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QUESTIONS AND QUESTION-WORD
INCORPORATING QUANTIFIERS IN
MALAYALAM

K. A. Jayaseelan

Abstract The Malayalam conjunctive suffixum and disjunctive suffix o, when
suffixed to (a phrase containing) a “question word,” yield (respectively) a universal
guantifier and an existential quantifier. A “question word” (I assume) signifies a
variable (Nishigauchi 1990); and a conjunction/disjunction operator applied to a
variable interprets it as an “infinite conjunction/disjunction” (the meaning of a
universal/existential quantifier). The operator “applies to” a question word by
“association with focus” (Rooth 1985). Malayalam has the disjunctveat the end

of a question. Universally (I claim), questions contain a disjunction operator generated
as the head of ForceP (of the “more finely articulated C” of Rizzi 1997). From this
position it applies to question words by association with focus, yielding question
interpretations that (I show) capture the semanticists’ intuition taphrases are
existential quantifiers. Association with focus yields a satisfactory accouwhai-

situ, and | show that it must apply evenwgvin-C.

1. Introduction

It has been observed in a wide variety of languages that question words and
quantifier expressions show morphological correlations: in some languages
they can be identical, in others the former is often found as a proper subpart
of the latter. In Mandarin Chinese, superficially, a question word is also a
quantifier in certain contexts. In Malayalam, a question word combined with
a coordination marker yields a quantifier. Taking the Malayalam case as the
more transparent one, this paper offers an explanation of how the quantifier
interpretations come about in these morphologically complex forms. The
explanation here proceeds from the claim that a conjunction/disjunction
operator, when applied to a variable in its domain, interprets it as an infinite
conjunction/disjunction.

Questions show a special affinity to disjunction. It is generally conceded
that yes/no questions involve at least an implicit disjunction of a clause and
its negation. But even constituent questions show, in some languages, some
morphological marking for disjunction. Taking (again) Malayalam as the
relatively more transparent case, this paper also attempts an explanation of
why the disjunction marker “doubles” as the question marker in
Malayalam.

The investigation of the role of disjunction in questions leads the way to
some general proposals about the syntax of questions. The central claim here
is that a question is constituted when disjunction is the head of the ForceP in
C. | show how the interpretation of questions can be reduced to the
interpretation of disjunction. | further identify the interpretation of
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64 K. A.Jayaseain

disjundion with an operdion of “assocation with focus’ that has been
investigaed in the study of the syntax of the focusingpartides only/even

The paperis organizedas follows. In section2, | show how Malayalam
makes quantifers from question words and connectives argue that all
Malayalamquestias havea disjunctian markerin C, surveypardlel factsin
other languages, and propose an explanation of how the quantifier
interpretition is obtainal from question wordsand connetives. | also show
that the connectiveto-question word relation shows no diagnostic of
movement. In secton 3, | look at the interprettion of disjundion, arguea
parallelism with the interpretation of only/even, and claim that the
connectve-to-quedbn word relation is an instan@ of ‘“‘associaion with
focus.’ In sectin 4, | propo® a syntacic configuration for questionsshow
how it yields a queston interpretationvia associdion with focus andargue
thatthe latter operdion uniformly deak with wh-in-situ andwh-in-C. Section
5 is the conclusion.

2. The Syntax and Interpret ation of Quantifiers Formed from Question
Words

2.1 TheCoordingion Markers of Malayalam

Let us begh by looking at the marking of coordindion in Malayalam.The
languagehastwo suffixes, -umand-o0, to signify (respetively) conjunction
anddisjundion:

(1) a. Johnum Bill-um Peter-um
‘JohnandBill andPeter’
b. Johneo Bill-oo Peter-oo
‘Johnor Bill or Pete’

The coordindion markermustbe suffixed to eachconjunctor disjund; it is
not omissibk:

(2) a. John#*(um) Bill-* (um) Pete-*(um)
b. John#*(00) Bill-*(00) Pete-*(00)

This contastswith the situaton in Englishwhere, in a caseof multiple
coordindion, the coordinaion markerin all but the last conjunctdisjunctis
optionally deleted;andin thefirst conjunct/disjunct the coordnation marker
is obligatoriy deleted:

(3) a. (*and) John,(and)Bill, *(and) Peter
b. (*or) John,(or) Bill, *(or) Pete

Whenthe conjunctor disjund is a DP with anovert Casemarker, the -um
or -00 comes ‘‘outside” Case:
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Questionsand QuestionWord Incorporating Quartifiers in Malayalam 65

(4) a. John-ne-(y)umBill-i ne-(y)um
-ACC-CONJ -ACC-CONJ
b. *John-umine Bill-um-ine
-CONJ-ACC -CONJ-ACC
c¢. John-he-(y)ooBill-i ne-(y)oo
-ACC-DISJ -ACC-DISJ
d. *John-oo-ne Bill-0 0-ine
-DISJ-ACC -DISJ-ACC

In Japaneser Korean,by contrast, the postion of the coordindion marker
vis-avis the Casemarkerseemsto be variable !

2.2 QuestionWord + Coordination Marker Is a Quantifier

What is interesting hereis the fact—nded in Madhavan 1988, 1997—htat
these same coordnation markes, when addedto questionwords, yield
quantifies:

(5) a. aar-um ‘anybody’ b. aar-oo ‘somebaly’
Who-CONJ who-DISJ
ent-um ‘anything’ ent-0o ‘something’
what-CoNJ wha-DISJ
ewiDe-(y)un  ‘anywheae’ ewiDe-(y)oo ‘somewhere’
where€oNJ where-DISJ
ennooTT-um  ‘anywheae’ ennooTT-00 ‘somewhere’
(to) where-coNg (to) wherebisy
eppooh-um ‘always’ eppooh-oo0  ‘at sometime’
when-CcoNJ when-DISJ
ennine-(y)um ‘in anyway ennine-y)oo ‘somehav’
how-CcoNJ how-DISJ

1 The-umor -oo can(asexpectd) coordinae alsoothercategorieshanDP; for examplejn

(i), PPsare coordinatel.

(i) a. John-ne pati-(y)um Bill-i ne patti-(y)um

-AcC abouteoNd
‘about Johnand aboutBill’

-Acc abouteoNd

b. John-ne pati-(y)oo Bill-i ne patti-(y)oo

-AccC aboutpisJ
‘about Johnor aboutBill’

-Acc aboutpisJ

But interestingly,tensedclausescannotbe coordinaed:
(i) a. *Johnpooyi-(y)umBill wannu-(w)um.

Went-CoNJ
‘JohnwentandBill came.’

camee€onNd

b. (*)Johnpooyi-(y)ooBill wannu-(w)oo

went-DIsJ
‘Johnwentor Bill came.’

camebis)

(i b), however,canbe interpretedasan alternativequestionithatis, as‘Did Johngo or did Bill
come? In this interpretaibn the sentences fine (hencethe parenthesearoundthe star).
SeeHany-Babul1998andAmritavalli 1999for discussinsof this constrainton tensed-clause

coordinaton.
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66 K. A.Jayasealn

Quite regukarly, the adding of the conjunction markerto a queston word
yields a universal quantfier, andthe addingof the disjundion marker to a
guestio word yields an existential quantifier.

The exigential quantifers of (5b) have a more restrictedmeanirg than
someof the Englishwords that translatethem. They canbe usedonly when
the identity of the personor thing being describedis not known to the
speakef Thus, (6) is a natural context in which one can use aar-00
‘somebaly’.

(6) Aaan iruTT-il aar-e-(ypo  toTTu.
I darkress-in who-acc-DISJ toudhed
‘| touchedsomebodyin the dark!

But it is difficult to imaginea contextthatwould make (7) acceptable(*#"’
indicatespragnatic oddnes).

(7) # haan innale aar-e-(ypbo paricayappeTTu.
I yesterdly who-ACC-DIS] met
‘I metsonebodyyeserday.’

(7) becomesacceptableif aar-oo is replacel by oru aal ‘one person’:

(7") flaan innale oru aalL-e paricayappeTTu.
I yeserday onepersonacC met
‘I meta personyesteray.’

As the Englishglosseof (6) and(7) show the Englishword somebodys not
sensitiveto this distinction

Theuniversaquantfiers listedin (5a)all exhibit polarity sensiivity: sone
arenegatiwe polarity items (NPIs) (8a), which alsohavea ““free choice” use
restrictedto modal contexts (8b).

2 However thereis anexistentialpresupposion. Therefore the expressioris not nonspecific
in the sensan which anindefinite NP in anopaquecontext—forexample a cookin (i)—canbe
nNonspecift.

(i) Mary is looking for a cook.

In otherwords,thereis ““‘speakemreference’ (in the sensef Parteel 972),althoughthe identity of
the thing beingreferredto is not known to the speaker.

3 Interestingly English somewhereand somehow-which are existential quantifies that
incorporatea questionword—posibly exhibit the above-mernbned meaningrestriction. Thus,
the sentenceélohnis somewherén the townseemdo meto imply thatthe speakedoesnotknow
exactlywhere(in thetown) Johnis; whereaghereis no suchimplication in Johnis in someplace
in thetown (JeffreyLidz, p.c., givesslightly differentjudgmentshe doesnot get this meaning
restrictionwith somewhergfor he cansay! putthe booksomewherevhereyouwon't be ableto
find it; but he getsit with somehowso that the sentencd fixed this somehowbut it is too
complicatel to describestrikeshim as‘“‘bizarre.”)
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Questionsand QuestionWord Incorporating Quartifiers in Malayalam 67

(8) a. laan aar-e-(yym kaND-illa / *kaNDu.
I WhO-ACC-CONJ SawNEG saw
‘I didn't see/ *saw anybody’
b. awan aar-e{y)um tall-um.
he who-ACC-CONJ  hit-FUT
‘He will hit anybody’

Other forms are restrictedto modd contexts (irrespective of whether the
sentenceés negaive). By contras, the existential quantiferslisted in (5b) are
not polaity sensiive, cf. (6) above; nor are quanifiers which do not
incorporat a questia word.

2.3 TheQusstion Particle -00

In the last section,| lookedat the role of conjuncton anddisjundion in the
formationof quantifiers. | nowturn to therole of disjundion in theformaton
of questiams.

Malayalamyes/noquestiams are formed by adding -o0 to the clause:

(9) Johnwamu-(w)oo?
camebIsJ
‘Did Johncome?’

Thefunction of -oo hereis transpaentenoughgiventhatayesho queston is
commorly consteredto beadisjundion of a clauseandits negatia; thus(9)
is underlyingly:

(9) Johnwamu-(w)oo, illa-(y)oo?
camebIsJ not-DISJ
‘Did Johncome,or not?’

(Larson(1985242), analyzirg Englishyes/noquesions, saysthat the or not
partis “optional.”)
Constituentquestons are not markedwith -oo:

(10) a. aam wannu?

who came
‘Who canme?’

b. awan ewiDe pooyi?
he where went
‘Where did he go?’

c. [awan ewiDe pooyi enmp] fiaan coodiccu.
he where went C I asked
‘| askedwhere he wert.’

As (10) illustrates, -00 does not surfacein either matrix or embedded
constituem questims. But contary to this observabnal fact, | shall argue
that constituem questionsalsohavean underlying-oo. This (in fact) surfaces
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in sone archaic, “literary” typesof discourg; the following is an exampé
from a historicd novel?

(11) it-entu  kat'a-(y)oo?
this-wha story-DIsJ
‘What story is this?’

Evenin the contemprary language,it surfacs in a sentencdike:

(12) aam wamu-(w)oo aa-(Woo?
who camebisJ PARTICLE-DISJ
‘(I woncer/l askyou) who came?’

(The particleaa- seemdo be a residueof the copularverb aak- ‘be’. The set
phraseaawoo is addedo a questionto give themeaningl wonder/l askyou’.
We may notethat, despitethe translation the questia is not embeddedn a
syntacticsenserather it is coordinded with aawoo, a literal renderingbeing
‘Who came,or be?’)®

The-oo alsosurface in the so-alled correltive constuction (which is an
arealfeatuie of Indian languages):

(13) enn-e aaw nulLLi-(y)oo, awan duSTan aaNb.
I-acc who pinchedbiss he wickedman is
‘The personwho pinched me is wicked’

(Lit. ‘Who pinched me, heis a wicked man.”)

Notethattherelaivized positionin the correlative clauseis representedy a
questio word. The correhtive clausecontrass with the so-calledgaprelative
clause,which is like the English relative clausein having a gap for the
relativized postion—a gapthat obeyssubjaceny (Mohanan1984)—andin
permittingonly one postion to berelaivized. The correlativeclause,on the
other hand, can relativize any numter of postions, that is, can have any

4 Raamaraajahadurby C. V. RamanPilla (1918/183:151).Herearetwo moreexamples
from anold text (c. fourteenthcentury):
(i) entu-kil-oo raajya-tinnu want-a upadrawam?
what-bepisi kingdombAT cameRrELATIVIZER trouble
‘What is the trouble that hascometo the kingdom?’
(“Ambarriishoopaakhyaanam,Narayanapith 1971:21)

(i) maharSi nintiruwaDi entu-nimitam-aakil-ooiwiDam nookki ezhunnalLLi?
great-sagéhon.title) what-reasofbediss  this-placeseeing came(hon.)
‘For whatreasonis it that the greatsagehasbeenpleasedo cometo this place?’
(ibid., p. 32)
5 A reviewerof this journal pointsout thatthereis a closeparallelin Serbo-Croatianonecan
putje li ‘is’ + ‘yes/noquestionmarker’ beforea questionof any sort:

(i) Tkotu radi?
who hereworks
‘Who works here?’

(i) Jeli, tko tu radi?
‘Let me askyou, who works here?’
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number of question words (like multiple quesions) (see (14)); and the
positionsof thesequeston words are not constréned by subjaceny (exactly
like question wordsin consttuent questias) (see(15)).

(14) a. aan aar-e eppooL nuLLi-(y)oo, ayaalL mate
who who-acc when  pinchedbisy that-persn other
aal-moDa appoolLtanne kSama coodikk-aTe.

peron2ND.DAT  theneEMPH pardm ask-let
‘Who pinchedwhom when, let that peron apobgize to the other
peron right then.’
b. aan aar-e eppooL nuLLi?
who who-Aacc when pinched
‘Who pinchedwhom when?’

(15) a. aamw ezhuti{y)a kawitawaayicc-a kuTTi
who wroteRELAT poem read(PAST)-RELAT child
kardifiu-(w)oo, aa kawi mariccu.

criedDISJ that poet died
‘The child that readthe poemwhich who wrote cried, that poet
died’

b. aaw ezhuti{y)a kawita waayicc-a kuTTi karariu?

who wroteRELAT poem read(PAST)-RELAT child cried
‘The child that readthe poemwhich who wrote, cried?®

In (14) and (15), the (a) senencesillustrate the correlativeconstuction and
the (b) sentencsare consttuentquestims. The point to noteis thatthereis a
complete pardlelism betwea the correltive clause and the consttuent
questiontheyarethe sane strucure. Thefact, then,thattheformerendswith
anovert-oo butthelatterdoesn'tis, | claim, asupeficial difference Thereis
a superficial deletion rule in present-day Malayalam that deletes an
underlying-00 in consttuent questims.’

6 Malayalamprefersto cleft a constituenguestion placing(a phrasecontaining the question
word in the cleft focus:

(15H) aam ezhuti-(y)a kawitawaayicc-a kuTTi aaNb kardfii-ats?
who wrote-RELAT poem readReLAT child is  cried-NOMINALIZER
‘It wasthe child that readthe poemwhich who wrote that cried?’

But the clefting makesno differenceto the point we are making: the questionword still hasto
climb out of two complexNPsif it wereto moveto the matrix C.

7 The deletion rule | am proposim was first proposedby C. L. Baker (Baker 1970),
who—dter noting the question-narker ka of Japanesewhich appearsin both yes/no and
constituentguestions—writes (p. 211):

A numberof languagesvhich havea questionfinal particleof this sortfor yegno questions
do not retainit in questionscontainingother question-verds. It could be assumedhatin
theselanguagesomelanguage-paitular rule operateso deletethe particle when some
constituentwithin the sentencés questimed.

Bakeridentifies the questionparticle with his “Q operator’; this correspods with my analysis
(aswill becomeevidentlater).
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The claim, in othea words, is that all Malayalamquestions—bth yes/no
guestiams and constitueh questims—aremarkedby a clause-final-oo. That
is, besdesbeing a disjundive connetive, -00 is a queston paricle in the
language.

2.4 TheDisjunction Marker -00 and the Disjunction Operator -0o

Taking stock now, | have notad four functions of -oo: (i) a “plain”
disjundion marker, (ii) a suffixal part of sonme existentialquantfiers; (iii) a
particle at the end of the correlativeclause;and(iv) a questionparticle We
may ask: Is this the “same-00" in thesefour functions?

It is necessar (I wishto suggest}o makea distinctionbetwee two -00's.
Oneis the disjundion marker This -00 is simply a form thatis usedby the
languageio “mark off’” eachdisjund. It is completelyparallelto English or.?

But in a sentnce contairing a disjundion, there is also preent a
disjundion operdor. The disjundion operatorhasobviousk gotto bein a
positionwhere it hasall thedisjundsin its c-conmanddomain.Therefoe, it
cannotbe identified with the disjundion marker-oo (or in English, with or),
becausehe latter hasonly a single disjund in its c-comnmand domain.In a
sentencdike (16) (andalso in the Englishsentenceavhich is its translation),
the disjundion operdor, | suggeg hasno phoneticrealization.

(16) haanJohnine-(y)ooBill-ine-(y)oo kaNDu.
I -ACC-DISJ -ACC-DISJ saw
‘I sawJohnor Bill." ®

But the -oo thatappeas in existential quantifiers, correlative clausesand
questims, | sugges is therealizatian of the disjundion operator(The claim,
in otherwords, is that Malayalam -oo—unlike English or, which is always
only a disjundion marker—“doubles’ as a disjundion marker and a
disjundion operdor. Also, that whereasthe English disjundion operatoris
alwaysnull, the Malayalamdisjundion operatorhasa phoneticrealizatian in
the above-mentioned three functions.) Assuming that this -oo is the
disjundion operatorgives a dividend it explairs how a form like aar-oo

8 | amassuminghata coordinaton markertakesonly a singlecomplementthatis, it is well
behavedwith respectto binary branching(and X-bar theory); seeMunn 1993, Anandan1993.
Following Anandan 1993 (also see Kayne 1994:143),1 take John, Bill, or Peter to be
underlyingy or Johnor Bill or Peter, with the structure:

(i) [I[ orJohn] or Bill ] or Peter]

In (i), or Johnis the specifierof the secondor, andor Johnor Bill is the specifierof the third or.

° In section3, | shallsuggesthatthis null operatotis generatedn the samepositionin which
the focusingparticlesonly/evenare generated

The needfor generatinga disjunction operatorwill not be in dispute.But it is possibly
assumedn theliteraturethator itself is the operator which undergoes F movementto generate
differencesof disjunctionscope for example But in a frameworkwithout LF movemeniKayne
1998), this option doesnot exist. Even apartfrom this considertion, there are advantageso
assuminga null disjundion operatorin English(andin sentencefike (16) in Malayalam)which
will appearin section3.
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becomesan existental quantifie and how correhtives and questons are
interpreted(as demonstatedbelow).

A simple piece of evidencefor postulding two -o0's is that they have
differentdistributions.Where& a phrasemarkedby the disjunction marker
-00 needsanoher parallel phra® in the clause,

(17) *Aaan John-he-(y)ookaNDu.
I -ACC-DISJ saw
‘| sawor John.’

a phrasefeatuting the disjundion operdor -oo canoccur by itself:

(18) faa aar-e-(ypo kaNDu.
I who-ACC-DISJ saw
‘I sawsonebody.

(17) violatesa requiranent of the disjundion operator(which in (17), | am
saying,hasanull phoneic realizatian) thatthe setit ranges over shoutl have
a cardinalty greaer thanone.In (18), however the -oo, which | claimis the
disjunction operdor, interprets the question word as an infinite disjundion
(asargua below) andthus saisfies its own semanit requirement.

Assuming two -00's then—a disjunction maker and a disjunction
operator—i is necesary to say sonething further regardng the functions
of the disjundion operdor -oo. | havealreadysuggeste that the correltive
clauseandthe questio clausearein fact the sane structure.l shal therebre
treatthemasinstantationsof justonefunctionof this -o00, takingthe queston
clauseasthe paraligm caseof this function. It is necessar to explain, then,
the seemngly two very differentroles of the disjundion operator-oo, asa
makerof exigential quantfiers and asa markerof questiams.

Let uscontras (12) (repeatechere with (19). Notethatthefirst disjund of
(12),whichis the questiam, differs from (19) only in the positionof -oo: -o0is
at the end of the clausein (12) but suffixed to the questionword in (19).

(12) aam wannu-(v)oo aa-(Woo?
who came-DISJ PARTICLE-DISJ
‘(I woncer/l askyou) who came?’

(19) aar-oo  wannu.
who-DISJ came
‘Someonecame.’

Apparetly, the “‘suffixed” -ooyieldsaquantfier; the‘‘separated’ -oo atthe
end of the clauseyields a questia.

The -00, however, doesnot always haveto be directy suffixed to the
questionword to yield a quantifier readng. As we know (see(4)), if thereis
an overt Case markeron a conjunct/dispnct, the Case markercanand mug
intervenebetwee the conjunct/dsjunctandthe connetive; andthis is true
evenwhenthe conjunctdisjunctis a questio word:
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(20) a. aare-(y)oo
who-ACC-DISJ
‘someone(Acc)’

b. aaruDe-(y)oo
WhO-GEN-DISJ
‘someone’s’

And it is not just the Casemarkerthat canintervene:

(21) a. aaruDe kuTTi-(y)e-(y)oo naaya kaDicau.
who-GEN child-Acc-DISJ dog bit
‘A dog bit somebodys child.’
b. eeb wiiTT-il-e kuTTi-(y)e-(y)oo naaya kaDiccu.
which housein-of child-Acc-DisJ dog bit
‘A dog bit a child belongirg to somre house'.

Furthermoe, a singe connectivecan turn multiple question words into
quantifies:

(22) eeb wiiTT-il-e aar-uDe kuTTi-(y)e-(y)oonaayakaDiccu
which housein-of who-GEN child-Acc-DiIsJ  dog  bit
‘A dog bit somebodys child belongirg to somehouse.°

Apparertily (then),-00 gives a questim readingonly when it is clausefinal
(i.e.,in C); otherwi® it yields a quantifig.**

2.5 QuestionParticles and Quatrtifiers Formed from Question Words in
Other Languages

Before | proceedto offer sonme explanaions for the Malayalamdata,let us
briefly note sonme pardlel factsin other languages.The scenaio | have
sketchedsofar (regardng questionsandquantfiers in Malayalam)is actually
afamiliar oneto linguists Huang (1982:241f.) (andR. Cheng1984,citedin
L. Chengl991)notedthatin Mandain Chine®, questionwordsarealsoused
aspolaity items. Consicr (23) (Huangs exampe):

10 The factsare parallel for -un cf. the following parallel sentence:

(i) eeb wiiTT-il-e aar-ule kuTTi-(y)e{y)um naayakaDikk-aam.
which house-in-ofwho-Gen child-acc-cong  dog  bite-may
‘A dog may bite anybody’schild belongingto any house.’

11 Hany-Babu(p.c.) gives somewhadifferentjudgmens. For him, whereasa single-um can
turn multiple questionwordsinto quantifiers,cf. (i) of note 10, a single-oo cannot.Thus (22)
mustbe rephrasedfor him) as(i).

(i) eet-oo WwiiTT-il-e aar-ule-(y)ookuTTi-(y)e naayakaDiccu
which-pisJ house-in-ofwho-Gen-piss child-acc  dog  bit
‘A dog bit somebog'’s child belongingto somehouse.’
(Apparenly, the -oo mustbe affixed to the questionword with only a Casemarkerintervening)
Ontheotherhand,asingle-oo canlicensemultiple questionwordsin acorrelaive clause sothat
(14a)and(15a)arefine for him. | haveno explanationat presentfor this “dialect difference.”
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(23) ta bu xiangchi sheme
he not want eatwhat
a. ‘What didn’t he wantto ea?’
b. ‘He didn’'t wart to eatanything’

Questionwords can also be interpreted as exigential quantfiers (example
from Aoun & Li 1993:212):

(24) ta yiwei wo xihuanshenme
hethink | like  wha
a. What doeshe think | like?
b. He thinks that| like sometling.

Note that thereis no disjundion or conjunction markeranywherein these
sentenceshut if Chineg can employ a null maker for disjundion and
conjunction(asseemdo bethe case)the undetying patten of Chineg may
still be similar to that of Malayalam

The queston words that are interpretedas quantfiers—Li (1992) calls
them “indefinite wh"—are subjct to severaltypes of polarity conditions.
The generalpicture seemsto be that they cannotoccur in an “asserted’
clause: they can occur only in contexs “where the truth value of the
propositim is negated,non-fixed, asseted with uncerténty, or inferred
tentatively” (Li 1992146).

Chine® also has queston partides (as is well known): ma, the yes/no
particle, and ng the paricle usedin constituem questims. The former is
obligatory, the latter is usedonly in matrix clausesandis optional (Cheng
1991:35).1t is unclearto me if either of thes particles hasanythingto do
with the meanirg of disjunction.

Japamrsehastwo partides,moandka. mois a conjunctionmarker:A moB
mo ‘A and B’, whereaska is a disjundion marker: A ka B (ka) ‘A or B’
(Nishigauchi 1990117). A question word suffixed with -ka is interpretedas
an exigential quantifier; a questio word in the scopeof -mo is a universa
quantifier; and-ka at the end of a clauseis a question marker (exanplesin
(25) from Nishigauchi1990; exampesin (26) adaptedirom Baker 1970)*?

(25) a. Dareka-kara henna tegami-g todoita.
who-DIs3from strange letterNom arrived
‘A strangeletter camefrom sonmebody.’
b. Darega ki-te mo, boku-waaw-a-nai
who-NOM comeCONJI-TOP  med-not
‘For all x, if x comes,| would not meet(x).’

12 About questions,Nishigauchi (1990:18 notes that “in colloquial speech,ka may be
replacedby anothersentenceending particle no, or evenomitted altogether but this option is
possibleonly in matrix questions.’
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(26) a. Korewa anata-w desuka?
this as-oryours is DISJ
‘Is this yours?’
b. Dare desuka?
who is  DISJ
‘Who is it?’

Note that the presence of the disjunction marker at the end of
quedions—both yedno quedions and constituent questions—is totally
transpaentin JapaneseThis strongy suggets that, universdly, disjunctian
is underlyirgly presentin the C of all questims.

The questionword in the scopeof the conjunctve particleis (apparetly)
not a negaive polarity itemin Japanesé¢example from Nishigauchi1990):

(27) Dare-mo ga nanika o tabe-te-iru
who-CONJ NOM Wha-DISJ ACC eaing-be
‘Everyoneis eatingsometling.’

In Pdish, czyis a disjundion marker;for exanple, kino czyteatr ‘cinema
or theatre’ (adaptel from Cheng199049). In yes/noquestias, czy is the
guestion markerandis obligaibry (Cheng1990:48):

(28) a. Czy pandwzo podrazuje?
Q you much travel
‘Do you travel a lot?’
b. Nie wie-m czy wyjecha-‘c(czy nie).
not know-I whethe leaveiNFL whether not
‘I don’t know whether to leaveor not.’

Suffixing a partide -5 to question words regulrly derives exigential
guantifiers (Cheng1990:79):

(29) kto ‘who’ ktos ‘someone’
gdzie ‘wherée gdzes ‘somewhere’
kiedy ‘when’ kiedys ‘sometime’
jaki ‘what sort of’ jakis ‘some sort of’

Other multiple-wh-fronting languagedike Hungarian and Bulgaiian also
deriveexistential quantfiers from question wordsby adding anaffix. In fact,
the “doubling” of queston words as quantifers, with or without an overt
affix, is attestedn a wide variety of the world’s languages;seeCheng1990
for a discussion®®

13 Englishis no exception cf. the forms mentionedin note 3: somewheresomehow
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2.6 Explaining the “Quedion Word-Bemmes-Quantifier” Puzde: The
Interpretaion of Quantifiers

How do we make senseof the way questio wordsfigure in the formaton of
quantifie's in so mary of the world’'s languages?n this secton, | try to
answerthe specific question: how doesa ‘‘question word + coordnation
marker’ compositiorally yield a quantiicational meanirg in Malayalan?

First, let us notea fact, actualy a consguenceof the earlier analysis.In
Malayalam,if my claim that constituemn questiong(too) havean underlying
guestionpartide -00 is granted we getaninteresing resut: a questia word
cannotoccurat all unlessit is licensed by -um or -00.**

(30) a. aamw paRdiii-aal-*(um), flaan pook-illa.
who sayif- CONJ I JONEG
‘No matterwho tells meto go, | will notgo.’
b. enn-e aaw nuLLi-*(00), awan duSTan aaNb.
I-Acc who pinchedbisi he wicked-manis
‘The personwho pinchedme is wicked’

We mustlook for anexplanationof this depen@ncyof the questio word (on
-uny-00).

Trangosirg a claim of Nishigauchi about Japanesequestion words
(Nishigauchi 1990:12, 201, pas$m) to Malayalam, let us say that a
Malayalamquestion word (in itself) signifies only a variable, with a range
restriction detemined by a semanticfeature. Thusaars is X +personj- Then,
in [[aar]-o0] ‘somebaly’, the disjundive connetive has,for its complemen,
a variable.Keefng in view only this simplestof casegfor the time being),
let ussaythata disjundion thattakesa variableascomplementis interpreted
as an infinite disjuncton. This is the meaning of an existential quantifier.
Similarly, [[aar]-um] ‘anybody’, where a variablke is the complement of
conjunction is interpreted as an infinite conjunction, that is, a universa
quantifier. The connetive is crudally involvedin giving aninterpretationto
the variablke, which (by itself) cannotbe interpreted. Thusthe dependency
notedis explained.

The claim is statedasfollows:

(31) A conjunction/dsjunctionoperator when appied to a variabk in its
doman, interpretsit asan infinite conjuncton/disjunction®

4 The situationis similar in JapaneseCheng(1990:134)quotesNishigaudi (p.c.) assaying
that"if awh-word showsup in a sentencevithout any of the licensingparticles(-ka or -mo), the
sentencds ungrammatical’

15 (31), which is a universalistclaim, needsto be complemergd by the observationthat
parametic differencesmay arise becauseof the different lexical contentof questionwordsin
differentlanguagesThe Malayalamquestionword, | said,containsonly a variableanda range
restricton. The sameclaim hasbeenmadeaboutthe Japaneseguestionword. But the English
guestim word apparentlycontains,in addition to the above,a syntacticfeaturethat may be
indicated as[+Force]. Its functionis to ensurethat the questionword associategself only with
theheadof the ForcePhrasgForceP)Rizzi 1997;seesectiond.1for moredetails).In effect,the
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Regardhg this claim, onething thatneedgo beimmediaely macke clearis
how a conjuncton/disjunctionoperdor “applies’ to avariable.We haveonly
lookedat a form like aar-oo in which the variableis the complementof the
operator If the headeomplement relaion is the syntacic anabgue of the
function-argumentrelaion, aar-oo seemso be anideal configuration for the
functional applicationof the operdor to the variable.But, asl mertioned,the
-um/-ooneednot bedirectly suffixed to the questionword; moreove, several
guestio wordsin its scopecanappaently be given their interpretationby a
single operdor; see(20)—(22) and (i) in note 10. How doesthe operator
“apply” to the variabk(s)in suchcase?

If my explanation for the simplest of casesis to carry over to thes
exampes, it would seemthat we must move the question words and adjoin
themto the headof the operator’'scomplementin the covertcomponentThe
operatorcan now “‘apply” to the variable and interpret it as an infinite
disjundion or conjuncton, exactlyasin the simplestof cases-®

Howeve, | show below a problem with this proposl; subsequety, |
suggestn alterrative.

2.7 Does the Operator—Question Word Relation Obey the Island
Constrants?

An immedige queston that arises (with the above-ouined proposl) is
whethe thereis any diagrostic of movement. The testsfor Suljacencygive
negatie resuts. | have already illustrated the absere of conplex Noun
Phraseeffects, see(15). | now show the violation of whislands. Corsider
(32).

(32) John[aarm pooy-a enrp] coodiccu?
who wentDIsJC asked
a. ‘Who did Johnaskwhethe (he) went?’
b. **John askedwho wert.’

This sentencérasonly the (a) readng; it cannotbe interpretedasin (b), that
is, as containing an emkeddedconsttuent questian. This is becawse, in a
constituem questia (in presertday Malayalm), the “‘questian market’ -oo
would be obligatorily deleted;the fact that the -oo is not deletedin the
embeddedlauseshowsthatit is a yesho questionBecausea questionword

Englishquestionword mustbe interpretedeither by the operatorthat headsguestions-the “Q
operator’ of Baker 1970—or whatever headsthe relative clause. (Without this feature, a
disjunctionoperator,which is “null’’ in English,canbe underlyingly presentin a sentencdike
*John sawwho andgive it the interpretaion ‘John sawsomebody’.)in Hindi, the j- words (jo,
jisko, etc.), which occuronly in correlativeclausesandthe k- words (kaun kyaa etc.), which
occur in questions,must be distinguishedfrom each other by features(assumingthat Hindi
correlativesandquestions|ike Malayalamcorrelativesand questionshavethe samestructure).

16 An alternativewould be to move the questionwords into the specifier position of the
operator.However, this or other movementalternatves neednot be explored,in view of the
evidenceagainstmovementgiven in the next subsection.
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containedn ayes/noquestia clausemud be interpretedoutsideit, aara (in
(32)) mustbe relatedto an abstract(*‘deleted’) -oo at the end of the matrix
clause andthe sentenceeceavesthe (a) readng. The pointto noteis thatthe
only availablereadng of (32) interpretsthe questionword outsidea wh-
island?’

In (32), the queston word “‘crosses” an -00 in the embeddedclause,to
relateto an (abstact) -oo in the matrix clause:

(32) John[cp [jp aamw pooy]-00 enm] coodccu(-oop

A

Malayalamalsohasa clause-final-um in a constructim like (30a),repeated
here:

(30a)aam paRafi-aal-*(um), fiaanpook-illa'®
who sayif- CONJ I JO-NEG
‘No matter who tells me to go, | will not go.’

Herethe question word is “licensed’ by -um

(30d) aam paRaii-aal-*(um), ...

A

Now if therearetwo question words, both of which arein the scopeof -um,
one of themcan‘‘cross’ -um andbe licensedby an operatorthat is farthe
away—s@, the -00 of a correlative clause.

(33) eetor-aalL enb paRadii-aal-un awal keeTT4runn-illa-(y)oo,
which-one-personwhat sayif- CONJ she listen-ASP-NEG-DSJ
aa manuSyanmaricc-irikkunnu
thatman hasdied
‘(The persn) who, whaever (he) says,shedidn’t useto listento,
that personhasdied’

The licendng of the queston words herecanbe representedasfollows:

17 Malayalamwould actually preferthe following cleft constructionto (32) (seenote 6):

(i) aam pooy-oo enre aaNs Johncoodicc-as?
whowentpisiC  is askedNOMINALIZER
‘It is whetherwho wentthat Johnasked?’

But this sentencevould still be awh-islandviolation, since'who’ would haveto comeout of the
embedded/es/noquestionin the cleft focusto moveinto the matrix C.

18 The parallel constructionin Japanesayith a clause-final-mq, is discussedy Nishigauchi
(1990:1ff.). | repeatbelow an examplecited earlier:

(25b) Darega ki-te mo, bokuwa aw-a-nai.
who Nom comecons | TOP meet-not
‘Whoevermay come,| will not meet(him).’
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(33) [eet-or-aalenb paRadii-aal-um] awal keeTT4irunn-illa-(y)oo, ...
\ A #

Similady, a question word can ‘‘cross’ a closer-00, to be licensd by a
farther-df -um

(34) aam wannu-(wpo enro coodiccaal-um,awarmaRu@Di paRayilla.
who camebpisy C  askif-CONJ they reply SayNEG
‘No matter for which x, (you) askif x hascome, they will not reply.’

Here,the licendng relaton goeslike this:

(34) [aam wannu-(w)ooenns] coodicc-aal-um ...

| | A

In sum, there is no evidencefor any whisland effects—na, as| said, any
complex NP effects—hn the licensng of questionwords by a conjunctior
disjundion operaor.*®

3. The Interpretation of Disjunction: An Excursus

The absenceof island effects would not be an argumem againstcovert
movemaent of the queston words,if movementin the covertcomponentis not
subjectto Subjaency. This latter claim hasbeena very widely acceptd
assumpgbn in the currenttheay, ever since it was argual for by Huang
(1982).But let usbearin mind thatthe crucial evidencecitedin its suppot is

19 perhapd shouldpoint out that, whereasall questionwordshavea certainamountof focal
stressquestionwordsthatareinterpretecbutsidea wh-islandhavevery heavystressNoting this,
Nishigawchi (1990) arguesthat the “apparent’ violations of wh-islandsby questionwords in
Japanese&orean,andChineseareactuallydueto overridingfactorslike focusinterpretatiorand
thatwhrisland effectsdo obtainin theselanguagesHowever,evenin English,a whrin-situ that
hasto be interpretedoutsidea wh-islandis heavily stressed:

(i)  Who wonderswhetherMary loves WHOM?

(It is generallyagreedthat wh-in-situ in English showsno Subjacencyeffects.)

Mohanan (1984), analyzing Malayalam congituent questons correlatives, and clefts,
describedthe relation of a question/carelative operatorto a questionword, and of a focus
operatorto the focusedphraseof a cleft, in termsof anoperationhe called*‘OperatorBinding.”
He distinguishedthis relation from a “gap-filler” relationin that the former obeysPesetsky’s
(1982)PathContainmentonditionwhereaghelatterobeysislands (The “gap-filler” relationis
instantiatel in Malayalamby “‘gap relatives,” mentionedearlier.)

Therelationwe arelooking at—namely that of -um/-ooto a questiorword in its scope—only
partially overlapswith Mohanan’sOperatorBinding. For onething, clefts do not comewithin its
purview. Thereseemdo be goodreasonwhereasherecanbe multiple questionsand multiple
correlatives therecannotbe multiple cleft foci in a clause:

(i) *kuTTi aaNo aana-(y)e aaNs nuLLi-(y)ats
child copuLA elephantacc copuLA pinchedNOMINALIZER
‘It wasthe child thatit wasthe elephantthat (he) pinched.’

This suggestghat clefts and questions/orrelativesdo not form a unified phenomenon.
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the behavor of whrin-situ?° Because | shallbe arguingin this paperthatthe
interpretaton of questims shoutl be assimilaed into the interpretation of
disjunction,any appe# to the evidenceof wh-in-situ would only be circular.
Let ustherebre seeif there is analternaive body of data,andan alternaive
mechanismfor the datg which would give us an insight into how the
variableg) relateto the operatorin our Malayalamsentencs.

Disjunction, let me note, hasthe following five properties

3.1 Scope

The scopa propertiesof disjundion (discussedn Roah and Partee1982,
Larson1985) canbeillustratedwith a sentencdike (35):

(35) Max wantsto eat(either) appksor banana.

Example(35) hasa narrowscopereadng (‘Max doesnt carewhich, he’'d be
happyto eateithef) anda wide scopereading(‘Max wantsto eatapplesor
Max wantsto eatbanana—I don't quite know which’).

Larsm (1985) noted that the optioral either, if generatedcan act asa
scopemarker.So long aseither is closeto the disjunds, asit is in (35), the
two readingsare possibé; but if eitheris “movedaway’ from the disjunds,
the ambguity disappess. Thus(36a)hasonly the narrowscopereading,and
(36b) hasonly the wide scopereading:

(36) a. Max wantsto eithereatapplesor banana.
b. Max eitherwantsto eatapples,or banana?*

3.2 Focus

A less well known propery of disjuncton is that it involves focused
constituems. Think of the meaning of disjundion asan assertiorthatat least
one of a given set of entiies?? if subsituted for a variable in an open
sentence,yields a true propogtion. Thus the meaning of (37a) can be
formally represatedas (37b).

(37) a. Johnor Bill cane.
b. Ix: x € {j, b} [x came]

20 The principal other caseof covertmovementis Quantifier Raising; but this showsisland
effects(May 1977),soit doesnotin fact supportthe “free LF-movemet” hypottesis.

21| assumethat either—generatedclose to the disjuncts—movesand adjoins to a null
disjundion operatorgeneratedn anadverbialposition,in sentencetike (36a,b);andthatthatis
how eitherbecomesa scopemarker.(In effect,| amusingthe landingsite of eitherto determne
the position in which the disjunction operatoris generated That thereis movementhereis
suggestedby anislandeffect: asLarsonnotes either cannotbe separatedrom the disjunctsbhy a
tensedS boundary:

(i) *Max eitherthinks that Mary is stupid,or clever.

22 The setis explicitly givenin a sentencdike (37a).In casesof “infinite disjunction’ (of
(31)), the setis given by the “domain of discourse’ (as| shall suggestater).
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In (37b),{j, b} is the setof “substittends.” Now, the substitendshappento
be alsothe disjunds in (37a)(i.e., or takesasits complemern a phrasethat
denotegusta substitued). But when or takesasits complemat a phrasethat
is largerthan (properly contairs) a substitend—thatis, whendisjunds and
substitueds do not correspmd—the latter unmistakély receivefocal stress

(38) a. JOHNcan®e or BILL came.
b. You may eatan APPLE or you may eata PEAR.

| shalltakeit thatthe substituedsarealwaysmarkedfor Focus,althoughthe
phoneticcorrelateof focal stresss not alwayspreentwhen the subsituends
andthe disjunds correspad.

3.3 Multiple Foci

A singledisjundion operatorcanbe asso@tedwith (“license’) substituion
in the positionsof seveal variablesin an opensenence.l alreadyillustrated
this propety in Malayalam see(14), (15), and (22). | repeat(22) here

(22) eeb wiiTT-il-e aar-uDe kuTTi-(y)e-(y)oo naayakaDicau.
which housein-of who-GEN child-acc-DiIsJ  dog  bit
‘A dog bit somebodys child belongirg to somehouse.’

Here,a single-oo0 licensestwo variablkes (quesion words), eeb ‘which’ and
aars ‘who’.

It is difficult to convincirgly illustrate this propery in English, owing to
the fact that the Endish disjundion operdor is always null. Howeve,
consider(39).

(39) Max wantsBill or Peteto eatappksor banana.

Ignoring other readngs, let us look at the readingin which both sets of
disjunds—Bill or Pete’, ‘apples or banana'—have wide scope. (This
readingwould be suggetedby a contnuationlike ‘. .. | don’t knowwho, and
| don’t know which’.) This readingcanbe representedasin (39). (I showO,
the disjundion operdor, in an adverbialpostion of the matrix clause;see
note 21 for sone evidence.)

(39) Max O wants[Bill or Peteto eatapplesor banana]

(An altemative movemem analyss, on the analogy of Quantifier Rasing,
might wish to move sometling—possibly the “subgituends,” thesebeing
focused—ito the matrix clause;but asl shownow, thereis no diagncstic of
movemaent in the presentcase)
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3.4 Insensitvity to Island Constrairts

The boundaris of island configurationscan separat a disjunction operator
from the disjunds. | have demorstratedthis with regad to the relafon
betweerMalayalam-o0o andthe question words;see(15a)for theviolation of
the Compkex NP Constraint and (32) for the violation of the Wh-island
Constraint.But to show that this propety is not anything confinedto the
licensingof questionwords, consider(40).

(40) Johnknows a manwho speals eitherGREEK or SANSKRIT (I amnot
surewhich).

(40) hasbotha narrow anda wide scopereading;thelatteris suggetedby the
possiblecontinudion indicatedin parenthesesThe mecanismthatinstitutes
this readingmustignore a conplex NP bounday:

(40) JohnO knows [np @ man[cp Who speakdeither Greek or Sanskit]]]

| A

3.5 Absene of Minimality Effects

By the absere of minimality effects | meanthat -um/00 can licene a
questionword “across’ another-um/-oa Thatis, if a queston word s in the
domainof two conjunctionfisjunctionoperatos, the ‘‘closer’ one doesnot
makethe questio word inaccessibleto the “fartheroff’’ one. | discussd this
in section2.7; exampe (33) is repatedhere®

(33) eetor-aalL enb paRaif-aal-un awal keeTT4irunn-illa-(y)oo,
which-one-personwhat sayif- CONJ she listen-ASP-NEG-DBJ
aa manuSyanmaricc-irikkunnu
thatman hasdied
‘(The persn) who, whaever (he) says,shedidn’t useto listento,
that personhasdied’

(33) [eet-a-aal enb paRaif-aal-um] awal keeTT-iunn-illa<(y)oo, ...

L A f

Here, eeb ‘which’ is licensed by -o00, “crossing’ a closer -um (which
licensesenb ‘what’).

In English,considerthe readingof (39) in which ‘Bill or Peté hasnarrow
scopeand ‘applesor bananashaswide scope This readingcan be brough
out by the continuationsindicatedhere:

2% Thereis someoverlapof islandconstraintsandminimality effects,becausewh-islandcan
beconsideredninstanceof either.Someof the sentencediscussedh section2.6 werepresentéd
asviolations of the Wh-Island Condition. But the sentenceepeatechere cannotvery easily be
descrited asa whislandviolation; it is simply aninstanceof the absencef a minimality effect.
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(39) Max wantsBill or Pete(he doesn’tcarewho) to eatapplesor banana
(I don’t know which).

This readingcan be representecasin (39").

(39") Max O, wants[ O, Bill or Peteto eatapplesor bananag

L a ?

[T

Here,O, interpretsapplesor banana’, “‘crossing’ O, which interpretsBill
or Peté.

Now, very similar facts havebeennoted (and discussejlin the literature
aboutthe syntax of the focusng particlesonly andeven | descibe the facts
aboutonly; the factsare substantily parallelfor even

The mearing of only (informaly) is that the substituion of a specified
entity for a variabke in an open senence yields a true propostion, and
substituion of any other entity from a contextually given setyields a false
propositon; seeRoah 198527ff.

The substitued always has focd stress(cf. the “focus” propety, in
sedion 3.2, of disjunction). When only is superficially close to the
substitued, it may show scopeambiguity (example from Taglicht 1984):

(41) Theywereadvisedto learnonly SPANSH.

(41) can meaneither ‘They were advisedto not learn any othe language’
(narrow scope reading) or ‘They were not advisedto learn any othe
language’ (wide scopereading) But when only is “‘separatedfrom” the
substitued and occupiesan advebial postion in the embeddedor matrix
clause,the amhguity disappess. Thus (42a) has only the narrow scope
reading,and (42b) hasonly the wide scopereadng.

(42) a. They wereadvisedto only learn SPANSH.
b. They were only advisedto learn SPANSH.?®
(Cf. the ““scope’ property,in sectio 3.1, of disjundion.)

Only can take multiple foci in its c-canmand domain (exampé from
Rooth 1985:

24| wish to leaveopenthe questionof how manyof the above-describefropertiesapply also
to conjunction.(Rooth& Parted1982] arguethatconjunction doesnot havethe scopeproperties
of disjunction.)

25 | amassuminghatin (42a)and(42b),only is generatedn the adverbialpositionsit is seen
to occupy,andthatonly is an operator;seeKayne1998(note47, passim)(This is unlike either,
which | claim is just a marker of cardinality and emphass, and is generatedclose to the
disjuncts.)Crucially, thereis no movemaet in (42a)or (42b): this is suggestedy the fact that
only andthe substituenctan be separatedy island boundariegsee(44)).

For caseslike (41), whereonly is superficially closeto the focusedconstituent,l refer the
readerto the accountgiven in Kayne 1998. This accountinvolves movemat, specifically the
movementof the focusedconstituentto the vicinity of only; hencethereareisland effects:

(i) Johnknowsa manwho speaksonly SANSKRIT.

(i) doesnot havea wide scopereading(i.e., it cannotmeanthat Johndoesnot know a manwho
speakssay, Greek).
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(43) Johnonly introducedBILL to SUE.
(Cf. the “multiple foci”” propery, in secton 3.3, of disjundion.)

Thereareno structurd constrants (otherthanc-command)on therelation
betweenonly andthe focused consttuent:

(44) a. Johnonly saidthat he knew a manwho was acquanted with
SUE.
b. Johnonly wonderedif Bill hadspokento SUE.

Any hypottesizedLF movement of the focused constitient to only would
violate the Compkx NP Constraintin (44a)andthe Whsland Constrait in
(44b).(Cf. the“insensitivityto islandconstrants” property in sectin 3.4, of
disjunction)

Lasty, thereis no minimality effectinducedby anoherfocudng particle

(45) a. Johnevengaveonly TEN CENTSto MARY.
b. Johnonly saidthatevenMARY doesn’tknow the TALM UD.

R f

Here, evencanbe relatedto ‘Mary’ “acros$ an intervening only in (45a)
and only can be relatedto ‘Talmud’ “acros$’ evenin (45b) (Cf. the
“absenceof minimality effects’ propety, in section 3.5, of disjundion.)?®
There is (thus) overwhelming evidence for extending the treaiment of
only/eve to disjundion. Therelationof the particle only/evento the focused
constituem in its doman has been referred to by the (neutrd) term

26 | et me note that the relationsindicatedin (45a,b)are “nesteddependencie$ “Crossing
depenéncies’ donotseento bepossible(i.e.,in (45a),evencannotberelatedto ‘ten cents’and
only to ‘Mary’; andin (45b),only cannotbe relatedto ‘Mary’ andevento ‘Talmud’.) The same
propery is exhibitedby thelicensingof questionwordsby -um/-oo Thus,whereag33) (with the
“nesteddependencigsindicatedin (33)) is okay, a sentencdike (i) is out:

(i) *aar enb kaaryampaRadifi-aal-umawal keeTT-irunnilla-(y)oo,
who whatmatter say-ifcong  she listenAsP-NEG-DISJ
aa kaaryamnamu-kle carcca  ceyy-aam.
thatmatter we-DAT  discussiordo-may
‘The matterwhich, whoeverspoke(to her aboutit), shedidn’t useto listento, let us
discussthat matter.’

Thelicensingrelationin (i) canbe representedsfollows:
(i) [ aap enb kaaryampaRadifi-aal-umawal keeTT-irunnilla-(y)oo ], ...

\ A

Pesetsky1982:630-81) argueshat Englishwhrin-situ alsoexhibitsthe samepropery. It could
thereforebethe casethatthe propertyof obeyingPesetsky’¢1982)PathContainmat Condition,
which Mohanan(1984) attributesto his OperatorBinding relation (see note 19), is a sixth
propery (besideshe five propertiesl discussedearlier) which the interpretaibn of disjunction
andthe interpretationof only/everhavein common.But | havenot studiedthis propertyin any
detail.
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“‘assocation with focus” Let us adoptthis term for disjundion also.| shall
henceforth assume that a nonmovement mechanism to institute the
disjundion operatois asso@tion with focus is possible,along the lines
proposedor only/eve.?’

| do not propo® in this paperto provide a translaton algorithm into
semantis for disjundion. So,| now needto addvery little beforeconcluding
the accountof my first problem nanely, how -um/-ooturnsa questio word
in its scope into a universal/existatial quantifer. | restate (31) more
explicitly as(46).

(46) A conjunction/dsjunctionoperatorcanbe appledto afocusdvariablke
in its doman by assod@tion with focus;it theninterpretsthevariableas
aninfinite conjunction/dsjunction.

(We canassumehata questionword is alwaysmarkedfor Focus.)A form like
aar-oo ‘somebody’,in which the questionword is a complementof -00, can
now be seento be only a specialcaseof associationwith focus. The latter
procesgas| showed)canapply “‘at a distance’ (see(21a,b))andcanin fact
apply to multiple questionwordsin its scope(see(22)). Keepingin mind the
fact that the meaning of a universal/existential quantifier is infinite
conjunction/disjunction,] can now claim to have provided a satisfactory
answerto thefirst problem;andthatthis accountreadily extendgo all the data
involving quantifiersthatincorporatequestionwordsthathavebeenexamined.

I now go on to showthatthe sarre account (in its essentiad) providesalso
the interprettion of quesions.

4. The Syntax and Interpret ation of Quegions

In this sectio, | offer anexplanaion of the -oo of Malayalbm questias. My
explanaion takes the form of a universdist claim about the role of
disjundion in questions.

4.1 ThePosition of the Disjunction Opeator in Questions

| argual earlier that all Malayalam questims have a clause-fnal -00,
althoughthis is overt only in yes/noquestioms. Observationally this is a
“‘questionmarker.” | alsoshowed a clause-firal -oo in the correhtive clause.
In both case, the -o0 is (fairly clearly)in C.

Let usassumehe “articulatedstructureof the complemeriizer sysem” of
Rizzi (1997),which propoesthe following internal structure for C:

27 For the term “associatbon with focus,” and a nonmovenent accountof the operation
referredto by this term, see Rooth 1985. (Rooth’s accountis in the Montague Grammar
framework) SeealsoBayer1996for anexcellentoverviewof the issuesandsomeproblemsfor
Rooth’s,or anynonmovenent,accountf thefactsaboutthefocusingparticles;andKayne1998,
which proposesa very innovative account that possibly obviates Bayer’s criticisms of
nonmovenentaccounts.
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47) ForceP

N

Force TopP*

IR

Top FocP

R

Foc TopP*

SN

Top FinP

/\
Fin IP

The ForcePhrasgForceP)interfaceswith the higherstructure;it encodeghe
fact thata sentenceés a questiona declarative an exclamative a relative,and
so forth. At the lower end, the FinitenessPhrase(FinP) interfaceswith 1P,
encodingfacts like whetherthe clauseis tensed,subjunctive,infinitival, or
otheroptions.The spacdn betweercanbe occupiedby a (single)FocusPhrase
(FocP),which canbe flanked on either side by any numberof Topic Phrases
(TopP); both FocPand TopP are optional, beinggeneratednly whenneeded.
The headof the ForcePcanbe seleced by a highe verb. | claim thatthe
disjunctionoperatorof questimsis generatd asthe headof ForceP andthat
it is the disjundion operdor that is seleced, when there is a highea
interrogatve verb that selectsa complemert. | statemy claim asfollows:

(48) A queston clausehasthe disjundion operdor in the headpostion of
ForceP.

The Endish form whethe possilly incorportes the meanirg of the
disjunction operator;in which case it is geneated as the headof ForceP.
However,it canbe geneatedonly whenthereare exactly two disjunds (cf.
either); this condtion is metonly in yes/noguestionsMoreover in present
dayEnglishit canbe generatdonly in embeddedjuestios;in matrix yes/no
questionsEnglishusesthe null disjundion operdor. In consttuentquestions,
wherethe cardnality of the disjunds is not determirate, whethe cannotbe
used;hereagah, English usesthe null disjundion operator.In othe words,
English has—wth the possibé exceptionof whethe—a null disjundion
operatorin the headpostion of ForcePin its questims?®

For Malayalam it is possibé to say that the clausefinal ‘“‘question
marker’ -00 is the realization of the disjundion operator and that it is
generatedasthe headof ForceP

281t whether does not incorporatethe meaning of the disjunction operator but simply
expresseshe cardinality of the disjuncts,we mustassumethat it is generatedasthe headof a
lower phrase(possiby a NumberPhrase)which ForcePtakesasits complement

In earlierstagef English,whethercould be usedin matrix yes/no(or alternative)questions:

(i) Whetherdoestthou professethy self, a knave,or a foole?
(Shakespear, All's Well That EndsWell iv.v.23)
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4.2 Thelnterpretaion of Questions

The syntactic configuration | am proposing—nanely, disjundion asthe head
of ForceP—is also consstentwith wha we know aboutthe semantis of
guestims. Semanticsts have alwaystranslatedquestion words as exigential
quantifies (Hamblin 1973, Karttunen 1977)2° When this claim is put
togethe with the (Russdian) analyss of existential quantifer as infinite
disjundion, it shoutl not be surprisng that natural language emgoys the
disjundion operatorin the syntacticencodingof questons. We differ from
the semanticsts only on one point: for us, the queston word itseff is not a
quantifier. The quantifier exists(asit were)in two parts.It is only whenthe
two parts are “put togethe” that we get a quantifer interpretation. And
questiams differ from “ordinary” existentialquantfiers (Malayalan aar-oq,
English ‘somebaly’, ‘somewhere’) in that in questims, one part—the
disjundion operdor—is in the ForceP.

The question word, | saidearlier,sigrifies only avariabk. It is markedfor
Focus,a standad assumptia now. The disjundion operatorrelatesto the
qguestion word by assocition with focus. It interpretsthe variable of the
guestio word as an infinite disjundion; see(46). Let me be more specific
aboutthis operdion. | saidthatthe interpretationof disjundion involvesthe
serialsubstitutionof the entities denotedby two or morefocused constituers
for avariable in an opensentenceé® Whenthe focusedconstituen itseff is a
variableasis the casein existential quantifiers andquesions, | am claiming
that the substtuends constered are all the membes of a contextially
relevart set®' Thus, given a domain of discourse which has just three
people—John’, ‘Bill , and ‘Mary’'—the sentence Who came? will be
interpreed as ‘John, or Bill, or Mary came.”*? (Let us aska simple-minded
qguestim: why is Johnor Bill or Mary camenot a questia, whereaswho
came?is? The answver is that the question has a disjundion as its Force
where& the declardive has[presumaby] a definite determirer asits Force)

2% ThusKarttunen(1977:19):

... for semanticreasonswe makewh-phrasesquivalen to existentialy quantifiednoun
phrasesFor example,who andwhat ... will havethe sametranslationas someoneand
something ..

The “partition” view of the semanticof questiongHigginbothan & May 1981,Higginboham
1993),which regardsa questionasdenotinga partition of the possiblestatesof nature,canalso
perhapshe accommodied to my account,if the cells of the partition arein fact disjuncts.

30 SeeRooth 1985 (p. 16): “the meaningof the featureF[ocus]in LF is takento be thata
semanticobjectwith variablesin the positionsof focusedphraseds available.”

In a sentencdike ‘JOHN or BILL came’(or ‘JOHN came,or BILL came’),therearetwo
focusedconstituers. But disjuncts(asalsoconjuncts)arerepresentedasit were,in parallel(an
assumptia that may be neededanyway for across-th-boardextractior); therefore,the two
focusedconstituentgorrespod to justonevariablein the semantidranslation Giventhatl have
not attempteda semantictranslationhere,| will not go further into this question.

3! See Rooth 1985 (p. 43ff.) for an explicit way of limiting the range of the variable
correspoding to the focusedconstituento a contextuallyrelevantset.

32 Simplifying a little. Actually, the disjunctswill be all the subsetsof {John, Bill, Mary}
(including the null set; cf. the possibleanswer, ‘Nobody came.”)
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Is there a residual meaning in questions, namely a ‘‘request-for-
informatiori’ meanirg? (Such a meaning could be accomnodatedif the
head of ForceP contaired, besidesthe disjundion operator, “anothet’
element.)But | wish to suggesthatthis meaning is theillocutionaryforce of
guestionsand that illocutionaly force (of all kinds) properly belongsin the
areaof pragmaics. The questiors illocutionaty force may be signaledby
intonatian (or othermeans)Notethatthe samestrucure asthatof aquesion,
with a differentintonatian, is not interpretedas a request for informaton:

(49) a. No matter who comes,...
b. No matter whethe Johncomesor not, ...

In Malayalam a correltive clausehasthe sane strucure asa questio (asl
pointedout), but it is not interpretedas a requestfor information.

This request-for-information meaning of questions has figured in
transformaibnal-generativeaccounts of questiams sincethe earliestdays.In
Katz and Postal1964, who and what were transformationally derived from
‘wh + someone’and ‘wh + something, wherethe secondpart expresssthe
intuition that there is an exigential quantfier here, and the first part
(presumably) the ‘‘question meaning.” Currently, we have a specia
interpretaion rule for wh-phrases,which interpretsa phraselike whose
pictureas‘for which x, x’s picture’, where the first partcontainsthe operator
andthe “quedion meanig” andthe secom partcontinsthe variablebound
by the operatorand any extra (pied-gped) materal in the phrag. Another
rule thendeletesall but the first partin the C, andall but the secoml partin
the argumem postion (Chomsky 1992). But given my account,both these
rules can be dispensd with. Thereis no needto extractan operator,given
thatthe only operatorhereis the disjundion operdor geneatedin the ForceP;
thereis no “‘quegion meanirg” thatsyntax needworry about;andthetraceof
a questia word is a variablesimply by virtue of the copy theay of trace.

(Bakers [1970] Q operdor, it may be recdled, wasnot extractedfrom a
wh-phrasebut anindependentlement generagdin the C. Onething thatthe
presentanalsis may be saidto havedoneis to identify Baker's Q operator
with the disjundion operdor.)

4.3 TheInterpretaton of Wh-Phrasesin C

BecauseC has hitherto been constderedto be the primary locus of wh
interpretaion, let us askthe questim: how is a wh-phrasein C interpreted?
Rizzi (1997) suggets that the phrasal movenent of wh “into C” in a
languagelike English is, specificdly, to the specifier of a Focus Phrase
(FocP)in C. Let us adoptthat suggetion. The FocPis in the c-command
domainof the headof ForceP;see(47). The simplestthing to saynow would
be that, irrespective of whether the wh-phraseis in C or in situ, the
disjunction operatoraccesseghe variable (the question word) in the wh-
phraseby the sameoperdion, namelyassoci&ion with focus.We canteg this
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hypothess by usingoneof the diagnosics of associéion with focus,namely
its lack of sensitivity to island constaints. As is well known, wh-in-situ is
insensitve to islands;butlet usnowtry anddemonstrag thata questionword
in C hasthe samepropety.

Consicer a sentencen which a comdex NP hasbeenpied-pipedinto C:

(50) [The manwho readthe novel which WHO wrote] wasit, thatwas
punished?

(50) is a cleft constrution; cf. It was the man who read the novel which
RUSHDE wrote that waspunisted The cleft focushasbeenpied-pipedinto
C, asis mack amply clear by the subject-auiliary inversion.What happes
now in the C? If | were adoptingthe wh-interpraation rule of Chomsk/
(1992) that was outlined above,the wh-phrasein C would be analyzedinto
the following bipartite structure:

(51) for which x, the manwho readthe novel which x wrote

But we may well ask, how can the interpretation operdion extract the
operatorfrom within anislandin the C? And if it candothisin C, why canit
not do this when the phraseis in situ (e.g.,in a sentencdike Who punished
the manwho read the novelwhich WHO wrote?)?*3

For my accouwnt of questionsa sentencdike (50) proves that a question
wordin C is interpretedby the disjunctionoperatois assocition with focus
sincethe operationshowsno sensiivity to islands

4.4 ThePropertiesof Questioninterpretation

I have denpnstrated(for the interpretation of questias) only one of the
diagnosic propertiesof asso@tion with focus,namelythe absencef island
effects.It is easyto demongtatethe otherpropeties. Thus,a question wordis
afocusedconsttuent(asl havealreadysaid).Moreover a singleoperatorcan
be asso@ated with multiple foci (O is the null disjunctian operdor):

(52) [CP (@] WHO| [|p (S gaveWHAT to WHOM?]]

Again, in case of multiple operdors, there is no minimality effect;
considerthe following exampé from Baker 1970:

32 The puzzlethatwh-in-situ doesnot showislandeffectshasbeensoughtto be explainedby
claimingthatLF movemenipied-pipesa largerphrasethat containstheislandconfiguration and
thereforethe questionword in theislanddoesnot needto “‘cross’ theislandboundary(Pesetsky
1987,Nishigauti 1990).We cannow seethat this proposaldoesnot really addresghe issue;it
only “postpones’theproblemto alaterstepof thederivation.Alternatively, it involvestheclaim
thatC is aprivilegedplacein which operationghatarenot allowedelsewherén the sentencean
take place!

© Blackwell Publisherd_td, 2001



Questionsand QuestionWord Incorporating Quartifiers in Malayalam 89

(53) Who remembes where we boughtwhich book?

As Bakernoted,whichbookcanbe undestoodas'‘being associateavith”
theembeddedr the matrix clause(i.e., it canshowscopalambiguity). In our
terms, the queston word which can be associatedwith the disjundion
operatorin the embeddedor the matrix C. Whenit is assocted with the
matrix disjunction operator, the association ‘‘crosses’ the embedded
disjunctionoperdor:

(54) [cp Oy WHO rememlers[cp O, WHERE we bought WHICH book]]

In sum,there is ampleevidencethatthe interpretationof questonsis done
by an associatin-with-focus operatior*

34 | mustnotethatthereis a claimedasymmetrybetweenwh-phrasesindfocusedconstituers
that might seemto militate againstmy claim here.Conside (i) and (ii) (examplesdiscussedn
Chomsky1981).

(i) a. Whothinksthatheis in love with whom?
b. *Who thinksthatwho is in love with him?
(i) I don't think that JOHN will win.

The (i-a)/(i-b) contrastarguesan ECP effect, but this is absentin (ii).

This asymmetrycanbe explainedif we canmakethe following assumptions(i) Englishwh-
phraseswhich are now takento be in situ, are (in fact) in an IP-internal Focuspositionthatis
aboveVP (this Focuspositionis arguedor in Jayaseela1999,andseverapositionsaboveVP to
which elementsn VP may movearepostuldedin Kayne1998;seeKayneop.cit.,note 106, for
the suggestionthat English “might subject the wh-in-situ to focus movement); (ii) the
movemat to this positioninducesobligatory VP-prepaing in English (Kayneop.cit.).

For (i-a), the derivationgoesasfollows:

(i) a. ... [vpisin love with whom]
= movementio Focus
b. ... [roceWhom F° [yp is in love with t; ]]
= VP-preposig
c. ... [xp [vej is in love with ] X° [rocpwWhom F° ¢ ]]
(Kayne1998doesnot specifythe natureof the phrasento which VP preposesl. indicateit asXP
here.)

But (i-b) cannotbe derivedby thesemovemens. The Focuspositionin C (in English)canonly
be anescapéatch,nota “‘host” of awh-phraseunlessthe wh-phrases interpretedn thatC. (I
expressthis restriction by stipulating that the FocP in C must be selectedby the question
operator) So,in the absencef a Focuspositionin the embedded, the embeddedubjectwho
will haveto moveto the Focuspositionabovethe matrix VP, andsubsequen¥P-preposingwill
not derive (ib):

(iv) a. ...[vpthinksthatwhois in love with him]
= movementto Focus
b. ... [roceWha F° [vp thinksthatt; is in love with him]]
= VP-preposig
c. ... [xp [vej thinksthatt; is in love with him] X° [cocpWho FOt; ]
(It is unclear,however,why the outputof (iv) is badin English.)
As is well known, (ib) improves if thereis a “third”" wh-phrase:

(v) Who thinks thatwho is love with whom?
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| said that asso@tion with focus (when applying in questons) is
indifferent to whether a question word is in C or in situ. Therefoe wh-
movemet hasno role in theinterpretaion of questiams. It shouldbe seenas
focus movement, a more general phenomenon that moves focused
constituems of all kinds to focus postions. Many languagesmove their
question words (also other focused constituetts) to an IP-internal focus
position—ifor exampk, Hungarian(Brody 1990),BasqueLaka& Uriageréa
1987), Chadic (Tuller 1992), Malayalam (Jayaseelan1996, 1999). If my
speculatnsin note 34 are alongthe right lines, English too shout! join the
ranksof thes languagesalthoughof cour it alsomovesits queston words
to afocuspositionin C. | speculatehatfocusmovement]ike topicalization,
may have sone functional purpose.

The*dichotomy’ betwea& wh-movenentandwh-in-situ hasbeena long-
standirg problemfor linguistic theory.Whatwe may call “Huang’s strategy’
(Huang1982) assinilated wh-in-situ to wh-movementby moving the in-situ
wh-phraseto C in the covet syntax.l haveeffecteda unificationin the other
direction: | have shown that an interpretation operation that can
straightbrwardly handlewhrin-situ also applesin casesof wh-movenent.

5. Condusion

In this paperl haveestabishedthe idertity of Baker's(1970) Q operdor as
the disjundion operdor, a familiar truth-fundional operdor of logic.

I haveshown that the interpretaion of disjundion involves an operatio
that hasbeenstudiedin sone depthin the caseof the interpretationof the
focusingparicles only andeven this operationhasbeendescribedunderthe
name*‘associaibn with focus’ (Rooh 1985).

Thetwo idertifications—theQ operdor with the disjunctionoperator;the
interpretition of disjundion with associéon with focus—yield anaccount of
the interpretationof questionsin termsof “assocation with focus” which
handleswh-in-situ very satisfactoily, andwhich | showis necesaryevenin
the interprettion of wh-phrasesn C.

In the first part of this paper | also provided an accountof some
Malayalam quantfiers composedof a questimm word and a conjunctve/
disjundive connective explaining how the quantfier interpretationof thee
forms comesabout.The explanaion of both the quantfiers andof questins

Similarly, (vi-b) is much betterthan (vi-a):

(vi) a. ?*Who gavewhatto you?
b.  Who gavewhatto whom?
In thesecasespossiblythereis an option of moving a largerphrase—thesmall VP [yp whatto
whonj in (vi-b), the IP [,p whois in love with whonj in (v)—to Focus.(Theselargerphrasesre
the smallestphrasescontainingall the wh-phrasesn VP, it may be noted.)
Now, to explain the asymnetry, we can say that, unlike a wh-phrase,a nonwh focused
constituentdoesnot needto obligatorly moveto a Focusposition.
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wasbasedon a claim thata conjuncton/disjunctionoperator whenappliedto
afocusedvariablein its doman by associatin with focus interpretsit asan
infinite conjuncton/disjunction3®
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