels the intervention effect in Japanese.

This is certainly an important aspect which needs to be considered in formalizing

the intervention effects.

It is interesting to note, though, that German does not show any improvement

in acceptability with D-linked (or specific)wh-in-situ expressions:

(4) *Welche
which

Kinder
children

haben
have

niemandem
nobody

welche
which

Bilder
pictures

zeigen
show

wollen?
wanted

‘Which children wanted to show nobody which pictures?’

(4) does not allow a pair-list reading due to the interveneing negative quantfier. To

the extent that it is acceptable at all, it is only a request for a single-pair answer

(cf. Pesetsky 2000: 71).

All the examples discussed in Kuno and Kim (2004) involve a single wh-

phrase. It would be interesting to see whether questions with multiple D-linked

wh-phrases allow a pair-list reading even with a harmful intervener in Korean (and

Japanese).
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Finally, there has also been a pragmatic approach to the intervention effect, by

Tomioka (2007). He proposes that intervention effects in Japanese and Korean are

not due to LF syntax but to pragmatics, arguing that the ungrammatical examples

violate the requirements on information structure within asentence. I have not

commented in detail on this proposal above (like Kuno & Kim’s, it does not seem

to apply to languages like German). Miyagawa & Endo (2004) offer some critical

comments on Tomioka’s arguments, and give an alternative analysis of the cases

Tomioka observes.

The precise nature of interpretation of multiplewh-in-situ examples still needs

more study, and as the brief discussion above suggests, a more detailed account

of the intervention effects is necessary so that we can see how much of the effects

should attributed to syntax, to semantics, or to pragmatics.
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Handbuch der zeitgenössischen Forschung, ed. by Joachim Jacobs, Arnim

von Stechow, Wolfgang Sternefeld, and Theo Vennemann, 867–880. Berlin:

Walter de Gruyter.

Pesetsky, David. 1987.Wh-in-situ: Movement and unselective binding. InThe

Representation of (In)definiteness, ed. by Eric J. Reuland and Alice G.B. ter

Meulen, 98–129. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Pesetsky, David. 2000.Phrasal Movement and Its Kin. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT

Press.

Pesetsky, David, and Esther Torrego. 2004. The syntax of valuation and the in-

terpretability of features. Ms., MIT and UMass/Boston. To appear inClever

and Right: A Festschrift for Joe Emonds.

Portner, Paul, and Raffaella Zanuttini. 2000. The force of negation inwh excla-

208



matives and interrogatives. InNegation and Polarity. Syntactic and Semantic

Perspectives, ed. by Laurence R. Horn and Yasuhiko Kato, 193–231. Oxford:

Oxford University Press.

Puskás, Genoveva. 2000.Word Order in Hungarian. The Syntax of̄A-Positions.

Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Ramchand, Gillian Catriona. 1997. Questions, polarity andalternative semantics.

In Proceedings of NELS 27, ed. by K. Kusumoto, 383–396. Amherst, Mass.:

GLSA.

Reinhart, Tanya. 1992.Wh-in-situ – An apparent paradox. InProceedings of the

Eighth Amsterdam Colloquium, ed. by P. Dekker and M. Stokhof, 483–491.

ILLC, University of Amsterdam, .

Reinhart, Tanya. 1995.Interface Strategies. OTS Working Papers in Linguistics.

Reinhart, Tanya. 1997. Quantifier scope: How labor is divided between QR and

choice functions.Linguistics and Philosophy20, 335–397.

Reinhart, Tanya. 1998.Wh-in-situ in the framework of the Minimalist Program.

Natural Language Semantics6, 29–56.

Reinhart, Tanya. 2006.Interface Strategies: Optimal and Costly Computations.

Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Reis, Marga. 1992. The category of invariantalles in wh-clauses. InWho Climbs

the Grammar Tree?, ed. by Rosemarie Tracy, 465–492. Tübingen: Niemeyer.
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nationales Handbuch der zeitgenössischen Forschung, ed. by Joachim Ja-

cobs, Arnim von Stechow, Wolfgang Sternefeld, and Theo Vennemann, 1–

88. Berlin: de Gruyter.

von Stechow, Arnim. 2005. Semantic licensing of some uninterpretable features.

Handout of the talk given at the University of Tromsø, May 26,2005.

von Stechow, Arnim, and Wolfgang Sternefeld. 1988.Bausteine syntaktischen

Wissens. Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.

Sternefeld, Wolfgang. 1996. Comparing reference sets. InThe Role of Economy

Principles in Linguistic Theory, ed. by Chris Wilder, Hans-Martin Gärtner,
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