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Wh-phrases without Quantificational Particles

Mamoru Saito

1. &

(1) KEBIX [GENSZENEZRETZ] ] Ho TS

‘Taroo knows who ate it.’

) [EEDENZIARI BIRBH LA

‘For every x, x a person, the book that x wrote is interesting.’

(3) a.  Wh-phrases in Japanese are construed as variables.
(Kuroda 1965, Nishigauchi 1990, Takahashi 2002, Shimoyama 2008, among others)

b.  Particles determine the quantificational force of the wh-phrases.
(Nishigauchi 1990, Saito 2017, among others)

(4) a.  KERIE, [[GENZ ZICWZ] E1IEEDRRn o7z,
b. AETIE, [[EZIATL] E1IEE 272D, [[Wo1TL] ] IFFE DRI T2,
. I0CIiE, B, 20204 Y v By 7 A E Z CTHIET A ERETDHH L
d. WOIRHES 2 &L HETIE, FReEIiEmw T T
e. ZDUARIDIL, 2HOFENLTEET, MEMERFETHEENTIZIN,

(5) AETIX EEABIZL]FELRMoT. (FA 2020)

(6)  Preliminary analysis of the phenomenon

®

Focus movement as a possible syntactic analysis

s

Implications for the semantics of indirect questions

(7) a.  [Force/Report [Top* [Int [ Top* [Foc [Top* [Fin [ ...]]]]]]]] (for Italian)
b.  [Force/Report [Top* [Int [ Top* [Fin [ ...]]]]]] (for Japanese)
(Rizzi and Bocci 2017, cf. Rizzi 1997, Saito 2012.)

(8) a.  Mary thinks [cp that [tp John was in London]]
b. *Mary thinks [cp whether [rp John was in London]]

(9) a. *Mary wonders [cp that [tp John was in London]]

b.  Mary wonders [cp whether [tp John was in London]]

(10) a.  Mary knows [cp that [tp John was in London]]
b.  Mary knows [cp whether [tp John was in London]]



* What is the selectional property of verbs like know? (See Lahiri 2002 and the references cited there.)

(11) a.  The CP complements of (10) refer to a proposition.
(Groenendijk and Stokhof 1982, Berman 1990, among others.)
b.  Know selects for both propositions and questions.
(Grimshaw 1979, Lahiri 2002, among others)

+ Straightforward evidence for (11b)

2. WhERX

(12) A wh-phrase obtains a quantificational force from a quantificational particle in Spec-head

configuration. (Saito 2017)
(13) KERIX [cp [t AEFDX AT H o 72] 2] o TN D,

CP > CP

TP /\ 7 . {a] /\ Cp
i : [Q(uestion)] [Op: Q(uestion)] TP/\ "
AN

[Q(uestion)]

* How are the wh-phrases in (4) interpreted?

2.1. BERSCE Oxfbe
<On the complementizer t0>

(14) a. A2 TRADMT< ) EFERLIE (2 L) o direct quotation
b. BT [cp [t A HE T E] EELTZ(Z &)

.... paraphrase of direct quotation in the sense of Plann 1982

(15) a.  KEBIZAETFAZ[cp [cp [tp BEDIRE ZAZWNT2] 2] &) =Tz,
b AEF e o B 2YDFTHT] L] IREBIC A LTz,

(16) a.  AETIE. [cp[te KEEHZE WD) L1 o T/E o2& UTz/FR LT,
b. BT [ep[re T INATH72] D] % B LTZ/R ATV /BN TLE T,

(17) a.  Only verbs of saying and thinking select fo.
b.  Ano-headed CP expresses an eventuality. (Saito 2012)



<Lahiri (2002) on the Spanish gue> ... que = to, no

(18) a. Te preguntan [cp que [cp para qué [rp quieres el préstamo]].
you ask (3pl.) that for what  want (2sg.) the loan

‘They ask you what you want the loan for.’

b. *Juan preguntd [cpque[rpel SIDA se puede curar]].
Juan ask (3sing.) that  the AIDS refl. can (3sing.) cured
‘Lit. Juan asked that AIDS can be cured.’

c. *Juan preguntd, “El SIDA se puede curar.”
‘Lit. Juan asked, “AIDS can be cured.””

(19)  Principle R: If a predicate V selects categories X, ..., Xn, as well as reports, and nothing else,
then the report complements of V must be reports of categories restricted to Xi, ..., Xa. No such

restriction applies to predicates that selects reports only. (p.89)

(20) a.  KEBIE. [cp [ EFDRTLS D] O] ZHIFF L7z,
b.  KEBIE. [cp [ AETFDRTINAB] L1 HIFF L.
c. *KEBIE. [cp [re AEFDETI D] ] EFF LT

(21)  *KEBIE. [cp[cp [tr AEF23RTS LD] 0] &1 HIFF L 7.

(22) a. *EFIE. [cr [ B BENE ZI217<] &] FT-.
b.  AETIE. [cr [rp fERZFDOEFHICHE T D] ] =427,

(23)  AETFIE. [cp [cp [te sEMNE DOEBRICHFE T 5] 0] &] =47,

(24) a.  KEBIX. [cp[re B BHBENZE ZITIT<] ] EEL.
b. *KEBIX. [cp [t #EDNZ OREICHET 5] 2] EEL-.

(25) KERIZ. [cp [cp [t #EDEDEBICHET D] 2] &) EE L.

... But the ka-headed CP can only be interpreted as a rhetorical question.

(26) a.  Both syutyoosu ‘insist’ and tazune ‘inquire’ select fo. (The latter selects ka in addition.)
b. At the same time, the clause embedded under fo must be interpretively compatible with the
matrix verb. The content of an inquiry must be a question. On the other hand, what is insisted

on cannot be a question.

(27) a.  KEBIE., EHIT, [cp [ il ZBNT2] E]ERUTZD, [cr [ EZBIT 2] 11T
FiR Lo Te.
b. *KEBIX, #HIT, [cp [re a2 Z B 72) &1 TR UTZD, [cp[er [re AEZBIIT 7] 00] &1
IZERE Lo T



* What fo embeds in the second sentence of (27a) is not a question.

(28) a. AETIE. [cp [ (IDEWAT] E1HA LN, [cp [ MERAT] ETIZEALA
Moz,
b. *ETIE. [ep [re IDEEATE) E1THBA LN, [cp[er [te (T2 EATZ]I DY) E]1FEA
LighoTz.
cf. T [ [ MTEEATL]I N BH LN ST,

(29) a.  AETFIEKREBIZ [ep [ep [t W2 H T ORISR 23] & a7z,
b. *EFIIREBIC [cp [tp VO HTDORITEKZWN] & =4,

22. EHLLTO WhA]

(30) Rooth (1992) ... John saw MARY.
a. John saw Mary. ... ordinary semantic value
b.  {Bill, Susan, Mary, ...} ... set of alternatives for Mary
c.  {John saw Bill, John saw Susan, John saw Mary, ...} ... focus semantic value

Intuitively, ‘John saw MARY’ picks ‘John saw Mary’ from the focus semantic value.

(31) terminology:
focus semantic value = set of alternatives (XS

ordinary semantic value = focus value for the set of alternatives (£ 5UH)

(32) a.  WIH. KFeh (ZRFEXT) HEDGEHT L L RFKRT S,
b.  {ADGEET S, BONiEET D, C DG 5, ...} ... set of alternatives

c.  The university will announce the focus value for this set of alternatives tomorrow.

(33) a.  KHABIE, (2 T) MRS 5 =427,
b.  {ADGFEET S, BONiEET D, C G 5, ...} ... set of alternatives

c. Taroo asked about the focus value for this set of alternatives.

Taroo asked what the focus value is for this set of alternatives.

(34) CP > CP

CP
N
TP Focus ?ﬁ/\CP
i : [Op: Focus] /\
Focus
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(35) a.  KEBIX [cp HFATED [pAET D EZITND LIS TWEN] T ET D EbenoTe.
b. 22KHBIE [cp AAATRDS [cp AETF DX E ZNZWNDMNE I D HD Tein > TWDE N IE-E D
= 727 7=, (Nishigauchi 1990, Watanabe 1992)

(36) a.  KEBIZ [cp AATRD [cpAEFDREFITR ST L] BoTND D] 1T- X D FH7R
NoT-,
b. *KEBIL [cp FATRD [cp AEF D72 EIZIR S TeNE I M AV TR T B 1E-
= 0 FP72h > 7. (Huang 1982, Lasnik and Saito 1984, Richards 2001)

(37) a.  KEBIL [cp AATRD [pAET B EZITND LI BTN D L] IT-& W Sbeinoiz.
b. 22KERIE [cp A ATRDY [cp AE TR E ZAZWNDEME I M D Toi o TWnD E]IE-&E D
Shihoi-.

(38) a.  KEBIL [ce FATRD [k AEF DB EH I 0T L] o TWD L] IT-E D FHR
Moz,
b. *KEBIE [cp AATRDY [ LT DR EEH TR ST E I M D TR > TN D E] 1T
TVEDLRIoT.

(39) a. 22N [cp BREID [cp BEEE DA ZBZATENE D D] FHRTWD D] BRI HR U7

Mo T,
b. 22T [cp BRERDS [cp BREE DMAEBATEDNE D D] AR TND & HREIZER U7
Mo T,

(40) a. *HHENL [cp EIDN [cp BB DR EZL 212N E I D] R TV D 03] BREIZHR T

o7,
b, *HRE [op BN [op BB NREZL ZISWENE I D] R TWD & HFEICHR T
o7,

3. BAFEDOAN— NI T T 41—
41)  KEBIE [cp [ L DEENE ZIZW2] (D) > (&) ] AAZRIZTZ AT,
(42)  Rizzi and Bocci 2017

a. [Italian

[Force/Report [Int [Fin [ ...]...]...]...]

che se di



b.  Japanese
[...[...[... [1p...] Fin] Int] Force/Report]

no ka to
(See Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2002, Saito 2012.)

c.  [Force [Top* [Int [ Top* [Foc [Top* [Mod [Top™ [Qems [Fin [ ... 11111111111

(43)  [Force [Top* [Int [ Top* [Foc [Top* [Fin [i ...]]1111]]

<Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2002 on clefts>
(44) WFDHFE L0, RENSTZ.

(45) a.  AETFDELHENLHFE LD,

b. TopP

/\ TOpP
% FocP /\ Top

—b/\ FocP

(ETF DD O 5 L7z
PORES

The analysis is beautiful, but difficult to maintain. (Takita 2010, Tsuyoshi Sawada p.c.)

(46) a. AEFDHIELT-DIL, lENGE ST,
b, KEBIE. AEFBHRE LR, ENSE o7& BoTn.

47) a.  KEBIE, N7/ RS LW/ BT+ Db,
b. *KESIE, Z0D1259 / ZhDE N+ b.

48) a. AEFDBHBELIZON, EHNLTESTZATTN?
b. W, WERAHE L0, kENLTE>7-ATT L.

(49)  KERIX, fEFRHIELIZORREANSE =0 %2 5N TV,



<Saito 2010 on Top in Japanese>

(50)  ‘XP-wa’receives thematic or contrastive interpretation. It can receive thematic interpretation

only at the initial position of the matrix clause. (Kuno 1973)

(51) a.  KHBIZZDOARZFHAT. (theme, contrast)
b.  KEBAZDOARILFEATZ. (contrast)
c. FORITKREBAHEAT. (theme, contrast)

(52)  KEBDS [we[AEFITLFE R ARl ZEH 572 (2 &) (contrast)

(53) Credo che a Gianni, QUESTO, domani, gli dovremmo dire. (Rizzi 1997)
I believe that to Gianni this tomorrow we should say
‘I believe that we should say this to Gianni tomorrow’

(54) a.  KEBDS [cp[re AEIZHDDFIZHKD] L]E LTV 5D Z & (theme, contrast)
b, KEBA [cp[re AETIZHDDRIZWZ] &1 S -7-Z & (theme, contrast)
(Kuno 1973, Heycock 2008)

(55) ... [Topice theme [topicp [tp ...] Topic]] Report (z0)]

(56) a.  KHEEDS [cp[reAETFIT BT DFRIZHK D] D] ZE4L TV Z & (contrast)
b.  KEEA [cp[re AETIZE T DRICAD] D] % F7= Z & (contrast)

(57) a. KEEDS [cp[re AETFIXH I OARZE - 72] 73] 4272 Z & (theme, contrast)
b, KEEAY [cp[ce[re EFIZHDDRITKD] DI ] FD 12> TNWDH 2 &

(theme, contrast)
(58) [cp...[cp... [cp theme [c’[cp[rp...] Finite (rno)] Topic]] Force (ka)] Report (f0)]

(59) a. AETIE (ELF) TVT BT ~E 17> 7. (theme. contrast + contrast)
b.  TAT ET NI AT (EH) 1T o 7. (theme. contrast + theme. contrast)
(Kuroda 1988)

(60) a. [Force/Report [Top* [Int [ Top* [Foc [Top* [Fin [w ...]]]]1]]] (= (43) for Italian)
b.  [Force/Report [Top* [Int [ Top* [Fin [ ...]]]]]] (for Japanese)

(61) a. HHH., K52 (2£200) sl T D L BEKT . (= (32a)

b. CP > CP

CP
TP/\ %ﬁ/\CP
i : [Op: Focus] /\



4. XL LTDH Wh ZEISC R

(62) a. Mary knows who John saw.
b.  Mary knows that John saw Bill.

(63) a. Mary asked who John saw.
b. *Mary asked that John saw Bill.

(64) a. Mary knows who John saw.
b. [Suppose] John saw Bill.
c. [Then] Mary knows that John saw Bill.

(65) a. Mary asked who John saw.
b.  [Suppose] John saw Bill.

(66) a. The CP complement of (62a) refers to a proposition.
(Groenendijk and Stokhof 1982, Berman 1990, among others.)
b.  Know selects for both propositions and questions.
(Grimshaw 1979, Lahiri 1992, among others)

<Berman 1990>

(67) a.  Mary knows who John saw.
b. (Vx)[John saw x] [Mary knows that John saw x] (Hintikka 1976)

(68) a.  Sue mostly remembers what she got for her birthday.
b.  For the most part, Bill knows what they serve for breakfast at Tiffany’s.

(quantificational variability)

(69)  (Most x) [they serve x for breakfast at Tiffany’s] [Bill knows that they serve x for breakfast at
Tiffany’s] (cf. Heim 1982)

(70) a.  Know-class predicates s-select propositions. Their interrogative complements translate as
open sentences, the wh-phrases being variables.
b.  The interrogative complements of wonder-type predicates, on the other hand, contain a

Q-morpheme in the COMP, and denote questions.

(71) a.  Mary knows [cp Who [cp C [tp John saw who]]]
b.  Mary asked [cp who [cp Q [tp John saw who]]]

<Lahiri’s 2002 critique>

(72) a.  John asked, and Bill knew, what went on at the party.



b.  John knew, but nevertheless asked Bill, why he was sad. (right-node raising)

(73) a.  Bill asked me what the time was, but I didn’t know.

b. Ifyou don’t know what to do, ask. (null complement anaphora)

<Wh-focus sentences>

(74) a.  AEFIT [cp [rp REBANFHEIZ S S 72] 23] FHo TV D
b.  AETFIE [cp [tp KEEBRERIZZE - 72] D] ZHF-> T\ 5.

(75) a.  AETIE [cp [p RKEBDNFEIZ D o 72] 0] 42T,
b. *fEFIX [cp [r KEEDFHEIZE o 72] D] Z=aaTz.

(76) a.  AET1E [cp [tp RKERDSFEIZ S S T2] 2] Flo TN D,
b.  [Suppose] KEEIKEBIZE -7z,
c.  [Then] {EFIZ [cp [tp KEBDSIREBICE -72] D] ZFI> TN 5B,

(77) a.  AET1E [cp [p REBDNFEIZ D - 72] 0] 42T,
b.  [Suppose] KEEKEBIZE -7z,

C.

(78) a.  AET1E [cp [te REBSERE Tl 2 L TWD] 3] oo T,
b.  fEFITNDOE [cp [rp KEBDSEE T2 LTV D] 23] iroTz.

c.  (Vx)[Taroo did x in his room] [Hanako could sense that Taroo did x in his room]
Ka must be ambiguous between Q and -Q. But (27) shows that ka is always interpreted as Q.

(27) a.  KEBIX., EHIT, [cp [ il ZBNT72] E]ERUTZD, [cr [ EZBIT 2] 11T
FiR Lo Te.
b. *KEBIX, #HIT, [cp [re a2 Z B 72) &1 TR UTZD, [cp[cr [re AEZBNIT 7] 00] &1
IZERE LD o7

This contrast supports the Grimshaw-Lahiri analysis. The inference in (76) and quantificational
variability in (78) do not constitute evidence for the interpretation of the “interrogative

complements” as propositions, and in particular, as open sentences.

(79) a. R (FEET0) JENGERT D LR LT
b. [Suppose] (FFERXT) 77 v v R aH B NGEHT 5.
c. [Then] K*HE (FFEXT) 7T v v RAa#BNHT 5 ERE L.

(80) a.  BUMIZ [cp[tr BB EZIZWD] L] AFEK LT,
b.  BUFIIWOG [cp [ BN EZIZWD] L1 AFK LT
c. (Vx)[the PM is at x] [the government announced that the PM is at x]
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* These facts are consistent with the hypothesis that the wh-phrases in these examples are focus

operators.

* Then, what is the source of the contrast between (64) and (65)?
“..., the relevant difference between the two classes of predicates resides in the predicates themselves

rather than in the interrogative complements they take.” (Lahiri 2002, p.292)

(81) a. AETIE. [cr [ SREZRAT] L1 EHH L.
b. AEFIE. [cr [ MEWAT] ] ERA LT

(82) a. AETIE. [cp [t MIMEIRATEl E1EBH LD, [ [ MEBAL] E1IFEAR LY

NoT-,

b. *fETFIE. [cp [ I EEATE] E1EH LN [cp [ep [e TERATZ] 2] E]1TEH
Lo iz,

(=(28))

(83) a. AETIE. [cp [ MERATI D EH L.
b.  [Suppose] fEFITERELEAT.
c.  [Then] {EF1E. [cp [ SREZEAT] L1 HRA L.

(84)  Kokuhakusuru ‘confess’ selects a report or a question. A report complement reports the content
of the confession. When it takes a question as its complement, kokuhakusuru means “confess

the answer to.”

5. fEim

(85) a.  KHBIL, [ENZ W] L1IZFE RN TC.
b VOIS L BETIE, FEXITET T

(86) a.  These sentences with a wh-phrase and without a quantificational particle are not questions.
b.  The wh-phrases in these sentences are arguably focus operators.
If so, the Italian left periphery and the Japanese right periphery are virtually identical.
d.  The interrogative complements of know-class verbs are questions, as argued by Lahiri 2002.
e.  When they take an interrogative complement, they exhibit interesting interpretive properties.
Those properties should be attributed to the semantics of those predicates, not to the

interpretation of the interrogative complement, again, as argued by Lahiri 2002.
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