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1 Introduction

Beck (1996) and Beck & Kim (1997) discuss the interactiomieetnwh-in-situ
and quantifiers, proposing that an intervening quantifieckd LF movement of
whto an operator positioh.

1.1 Wh-Intervention Effects in German

Beck (1996) argues that Llsh-movement may not cross a quantifier based on the
following contrast. Overt movement of thérin-situ to a position higher than the
intervening quantifier makes the structure well-formednabese contrasts:

(1) a. *Werhatniemandenwo angetroffen?
whohasnobody  wheremet
b. Werhatwo niemandenangetroffen?
whohaswherenobody  met
‘Who didn’t meet anybody where?’

(2) a. *Wen hatnur Karl wo getroffen?
whomhasonly Karl wheremet
b. Wen hatwo nur Karl getroffen?
whomhaswhereonly Karl met
‘Who did only Karl meet where?’

(3) a. *Wen hatfast jeder wo getroffen?
whomhasalmosteveryonavheremet

b. Wen hatwo fast jeder getroffen?
whomhaswherealmosteveryonanet

‘Who did almost everyone meet where?’

Beck (1996) proposes that for semantic reasahsin-situ has to move at LF to an
operator position. And this LF movement is blocked by anrirgaing quantifier.

4) Quantifiers block LF movement.
... XTi...[QP...[...‘;LF...]]]




1.2 Wh-Intervention Effects in Korean

Beck & Kim (1997) observe similar intervention effects inréan, illustrated by
the contrasts in (5)—(7):

(5) a. *Amwuto nwukwu-lulchotayha-cianh-ass-ni?
anyone who-AcC invite-COMP not doPAST-Q
b. Nwukwu-lu] amwuto t; chotayha-cianh-ass-ni?
who-ACC  anyone invite-COMP not doPAST-Q
‘Who did no one invite?’

(6) a. ?Mira-man nwukwu-lulchotayha-ess-ni?
Mira-only who-AcC invite-PAST-Q
b. Nwukwu-lu] Mira-man t; chotayha-ess-ni?
who-AcC  Mira-only invite-PAST-Q
‘Who did only Mira invite?’
(7) a. *™MIRA -ka nwukwu-lulchotayha-ess-ni?
Mira-NOM who-ACC  invite-PAST-Q
b. Nwukwu-lu] MIRA -ka t; chotayha-ess-ni?

who-AcC  Mira-NOM invite-PAST-Q
‘Who did MIRA invite?’

Universal quantifiers such asvukwundeveryone’ seem to show a similar effect,
although the effect is much weaker than the NPI elementseoioitus phrases.

(8) a’”Nwukwuna-kaenu kyoswu-lul  conkyengha-ni?
everyoneNOM which professoracc respect-Q
b. Enu kyoswu-lu] nwukwuna-kat; conkyengha-ni?
which professoracc everyoneNoMm  respect-Q
‘Which professor does everyone respect?’

Beck & Kim (1997) suggest that these examples require a tmifoeatment and
propose that for semantic reasonswiephrases in situ have to be moved at LF to
the interrogative SpecCP and an intervening quantifieidsitizat LF movement.

1.3 Wh-Intervention Effects Crosslinguistically

The intervention effects observed in German and Konelguestions can be
found in a wide variety of languages. In addition to Germad Korean, inter-

vention effects are found, for example, in Dutch (Honcoo®8)9French (Chang
1997), Hindi/Urdu, Turkish (Beck & Kim 1997), Japanese (H§85, Tanaka
1997, Hagstrom 1998), Malayalam (Kim 2002b), Hungariapi@k 2001), and
English (Pesetsky 2000). This seems to suggest that thrwémtiton effect has a
universal charactér.



2 Problems
2.1 Overgeneralization

Despite its apparent universal character, the intervemfect shows some cross-
linguistic variation. In Mandarin Chinese, for exampledioary quantifier NPs,
guantificational adverbs, and negation do not show inteiwerffects for nomi-
nalwh-phrases (see Huang 1982, Aoun & Li 1993, and Soh 2005):

(9) Meigerendoumai-le shenm@
everyone all buy-Aspwhat
‘What did everyone buy?’

(10)  Zhangsashangchangmaishenm@
Zhangsarften buy what
‘What does Zhangsan often buy?’

(11)  Zhangsaibu xiangmaishenm@
Zhangsamotwant buy what
‘What doesn’t Zhangsan want to buy?’

And it is not even the case that all quantifiers induce an vetation effect for
whtrin-situ in Korean. For example, quantifiers likest Nor always/ofterdo not
induce intervention effects:

(12)  Taypwupwun-uy haksayng-tul-i nwukwu-lulhoycang-ulo
MOSt-GEN studentPL-NOM who-ACC  president-as
chwuchenha-ess-ni?
recommendrAST-Q
‘Who did most students recommend as president?’

(13) Mira-nunhangsang/cacwwnwukwu-lulphathi-eyteyliko ka-ss-ni?
Mira-Topalways/often ~ who-acCc party-to takePAST-Q
‘Who did Mira always/often take to the party?’

The fact that there is some parametric variation in what tionss the set of prob-
lematic interveners seems to be a problem for Beck’s (1986)yais. This is
unexpected as the property that was held responsible fomgal expression
induce intervention effect in her analysis was a semantipgnty (that of being
a quantifier), which is not something we would expect to bgemikio crosslin-
guistic variation. Is it possible to identify a set of inteners that produce the
intervention effect crosslinguistically?

2.2 Why Should Intervention Effects Hold?

The intervention effect itself may well be universal, thbwbject to some cross-
linguistic variation. But why should intervention effettsld in the first place?



3 Focus Intervention Effects
3.1 The Generalization

| proposed in Kim (2002a,b) that the core set of intervenens;h is crosslinguis-
tically stable, consists of focus phrases.

(14)  Afocus phrase may not intervene betweerhephrase and its licensing
complementizer.

{pQi ... [FocP [...wh; ... 1]

In Mandarin Chinese, focus phrases (including NPIs, whicnhghologically con-
sist of awh-pronoun and the focus partigke ‘also’) induce an intervention effect
even for nominawh-phrases, which otherwise do not show the effect when c-
commanded by a quantifier or negation:

(15) a. ?tian Lili ye kan de dong na-ben shuw?
evenlLili alsoreadDE understanavhich-cL book
b. Na-ben shu lian Lili ye kan de dong?
which-cL bookevenlLili alsoreadDe understand
‘Which book could even Lili understand?’

(16) a. ?Zhiyou Lili kan-le na-ben shu /shenme
only Lili readaspwhich-cL book what
b. Na-ben shu /shenmehiyou Lili kan-le?
which-cL book what only Lili readAsp
‘Which book/what did only Lili read?’

(17) a. *Sheiye kan bu dong na-ben shu?
who alsoreadnot understanavhich-cL book
b. Na-ben shu sheiye kan bu dong?
which-cL bookwho alsoreadnotunderstand
‘Which book could no one understand?’

In Malayalam, universal quantifiers do not induce an inteties effect forwh-in-
situ, but focus phrases and negative polarity items do. {@eeambling of thevh-
phrase to a higher position than the intervener makes thersssmgrammatical:

(18) ellaawarumeeb pustakarraar waayicc-as?
everyone whichbook-be readNmz
‘Which book did everyone read?’

(19) a. “Lili-maatram eeb pustakarraar waayicc-as?

Lili-only which book-be readNmz
b. eeb pustakamaamn Lili-maatram waayicc-ab?
whichbook-be Lili-only readNmz

‘Which book did only Lili read?’



(20) a. *aarumeeb pustakarmaar waayikk-aa-teirunn-ab?
anyonewhich book-be readNEG-AUG AUX-NMZ
b. eeb pustakamaan aarum waayikk-aa-teirunn-ab?
whichbook-be anyonereadNEG-AUG AUX-NMZ
‘Which book did no one read?’
(aarum‘anyone’ =aar ‘who’ + um‘also’)

According to recent analyses of NPIs (e.g., Krifka 1995, itidt998), negative
polarity items can be analyzed as focus phrases, suppoytdteldact that NPIs
consist of an indefinite NP (onah-pronoun) and an overt focus particle meaning
‘even, also’ in many languages (cf. Haspelmath 1997).

To sum up, the data seem to show that an intervention effecirsevhenever
a focus phrase intervenes between the interrogative C avdphrase in situ.

3.2 Focus and WH

Now the question is why focus should induce an interventftecefor wh-in-situ.
It is well-known that focused elements antt-elements share some similarities
in terms of their overt syntax, semantics and phonology inralver of languages.

Syntactic Similarities

Some languages requivatphrases to appear in the designated structural posi-
tion for (contrastive) focus (for example, Hungarian (Brd®90), Chadic (Tuller
1992) and Malayalam (Jayaseelan 2003)krmovement in these languages is
argued to be an instance of focus movemuititphrases bear a focus feature that
enables them to target the same position as other focusstitcents.

Moreover, it is also observed that focus amdphrases in situ share the syn-
tactic property of being insensitive to island constra{see Rooth 1996) — com-
pare (21-a) and (21-c) with (21-b); only quantifiers cancop® out of the island:

(21) a. Dr. Svenson only rejected the proposal that [Josumitted.
b. Dr. Svenson rejected the proposal that no student/alevesy stu-
dent submitted.
c. Tellme who rejected the proposal that who submitted.

Phonological Similarities

Phonologically, avh-element carries a pitch accent which is characteristioof f
cused elements. A propertywh-elements which has often been noted is that they
have to carry focal stress in order to receive a question waaning, especially
when they stay in situ. Without focal stressyl-in-situ receives an indefinite
reading — see German (22) and Korean (23):



(22) a. WerhatwAs gelesen?
who haswhatread
‘Who read what?’
b. Werhatwas gelesen?
who haswhatread
‘Who read something/anything?’

(23) a. Mira-ka MwUES-ul masi-ess-ni?
Mira-NOM what-AcC drink-PAST-Q
‘What did Mira drink?’
b. Mira-ka mwues-ulmasi-ess-ni?
Mira-NOM what-AccC drink-PAST-Q
‘Did Mira drink something/anything?’

So focal stress has the function of distinguishing the goestord meaning from
the indefinite existential meaning wh-pronouns in German and Korean.

Other languages corroborate this view: Ishihara (2002)vshbat Japanese
wh-questions always exhibit focus intonation; Hayes & Lalil®91) show that
interrogativewh-words exhibit the same prosodic pattern as contrastivelyged
elements in Bengali.

Semantic Similarities

The idea thatvh-elements are similar to focus elements is also supportestby
mantic considerations. It has long been thought that thaséos of questions and
of focus (particularly, contrastive focus) are closelatetl. In particular, Rooth
(1985, 1992) developed alternative semantics for focusgathe same lines as
Hamblin’s (1973) alternative semantics for questions. éufed constituent in a
sentence evokes alternatives similarly twtaword in a question.

Rooth (1985, 1992) suggests that sentences with focus aoeiated with
two semantic objects: the ordinary semantic value?gnd the focus semantic
value ([.]). Informally, the focus semantic value for a sentence issiteof
propositions obtained by replacing the focus with an altéve of the same type.
For example, the ordinary semantic value of (24) is the sipgbposition in (25),
whereas its focus semantic value is a set of propositionis, @6):

(24) [Johnl left.

(25) [[John] left]° ordinary semantic value
= Aw. John left inw
= that John left

(26) [[John]. left] f focus semantic value
= {that John left, that Bill left, that Amelie left, . }.
={p:p=Aw.zleftinw |z € D}



According to Hamblin (1973), the denotation of a questioa $&t of proposi-
tions corresponding to potential answers to the quest®given in (28) for (27).

(27)  Who left?

(28)  {that John left, that Bill left, that Amelie left, . }.
={p:p=Aw.zleftinw |z € D}

Note that the focus semantic value of (24) is identical todtginary semantic
meaning of the question (27). ih-phrase, like a focus, triggers the introduction
of alternatives.

4 Analysis of Focus Intervention Effects
4.1 Semantics of Focus Intervention Effects

Beck (to appear) claims that intervention effects folloanfrfocus interpretation.
More specifically, an intervention effect occurs whenevésaus sensitive oper-
ator other than the question operator tries to evaluate atitoent containing a
wh-phrase — the resulting LF fails to have an ordinary semamigcpretation.

Beck suggests thath-phrases and focused phrases both introduce alternatives
into the computation. However, unlike focuswér-phrase makes no ordinary
semantic contribution while it has a well-defined focus seticaralue as in (30-b).

Its ordinary semantic value is in fact undefined ((30-a)).

(29) a. Who left? b.  [Q[who left]
(30) a. [whop is undefined. b. [who]=D

The ordinary semantic value of the larger structure thataina thewh-phrase,
labeledg in (29-b), is also undefined, while its focus semantic vafuthe set of
alternatives given in (31-b).

(31) a. [¢l°isundefined.
b. [¢]/ ={p:p= w.zleftinw |z e D}

It is the function of the Q operator to lift the focus semamadue of its sister
node to the level of the ordinary semantics (see (32-a))s ivies us the desired
semantics for (29), givenin (33).

(32) a [Qal°=[sl/ b. [Q¢l’ ={IQ ¢1°}
(33) MQI,wholefd]]°=[[,wholefl]/ ={p:p=Iw. zleftinw |z € D}

In Rooth’s (1992, 1996) focus theory, the focus operatevaluates all foci. That
is, whenever the contribution of focus is used in the serngnthe~ operator is
involved. The~ operator introduces a presupposed alternativeCsethich is
constrained in the following way:



(34) a. [~ C ¢]°is defined only ifC is a subset of §]/ containing 5] °
and at least one other element. If defined, ' ¢]° = [#]°.

b. [~Cel ={[~Cdl°

The ~ operator uses both the ordinary and the focus semantic @dlit® sister
node, and it evaluates all foci in its scope unselectivede (84-a)) and resets the
focus semantic value of the whole structure to a singletortaining the ordinary
semantic value (see (34-b)).

Consider now (35-a), a prototypical example of the intetiegmeffect, and its
LF structure in (35-b):

(35) a. *Only Johpinvited who?
b. [pQ [IP3 onlyc [IP2 ~C [IPl John invited whol]]]

The category IPcontains an element whose ordinary semantic value is ureakefin
(i.e., who); hence IR does not have an ordinary semantic value. Similarly, the
category labeled BPcannot have a well-defined ordinary semantic value. Then the
focus value of IR cannot be defined, and this carries over tosfJPand [IPs] /.
It is precisely the focus semantic value of Which should be the input to the Q
operator; since it is undefined, the whole structure doebang an interpretation.
A structure that cannot be assigned an interpretation isaumgaticaf Hence,
intervention effect examples are predicted bad as theyranganpretable.

Beck (to appear) proposes the general prediction in (36greilly a refor-
mulation of Kim’s (2002a,b) empirical generalization (1dgre repeated in (37):

(36) A wh-phrase may not have the operator as its closest c-commanding

operator.
Qi... [MCl,... whi ... ]
37)  *[pQ:... [FocP[...wh; ... T]] (Kim 2002a,b)

In principle, we expect the- operator to act as an intervener whenever alter-
native semantics is involved, for the properties of ththat cause the intervention
effect inwh-constructions — unselectivity and resetting of focus seiinaalue —
should trigger a similar minimality effect in other focustated constructions.

(38)  General Minimality Effec{cf. Beck, to appear, Beck & Kim, to appear)
The evaluation by Op of alternatives introduced by an XP oagkip an
intervening~ operator.

“Op1...[~C[,... XPr... ]l]

When XR is not awh-phrase, this effect would not necessarily be observed as
uninterpretability, i.e., ungrammaticality. Rather, ibwd consist in the absence
of a certain interpretation, namely the one where the atenes introduced by
XP; are evaluated by Qp



4.2 Syntax of Focus Intervention Effects
Wh-Licensing

The standard assumption that tiwa-phrase raises for semantic reasons at LF
has always faced the problem that covert movemenmthein-situ does not show
the island effects observed for overrmovement. In the minimalist framework
(Chomsky 2000, 2001 and most recently, Chomsky 2005) itsaragd that overt
wh-movement is not triggered by the need to check some fedbutds merely
driven by EPP (oedge-featurg a purely structural requirement which does not
involve any feature matching. Feature checking is done hyégt a distance, so
there is no reason favh-in-situ phrases to undergo any LF movement.

In the alternative semantics for questions proposed by Har(it®73) (which
| adopt), wh-movement is not necessary. Hamblin suggests that there $&n
mantic reason fowh-movement, mentioning that in many languages, the word
order of an interrogative sentence is always that of theespwnding indicative
sentence.

Feature Checking

Feature checking is done by the Agree operation, which tefotlowing proper-
ties (cf. Chomsky 2000, 2001):

(39) (i) Agree between a probe P and a goal G is based on thiéorela
Matching under the locality condition of closest c-commanklere
Matching is feature identity.
(i) Agree deletes the uninterpretable features of P andl@yiag deri-
vations to converge at LF.

For the relation between an interrogative C andhgphrase, Chomsky (2000) pro-
poses that thevh-phrase has an uninterpretable [wh] feature and an intixipee
[Q] feature, and the interrogative complementizer has anterpretable [Q] fea-
ture. Instead, | propose (41), which mirrors the semanticgfiestions.

(40) Chomsky (2000):
a. probe:{iQ]inC
b. goal: [Q,uwh] in wh-phrase
(42) My proposal:
a. probe:{Q,F]inC
b. goal: uQ,uF]in wh-phrase (must be valued by C)
c. The probe must have a complete set of features matchisg thfo
the goal in order to delete its uninterpretable featuresfaximize
Matching Effectproposed by Chomsky 2001).



Intervention Effects

An intervention effect occurs whenever a focus phraseveters between an in-
terrogative C anavh-in-situ, as shown in (42) with the relevant features:

Thewh-element has uninterpretable feature®[uF], which need to be checked
against the interpretable features of a matching oper&aly the interrogative
C has the complete set of interpretable featui€siF] for the [uQ,uF] of the
whrin-situ and so only it can Agree with th&h-in-situ, eliminating all of the
uninterpretable features.

The intervening focus operator (which comes with the fodusement) has
an interpretable focus featui€, but it cannot license theh-in-situ because it
does not have the featui®. Even though Foc does not match on every feature
with wh-in-situ and hence cannot be in an Agree relation with itpgglinduce an
intervention effect.

A wh-phrase not licensed by a Q operator will be uninterpretfaibee it can
never have a well-defined ordinary semantics; in fact, theo€rator must be the
closest c-commanding operator, as it is the only operatiactwdan lift the focus
semantic values introduced kyh-phrases to an ordinary semantic value.

5 Intervention Effects in Alternative Questions

Another construction sensitive to focus intervention esdtternative question (see
Beck & Kim, to appear, for a detailed discussion of such wrgation effects).

In English, a simple question like (43) is ambiguous betwaegas-no question
(Y/NQ) reading (expected answerges/nd and an alternative question (AltQ)
reading (expected answermffee/teq

(43) Did John drink coffee or tea?

The availability of the AltQ reading depends on intonatidsoth disjuncts in (43)
must be focused. And note that (44), where a focus phrasegesthe disjunctive
phrase, is unacceptable as AltQ.

(44) ??Didonly John drink coffeg. or teg.? [*AltQ]
Similar effects can be found in German (see (45)) and in Ko(eae (46)).

(45) *Hatnur Peter Maria_oderSusanngeingeladen? [*AltQ]
a 2
hasonly PeterMaria or Susanneinvited
‘Did only Peter invite Maria or Susanne?’



(46) a. ?Mira-man cha-lul masi-ess-ni animyenkhephi-lul
Mira-only teaAcc drink-PAST-Qif not  coffeeAcc
masi-ess-ni? [*AltQ]
drink-PAST-Q
‘Did only Mira drink tea or coffee?

b. *MIRA -ka cha-lul masi-ess-ni animyenkhephi-lul
Mira-NOM teaAcc drink-PAST-Qif not  coffeeacc
masi-ess-ni? [*AltQ]
drink-PAST-Q
‘Did MIRA drink tea or coffee?’

The parallels with thevh-intervention effect are obvious, with the disjunctive
phrase taking the place of twh-phrase. Beck & Kim (to appear) show that
the class of problematic interveners is in fact the same dtin Wwh-questions and
alternative quetions in a given language. Following vorcSoev (1991), Beck &
Kim assume that the disjunctive phrase in AltQs introducsstaof alternatives,
which are evaluated by the Q operator; an intervening fopgsaior blocks the
evaluation of the alternatives.

47 [DisjP] in AltQ may not have the- operator as its closest c-commanding
operator.

Qi [~ Cl,- [ogpA0rBli... ]|

Beck & Kim further argue that the intervention effect in Ak@ollows as the Q
operator has no alternatives left to evaluate. The conseguis that AltQs would
not be subject to theh-intervention effect, but they would be one instance of the
general minimality effect for focus evaluation (38), refeehin (48).

(48)  General Minimality Effect
The evaluation by Op of alternatives introduced by an XP oagkip an
intervening~ operator.
Op1...[~Cly... XPr... 1]

6 Conclusion

In this paper | proposed a new generalization of the intaieareffects and an
analysis which is based on the evaluation of focus alterastil introduced two
constructions which are both sensitive to focus internamtie. wh-questions and
alternative questions. | showed that in both constructitowis is involved, and
thatis why they are subject to the intervention effect iretlioy the focus operator.
The new analysis is superior to previous approaches tovirtéion effects as it
derives the effect from semantic uninterpretability.



Notes

*Many thanks to Sigrid Beck and Peter Sells for very helpfutenents and
discussion of the material in this paper. I'm also gratefuity informants: M.T.
Hany Babu for Malayalam, Lansun Chen for Mandarin ChinesterPSells for
English, Magdalena Schwager and Ede Zimmermann for Germalso thank
many linguists at Harvard ISOKL 2005 and the 3rd Internaldiorkshop on
Theoretical East Asian Linguistics for their input and Helgomments, particu-
larly Susumu Kuno, Doo-Won Lee, Shigeru Miyagawa and Saftsnioka.

! Interveners are marked boldfaceandwh-in-situ initalics.

2 The universal quantifienwukwunaeveryone’ in (8) cannot induce a pair-
list reading (in contrast to the Englis'hich professor does everyone respect?
which is ambiguous between a pair-list reading and a siagkwer reading).

3 Tomioka (2004) proposes that intervention effects in Japarand Korean
are not due to LF syntax but to pragmatics, arguing that tlyggammatical exam-
ples violate the requirements on the information structira sentence. Due to
space limitation, | will not comment here (and also, his m®gd does not seem to
apply to languages like German) but refer the reader to Miyeg& Endo (2004)
for critical comments on Tomioka’s arguments, and an irstimg alternative anal-
ysis of the cases Tomioka observes.

4Kuno & Kim (2004) observe that in Korean, the (non-)spedificf wh-
in-situ influences the relative acceptability of some exsipand the interven-
tion effects exhibit varying degrees of strength dependimghe extent to which
thewh-expression is contextually restricted or specified, amghpse a functional
analysis of the intervention effect. Miyagawa & Endo (206¥9ke a similar ob-
servation that a D(iscourse)-linkedh-in-situ cancels the intervention effect in
Japanese. This is certainly an important aspect which riedols considered in
formalizing the intervention effects.

It is interesting to note, though, that German does not shgwiraprovement
in acceptability with the D-linked (or specifig)h-in-situ expressions:

(i) *WelcheKinder habemiemandemwelcheBilder zeigenwollen?
which childrenhave nobody which picturesshow wanted
‘Which children wanted to show nobody which pictures?’

| leave the analysis of this variation for future research.

5 According to Aoun and Li (1993), (9) is ambiguous. Both a fisiranswer
and a single answer are allowed.

6 Cf. Heim & Kratzer's (1998:48) view of uninterpretabilitg @ne source of
ungrammaticality: uninterpretable structures are thdtsedid out by the semantic
component of the grammar. The idea is consistent with Chgingk986, 1995)
principle of Full Interpretation, requiring every elemeftPF and LF, the two
interface levels of linguistic representation, to have pprapriate interpretation
— being licensed in the relevant sense.
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