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1 Introduction

Beck (1996) and Beck & Kim (1997) discuss the interactiomienwh-in-situ and quantifiers,
proposing that an intervening quantifier blocks LF movenoémth to an operator position.

1.1 Wh-Intervention Effectsin German

(2) Wen hatLuisewo gesehen?
whomhasLuisewhereseen
‘Where did Luise see whom?’

(2) a. *Wen hatniemand wo angetroffen?
whomhasnobody wheremet
b. Wen hatwo niemand angetroffen?

whomhaswherenobody met
'Who did nobody meet where?’

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

(4) a. *Wen hatfast jeder wo getroffen?
whomhasalmosteveryonevheremet

b. Wen hatwo fast jeder  getroffen?
whomhaswherealmosteveryonanet

‘Who did almost everyone meet where?’

(5) Wen hatjeder wo gesehen?
whomhaseveryonewvhereseen
‘Where did everyone see whom?’
(i) For each personm: who didx see where?
(i) *Which person and which place are such that everyonetb@aperson in that
place?

(6) [cpieder [cpwen, wo, [ C [t t; tu"F gesehen hat]]]] (only LF for (5))
(7 Quantifiers block LF movement.

ML XTZ-...[QP...[...;LF...]]]




8) a.

b.

Quantifier-Induced Barrier (QUIB)

The first node that dominates a quantifier, its restriction i#s nuclear scope is a

Quantifier-Induced Barrier.
Minimal Quantified Structure Constraint (MQSC)

If an LF traceg is dominated by a QUIBy, then the binder of must also be

dominated byy.

1.2 Wh-Intervention Effectsin Korean
9) a.

b.

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

Beck & Kim (1997) suggest that these examples require a unitoeatment and propose that
for semantic reasons theh-phrases in situ have to be moved to LF to the interrogatiexSPp

a.

b.

a.

b.

Mira-ka mwues-ulilk-ess-ni?
Mira-NOM what-AccC readPAST-Q
Mwues-u] Mira-ka t; ilk-ess-ni?
whatAcc Mira-NOM  read-Past-Q
‘What did Mira read?’

*Amwuto nwukwu-lulchotayha-ci anh-ass-ni?
anyone who-ACC invite-CcOMP not doPAST-Q
Nwukwu-lu] amwuto t; chotayha-ci anh-ass-ni?
who-AcC  anyone invite-cOMP not doPAST-Q
‘Who did no one invite?’

?Mira-man nwukwu-lulchotayha-ess-ni?
Mira-only who-Acc invite-PAST-Q
Nwukwu-lu] Mira-man t; chotayha-ess-ni?
who-AcCc  Mira-only invite-PAST-Q
‘Who did only Mira invite?’

a. MIRA-ka nwukwu-lulchotayha-ess-ni?

b.

a’®Nwukwuna-kaenu kyoswu-lul  conkyengha-ni?

b.

Mira-NOM who-ACC  invite-PAST-Q
Nwukwu-lu] MIRA-ka t; chotayha-ess-ni?
who-ACC  Mira-NOM invite-PAST-Q
‘Who did MIRA invite?’

everyoneNOM which professoracc respect-Q

Enu kyoswu-luyJ nwukwuna-kat; conkyengha-ni?

which professoracc everyoneNoM  respect-Q
‘Which professor does everyone respect?’

and an intervening quantifier blocks that LF movement.

(Beck 1996)



1.3 Wh-Intervention Effects Crosslinguistically

In addition to German and Korean, intervention effects ataé, for example, in Dutch (Hon-
coop 1998), French (Chang 1997), Hindi/Urdu, Turkish (B&Kim 1997), Japanese (Hoji
1985, Tanaka 1997, Hagstrom 1998), Malayalam (Kim 2002kbhddrian (Liptak 2001), and
English (Pesetsky 2000). This suggests that the intexweeffect has a universal character.

1.4 Overview of Talk

In section 2 | point out some problems with the analysis psepidoy Beck (1996) and Beck &
Kim (1997). In section 3 | introduce a new generalizatiormedy the focus intervention effect.
In section 4 | show how the intervention effect is derivechia semantic approach of Beck (2006)
and give a formalization in syntactic terms. In section 5dwlanother construction sensitive to
focus intervention, alternative questions. Conclusiarsdaawn in section 6.

2 Problems

Despite its apparent universal character, the intervermftect shows some crosslinguistic vari-
ation. In Mandarin Chinese, for example, ordinary quamtii®s, quantificational adverbials,
and negation do not show intervention effects for nomiviaphrases (see Huang 1982, Aoun &
Li 1993a,b, and Soh 2005):

(24) Meigeren doumai-le shenm@
every manall buy-Aspwhat
‘What did everybody buy?’

(15) Zhangsarhangchang maishenm@
Zhangsaroften buy what
‘What does Zhangsan often buy?’

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

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

(A7) a. Taypwupwun-uy haksayng-tul-i nwukwu-lulhoycang-ulachwuchenha-ess-ni?
MOSt-GEN studentPL-NOM who-ACcC  president-agecommendrAST-Q
‘Who did most students recommend as president?’
For whichz, x a person: most students recommendexd president.

(18) a. Mira-nunhangsang/cacwu nwukwu-lulphathi-eyteyliko ka-ss-ni?
Mira-Top always/often ~ who-Acc party-to takePAST-Q
‘Who did Mira always/often take to the party?’
b. For whichz, x a person: it is always/often the case that Mira tadk the party.



The fact that there is some parametric variation in what tttes the set of problematic in-
terveners seems to be a problem for Beck’s (1996) and Beckr&¥K{1997) analysis. This
is unexpected as the property that was held responsible d&img an expression induce inter-
vention effect in her analysis was a semantic property @haeing a quantifier), which is not
something we would expect to be subject to crosslinguisti@tion. Is it possible to identify a
set of interveners that produce the intervention effecsslioguistically?

It seems even more important to agky quantifiers should block Livh-movement. Note
that negation and quantificational elements do not haveaime snake-up ash-elements. And
wh-elements do not move to the position of negation or quaatiioal elements, nor vice versa.

3 FocusIntervention Effects

3.1 TheGeneralization

| proposed in Kim (2002a,b) that the core set of intervengtsch is crosslinguistically stable,
consists of focus phrases (see Kim 2006 for more details):

(19) A focus phrase may not intervene betweemhgphrase and its licensing complemen-
tizer.

MepQi--. [FocP[...wh; ... ]]]

The underlying idea is that the Q operator is a focus seesitperator anavh-phrases in-situ
are dependent (i.e., semantically deficient) focus elesnehich must be associated with the
Q operator in order to be interpreted. An intervening inaelemt focus element blocks that
association.

| further proposed in Kim (2002b) that tiveh-intervention effect is actually an instance of
the more general intervention effect, as given in (20):

(20)  Focus Intervention Effect
In a focus-sensitive licensing construction, no indepenftecus phrase may intervene
between the licensor Op and the licensee XP.
*Op;...[FocP[... XR...]l]

By ‘focus-sensitive licensing’ | mean to refer to licensioiga wh-phrase in avh-question, the
disjunctive phrase in an alternative question, or an NPI megative sentence. These are all
dependent focus elements which have to be associated withresing operator in order to be
properly interpreted (a Q operator for the first two cased, [MBEG for NPIs). | proposed that
the Q(uestion) operator in questions and the NEG operat@n@ing NPIs) are focus-sensitive
operators, such that an intervening focus phrase indudeseamention effect in all of these three
constructions.

In Mandarin Chinese, focus phrases (including NPIs, whidrphologically consist of a
wh-pronoun and the focus particje ‘also’) induce an intervention effect even for nomimat
phrases, which otherwise do not show the effect when c-cardethby a quantifier or negation:



(21) a. ?LianLiliye kan de dong na-ben shu?
evenlLili alsoreadDE understanavhich-cL book
b. Na-ben shu lian Liliye kan de dong?
which-cL bookevenLili alsoreadbe understand
‘Which book could even Lili understand?’

(22) 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 readAspP
‘Which book/what did only Lili read?’

(23) a. *Sheiye kan bu dong na-ben shuw?
who alsoreadnot understanavhich-cL book
b. Na-ben shu shei ye kan bu dong?
which-cL bookwho alsoreadnot understand
‘Which book could no one understand?’
(shei yewho also’ meaninganyong

In Malayalam, universal quantifiers do not induce an intetio effect forwh-in-situ. But
focus phrases and negative polarity items induce intelmemffects. Overt scrambling of the
wh-phrase to a higher position than the intervener makes titersee grammatical.

(24) a. *Lili-maatrameeb pustakarraan waayicc-ai?

Lili-only which book-be readNmMz
b. eeb pustakamaamn Lili-maatram waayicc-at?
which book-be Lili-only readNmMz

‘Which book did only Lili read?’

(25) a. *LILlI-aam eeb pustakanwaangi-yat?
Lili-be  which book boughtnmz
b. eeb pustakarman LILI waangi-yai?
which book-be Lili boughtNmz
‘Which book didLILI buy?’

(26) a. *aarum eeb pustakarraan waayikk-aa-teirunn-av?
anyonewhich book-be readNEG-AUG AUX-NMZ
b. eeb pustakarman aarum waayikk-aa-teirunn-at?
which book-be anyonereadNEG-AUG AUX-NMZ
‘Which book did no one read?’
(aar-um=aar ‘who’ + um‘*also’)

It turns out that NPIs are very consistent interveners ferlitensing ofwh-in-situ across lan-
guages. NPIs can be analyzed as focus phrases (e.g., Leer&1964, Krifka 1995, Lahiri

1998), supported by the fact that NPIs consist of an indefldR (or avh-pronoun) and an overt
focus particle meaning “even, also” in many languages (espg¢lmath 1997).



Zubizarreta (2003) seems to provide further evidence faou$-induced” (rather than quanti-
fier-induced) intervention effects. Zubizarreta obsetted a quantifier gives rise to an inter-
vention effect in the Frenctwh-in-situ constructioronly if it is contrastively focused. This is
illustrated by the contrast in (27-a) and (27-b):

(27) a. lls ontous mangéquoi?
‘They have all eaten what?’
b. *lls ont TOUS mangéquoi?
‘They have ALL eaten what?’

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

3.2 Focusand WH

Why should focus induce an intervention effect fain-in-situ? It is well-known that focused
elements anevh-elements share some similarities in terms of their ovartasy, semantics and
phonology in a number of languages.

Syntactic Similarities

Some languages requikeh-phrases to appear in the designated structural positioctm-
trastive) focus (for example, Hungarian (Brody 1990), Gb&duller 1992), Malayalam (Jaya-
seelan 2003) and Serbo-Croatian (Stjepanovi¢ 2008frmovement in these languages is ar-
gued to be an instance of focus movemaevit:phrases bear a focus feature that enables them to
target the same position as other focused constituents.

Moreover, it is also observed that focus amatphrases in situ share the syntactic property of
being insensitive to island constraints (see Rooth 1996)mpare (28-a) and (28-c) with (28-b);
only quantifiers cannot scope out of the island:

(28) a. Dr. Svenson only rejected the proposal that [Josumitted.
b. Dr. Svenson rejected the proposal that no student/alkevesy student submitted.
c. Tellme who rejected the proposal that who submitted.

(29) *Tell me whq John rejected the proposal thastibmitted.

Phonological Similarities

Phonologically, avh-element carries a pitch accent which is characteristioofi$ed elements.
A property ofwh-elements which has often been noted is that they have tg faral stress in
order to receive a question word meaning, especially wheyngtay in situ. Without focal stress,
awh-in-situ receives an indefinite reading — see German (30Kanean (31):



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

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

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

Other languages corroborate this view: Ishihara (2002yvshbat Japaneseh-questions
always exhibit focus intonation; Hayes & Lahiri (1991) shitat interrogativevh-words exhibit
the same prosodic pattern as contrastively focused elsnreBengali.

Semantic Similarities

The idea thatvh-elements are similar to focus elements is also supporteseinantic consid-
erations. It has long been thought that the semantics oftignesand of focus (particularly,
contrastive focus) are closely related. In particular, R¢h985, 1992) developed alternative se-

mantics for focus along the same lines as Hamblin’s (1978)radtive semantics for questions.
A focused constituent in a sentence evokes alternativatasiyrto awh-word in a question.

Rooth’s (1985, 1992) alternative semantics for focus:

(32) [John]. left.

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

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

Hamblin’s (1973) alternative semantics for questions:

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

Note that the focus semantic value of (32) is identical todidinary semantic meaning of the
guestion (35). Avh-phrase, like a focus, triggers the introduction of altémmees.



4 Analysisof Focus|ntervention Effects

The common properties of focus andi-elements described in section 3.2 can be incorporated
into the semantic and syntactic analysis of focus intergargffects. Following the generaliza-
tion of focus intervention effects proposed by Kim (2002aB®ck (2006) proposes a semantic
analysis of the intervention effects based on focus sexwmihich will be introduced in 4.1. In
section 4.2, | will show how the intervention effects can balgzed in the syntax, building on
my previous proposals.

4.1 Semanticsof Focus |ntervention Effects

Beck (2006) claims that intervention effects follow frontis interpretation. More specifically,
an intervention effect occurs whenever a focus sensitieeadpr other than the question operator
tries to evaluate a constituent containinglaphrase — the resulting LF fails to have an ordinary
semantic interpretation.

We begin with (37-a), which is associated with the LF streein (37-b) (cf. Rooth 1992):

(37) a. [only [John left]]

b. [onlyc [~ C[, John.left]]]
(38) a. [John]°=John

b. [John]/ =D ={John, Bill, Amelie, .. }
39) a. [a]°=Aw.John leftinw

b. [a]/={\p:p= wzleftinw |z € D}

= {that John left, that Bill left, that Amelie left, . }.

In Rooth’s (1992) focus theory, the focus interpretatiomrapor~ is involved, whenever the
contribution of focus is used in the semantics. Theperator is a purely presuppositional
operator: it introduces a presupposed alternativé’'set

(40) a. [~ C ¢]°is only defined ifC is a subset of §]/ and contains both{]° and an
element distinct from §] °.
If defined, [~ C ¢]° = [¢]°.
b. [~C el ={[~C¢l%

The ~ operator uses both the ordinary and the focus semantic wéltgesister, and it resets the
focus semantic value of the whole structure to a singletatatoing the ordinary semantic value.

(41) [onlys ¢]° = 1 iff for all propositionsp € C, if pis true, therp = [¢]°.

Accordingly, (37-a) means that of all the relevant proposg, the only true one is that John left.
For the interrogative, its structure is given in (42-b),wiihe Q operator.

(42) a. Who left?
b.  [Q [, who left]]



Now Beck assumes that whileveh-phrase has a well-defined focus semantic value in (43-b),
its ordinary semantic value is undefined (see (43-a)). Bu#rpretive properties project to the
larger structure that contains tiw-phrase, labeled in (42-b). The ordinary semantic value of

¢ is also undefined, while its focus semantic value is the saltefnatives given in (44-b).

43) a. [who} is undefined.
b. [who]/ =D
(44) a. [o]° is undefined.

b.. [0]/ ={p:p= w.xleftinw | x € D}

Note that (44-b) is already the semantic object we want f@ptidinary semantics of the question
(cf. Hamblin 1973). It is the task of the question operatoQift the focus semantic value of
its sister to the level of the ordinary semantics (see (4%s&e von Stechow (1991) for a similar
idea). This gives us the desired semantics for (42), givéaain

(45) a  [Q¢l°=[¢l/
b. [Q¢]’ ={IQ ¢]°}
(46)  [Q[,who left][]°=[[ ,who left]}’ = {p : p = Mw. z leftinw | = € D}

Both Q and~ operators are focus sensitive operators.

The Intervention Effect

(47)  a. *Only Johninvited who?
b.  [pQ [p, ONlYc [p, ~ C' [}, Johninvited whol]]]

(48) [1P,]¢ is undefined.
[IP,]¢ is undefined, hence [}’ is undefined.
[IPs]° and [IP;]/ are both undefined.
[CP]° is undefined.

We can assume that a structure that cannot be assigned goretaéon is not grammatical
(cf. Heim & Kratzer’s (1998:48) view of uninterpretabilips one source of ungrammaticality:
uninterpretable structures are those filtered out by th@s@ocomponent of the grammar). The
idea is consistent with Chomsky’s (1986, 1995) principlé-ofl Interpretation, requiring every
element of PF and LF, the two interface levels of linguistigresentation, to have an appropriate
interpretation — being licensed in the relevant sense. éleimtervention effect examples are
predicted ungrammatical as they are uninterpretable.

Beck (2006) proposes the general prediction in (49), whsabssentially a reformulation of
Kim’s (2002a,b) empirical generalization (19), here repdan (50):

(49) Awh-phrase may not have the operator as its closest c-commanding operator.
Qi [~C ... whi .. ]]] (Beck 2006)

(50) *[cpQi... [FOCP[...wh; ... ] (Kim 2002a,b)



Krifka (1999) suggests that expressions such as at leaspsttor less than are focus-sensitive,
similar to only in Rooth’s (1985) semantics, and operate setaf alternatives evoked by focus.
In recent work, Penka (2006) proposes that the semantibe g@idrticle almost is also analogous
to that of only in the sense that almost evaluates alteresiiv which the expression modified
by almost is replaced by a value close by on the corresportdiang scale. Interestingly, these
expressions are all identified as harmful interveners fomltFmovement in Beck (1996). So
we could assume that any element whose interpretationviesalternatives gives rise to the
intervention effect.

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 properties okiltbat cause the intervention effectwi-
constructions — unselectivity and resetting of focus sdimamlue — should trigger a similar
minimality effect in other focus-related constructions.

(51) General Minimality Effec{cf. Beck 2006, Beck & Kim, to appear)
The evaluation of alternatives introduced by an XP canniptak intervening- opera-
tor.
Op:...[~C [, ... XPy... ]Il

When XR is not awh-phrase, this effect would not necessarily be observediasanpretability,
i.e. ungrammaticality. Rather, it would consist in the adeseof a certain interpretation, namely
the one where the alternatives introduced by ¥Fe evaluated by QP

4.2 Syntax of Focus I ntervention Effects
Wh-Licensing

The standard assumption that tk-phrase raises for semantic reasons at LF has always faced
the problem that covert movementwh-in-situ does not show the island effects observed for
overt whrmovement. In the minimalist framework (Chomsky 2000, 2@ most recently,
Chomsky 2005) it is assumed that overtrmovement is not triggered by the need to check
some feature, but is merely driven by EPP édge-featurg a purely syntactic requirement on
configuration which does not involve any feature matchingatbre checking is done by Agree
at a distance, so there is no reasonviirin-situ phrases to undergo any LF movement.

In the alternative semantics for questions proposed by Har(i®73) (which | adopt)wh-
movement is not necessary. Hamblin suggests that theressmantic reason favh-movement,
mentioning that in many languages, word order of an intextiog sentence is always that of the
corresponding indicative sentence.
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Feature Checking

Feature checking is done by the Agree operation, which refotlowing properties (cf. Chom-
sky 2000, 2004):

(52) (i) Agree between a probe P and a goal G is based on th®reMatching under the
locality condition of closest c-command, where Matchinteature identity.
(i) Agree deletes the uninterpretable features of P andI@yig derivations to con-
verge at LF.

For the relation between an interrogative C anghephrase, Chomsky (2000) proposes that the
wh-phrase has an uninterpretable [wh] feature and an intepee[Q] feature, and the interrog-
ative complementizer has an uninterpretable [Q] feature.

(53) Chomsky (2000):

a. probe: {iQ]inC
b. goal: [Q,uwh] in wh-phrase
(54) My proposal (mirrors the semantics):
a. probe: {Q,iF]inC
b. goal: uQ,uF] in wh-phrase (must be valued by C)

c. The probe must have a complete set of features matchisg tifdhe goal in order
to delete its uninterpretable features.

I ntervention Effects

On the syntactic side | assume that the Agree relation betthesvh-phrase and the interrogative
C is disturbed by an intervening Foc operator. An inten@angffect occurs whenever a focus
phrase intervenes between an interrogative Cvaim¢éh-situ, as shown in (55) with the relevant
features:

(55) *[CP c‘:[iQ,iF] [ ca FOC{Z—F} - [ ca V\%h[uQ,uF] .. ]]]

The wh-element has uninterpretable feature®uF], which need to be checked against the
interpretable features of a matching operator. Only theringative C has the complete set of
interpretable features@,:F] for the [uQ,uF] of thewh-in-situ and so only it can Agree with the
whrin-situ, eliminating all of the uninterpretable features

The intervening focus operator (which comes with the fodudement) has an interpretable
focus featuréF, but it cannot license theh-in-situ because it does not have the feat@eEven
though Foc does not match on every feature within-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 uninterpretabitece it can never have
a well-defined ordinary semantics; in fact, the Q operatostnne the closest c-commanding
operator, as it is the only operator which can lift the focemantic values introduced hwh-
phrases to an ordinary semantic value.

11



Intervention effects can be explained both in syntax (failof Agree) and semantics (failure
of interpretation).

Multiple Wh-in-situ

What happens if we have more than anein-situ? | propose that they are licensed together by
the operation Multiple Agree.

(56)  Multiple Agree(cf. Hiraiwa 2001, Chomsky 2004)
a> 03>y
(Agree ¢, (3, 7), wherea is a probe and both and~ are matching goals fax.)

Ciig,ir) can check and delete the uninterpretable features afteihrases in its domain.

The interpretation of the multiple question (58-a) will B8{b):

(58) a. Nwukwu-kanwukwu-lulchotayha-ess-ni? [Korean]
who-NOM  who-ACC  invite-PAST-Q
‘Who invited who?’

b. {p:p=Aw.zinvitedyinw |z,y € D}

So, if D = {Mary, Tom, Gracg, then the question will denote the following set of alteiveat
propositions (ignoring the possibility of collective argants):

(59) {that Mary invited Tom, that Mary invited Grace, that Tom ted Grace, that Tom
invited Mary, that Grace invited Mary, that Grace invitechi

5 Intervention Effectsin Alternative Questions

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

A simple English question like (60) is ambiguous between sny@ question reading (ex-
pected answerges/ng and an alternative question reading (expected answeffee/teq

(60) Did John drink coffee or tea?

The AltQ reading depends on intonation — both disjuncts @) (Bust be focused. Note that (61),
where a focus phrase precedes the disjunctive phrase,dseptable as AltQ.

(61) 7??Didonly John drink coffeg- or teg.? [*AltQ]

12



Similar effects can be found in German (see (62)) and Korsea (63)):

(62) a. ?*Hatnur Maria denJonasoderdie ldaeingeladen? [*AltQ]
hasonly Maria the Jonasor theldainvited

b. HatMariadenJonasderdie Idaeingeladen? [VAItQ]
hasMariathe Jonasor theldainvited
c. HatdenJonasoderdieldanur Mariaeingeladen? JVAIQ]

hasthe Jonasor theldaonly Maria invited
‘Did (only) Maria invite Jonas or Ida”?’

(63) a. Mira-ka cha-lul masi-ess-ni animyenkhephi-lul masi-ess-ni? [/AltQ]

Mira-NOM teaAccC drink-PAST-Q if not  coffeeAcc drink-PAST-Q
‘Did Mira drink tea or coffee?’

b. *Mira-man cha-lul masi-ess-ni animyenkhephi-lul masi-ess-ni? [*AltQ]
Mira-only teaAcc drink-PAST-Q if not  coffeeAcc drink-PAST-Q
‘Did only Mira drink tea or coffee?

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

The parallels with thevh-intervention effect are obvious, with the disjunctive ge taking
the place of thevh-phrase. Beck & Kim (to appear) show that the class of probteminter-
veners is in fact the same for botvh-questions and alternative quetions in a given language.
Following von Stechow (1991), Beck & Kim assume that theuisjive phrase in AltQs intro-
duces a set of alternatives, which are evaluated by the Qutpean intervening focus operator
blocks the evaluation of the alternatives.

(64) [DisjP] in AltQ may not have the- operator as its closest c-commanding operator.
Qi... [~CI,... [pgpAOrBli... 1l

Beck & Kim further argue that the intervention effect in AKQollows as the Q operator has
no alternatives left to evaluate. The consequence is thgisAlvould not be subject to theh
intervention effect, but they would be one instance of theegal minimality effect for focus
evaluation (51), repeated in (65).

(65)  General Minimality Effect
The evaluation by Op of alternatives introduced by an XP oagkip an intervening-
operator.
Op:...I~Cl,... XPr... ]Il
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6 Conclusion

To sum up, | have proposed a new generalization of the iméive effects, and an analysis
which is based on the evaluation of focus alternatives.rbthiced two constructions which are
both sensitive to focus intervention, i.eihrquestions and alternative questions. | showed that in
both constructions, focus is involved, and that is why theysabject to the intervention effect
induced by the focus operator. | have also provided somesiiat semantic and phonological
evidence for the Focus Intervention Effects.
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