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TWO TYPES OF WH-INDEFINITES

Abstract
Indefinite expressions in a wide range of languages are morphologically related to wh-interrogatives.
Although a number of researchers have attempted to characterize the syntactic and semantic properties of
wh-indefinites in comparison with regular indefinites or wh-interrogatives in individual languages, no
attempt has been made to provide a unified account based on a systematic comparison among wh-indefinite
languages. This paper aims to provide such an account on the structure and meaning of wh-indefinites from
a typological investigation. Specifically, I argue that wh-indefinites in the world’s languages can be
classified into two categories according to their morphology, and the two categories show contrasts in terms
of their semantic behaviors. I propose that the sources of existential force for each type of wh-indefinites
are universal, and that languages differ with respect to the parameters that determine the position and

application of the relevant type of existential closure.

Keywords: wh-word, indefinite, indeterminate, existential quantifier, scope

1. Introduction

It is well noticed that in a number of languages indefinite expressions are morphologically related to wh-
interrogatives. Indefinites that share the form with wh-words (henceforth wh-indefinites) are observed in a
wide variety of genetically or geographically unrelated languages, as reported in a typological survey of
indefinites by Haspelmath (1997). The similarity in the forms between interrogatives and indefinites has
led many linguists to raise questions including the following: why do interrogatives and indefinites share
the same form? Can we find a single semantic representation that can apply to both interrogative and
indefinite expressions? Do wh-indefinites have the same meaning with genuine indefinites that are not
morphologically related to wh-words? What is the role of wh-morphology in forming the semantic
representation of wh-indefinites? A number of researchers have attempted to answer these questions by

characterizing the properties of wh-indefinites in comparison with regular indefinites or wh-interrogatives
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in individual languages (Cheng 1991 for Chinese, Postma 1994 for Dutch, Kuroda 1965 for Japanese,
Chung 1996 for Korean, Yanovich 2005 for Russian, among others). However, no attempt has been made
yet to provide a unified account based on a systematic comparison among wh-indefinite languages.

In this paper, I aim to provide a unified analysis that applies to the structure and meaning of wh-
indefinites based on a typological investigation. In particular, I argue that wh-indefinites in the world’s
languages can be placed into one of two groups, depending on whether they have exactly the same form as
interrogatives (bare wh-indefinites; BWIs henceforth) or they involve a certain affix attached to the
interrogative form to explicitly mark an indefinite reading (complex wh-indefinites; CWIs henceforth)'.
The lists in (1) and (2) provide examples of wh-indefinites that belong to each group. Both types of wh-

indefinites are found in a number of languages in the world?.

() Examples of BWIs ‘what/something’

a. shenme (Chinese)

b. t (Classical Greek)
c. wat (Dutch)
d. was (German)

e. mues (Korean)

! The term ‘bare wh-indefinites’ is adopted from Bruening (2007). For what he called ‘wh-indefinites in combination
with particles’, I am using the term ‘complex wh-indefinites’ for ease of reference.

2 Languages can be divided into groups according to what type of wh-indefinites they allow. Some languages such as
Chinese and Japanese allow only one type, and some other languages such as Korean and Russian allow both. All
logical possibilities of the occurrence of BWIs and CWIs within a language are attested in the world’s languages, as
illustrated in the following table.

BWIs no BWIs

CWIs Korean | Japanese

no CWIs | Chinese | English

Typology of wh-indefinites

Bruening (2007) argues that English also should be considered as a wh-indefinite language because of the existence
of CWIs such as somewhere or somehow. However, English is different from canonical wh-indefinite languages in
that not all bare wh-expressions in English can combine with the indefinite marker to yield an indefinite reading (e.g.
*somewho 1s ungrammatical, and somewhat does not mean the indefinite ‘something’). Although we can call English
as a partially wh-indefinite language, in this paper I will focus on languages that have a productive and systematic
inventory of wh-indefinites.
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f. ¢to (Russian)

(2) Examples of CWIs®

A. ‘what’ + indefinite marker = ‘something’
a.nani +-ka  (Japanese)

b. mues + -inka (Korean)

c.ce+ -va (Romanian)

d. ¢to + -to (Russian)

B. indefinite marker + ‘what’ = ‘something’
e. irgend- + was (German)

f. vala- + mi (Hungarian)

g. ein-+ hvado  (Icelandic)

h. nt+e-+sto  (Serbian)

I will show that the same type of wh-indefinites share the same syntactic and semantic properties regardless
of what language they belong to, and argue that what differs from language to language is certain parameters
that determine the details of how the meaning is derived compositionally.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The next two sections will compare the contrasting
properties of BWIs and CWIs. I will first discuss the case of BWIs and their distributional restrictions in
Section 2, and move on to CWIs and discuss their similarities with regular indefinites in Section 3. Section
4 will present a case study of Korean wh-indefinites, which makes an apparent exception to the typology
introduced in the previous sections, and provide an account for it. Section 5 provides the semantic
representation of wh-indefinites based on the previous sections. Section 6 concludes the paper and identifies

future work.

3 Whether the additional morphology is a prefix or a suffix does not seem to make a difference in the meaning of a
CWI. The meaning of the affix itself varies from language to language, and sometimes it is not even clear what they
mean. [ will not attempt to investigate the meaning of such affixes in this paper and will simply gloss them as IND
(indefinite marker) in the examples in this paper.
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2. Bare wh-indefinites (BWIs)

Cross-linguistically, BWIs are restricted in terms of the contexts in which they can appear. The specific
contexts that allow BWIs vary from language to language, but they can be classified roughly into two types.
In some languages, BWIs must obey syntactic requirements that they should be inside a certain maximal
projection. In other languages, BWIs exhibit semantic restrictions requiring them to be accompanied by
certain types of expressions. The two kinds of restrictions on BWIs are described in detail in the following

sections.

2.1. Syntactic restrictions

BWIs in some languages exhibit restrictions regarding their position in the sentence. For instance,
Haspelmath (2002) points out that BWIs cannot appear at the beginning of a sentence in Classical Greek or
in German, as illustrated in (3) and (4). In these examples, the BWI must appear at the end of the sentence
as in (3)-a and (4)-a. If it is moved to the beginning of the sentence, its indefinite reading is not available
anymore. In that case, the sentence either becomes ill-formed as in (3)-b or receives an interrogative reading

(4)-b. Note that regular indefinites can appear at the beginning of the same sentence as shown in (4)-c.

3) Classical Greek (Hapelmath 1997: 170)
a. Elthen tis
came who

‘Someone came.’

b. *Tis élthen
who came

(Intended meaning: ‘Someone came.’)*

4) German (Haspelmath 1997: 171)

“ The sentence (3)-b can receive an interrogative reading if the wh-word is stressed.

Tis élthen
who came
‘Who came?’
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a. Da kommt  wer
here come who

‘Someone is coming.’

b. Wer kommt da
who come  here

‘Who is coming?’

c. Jemand kommt da
someone come  here

‘Someone is coming.’

Bruening (2007) observes a similar restriction on bare wh-indefinites in Passamaquoddy. As illustrated in
(5), the wh-pronoun wen ‘who’ is interpreted as an indefinite when it remains in situ (a) but as an

interrogative if it is initial in the clause (b).

(5) Passamaquoddy (Bruening 2007:153)
a. lItom wen-il nemiy-a-t?
say.3 who-OBV IC.see-DIR-3CONJ°

‘Did he say he saw someone?’

b. Wen-i/ itom  nemiy-a-t?
who-OBV  say.3 IC.see-DIR-3CONJ
‘Who did he say he saw?’

Postma (1994) presents a more specific claim concerning positional restrictions on BWIs in German and
Dutch, namely that they must be inside of VP. In German, wh-words are interpreted as indefinites only if
they are generated VP-internally as in (6)-a. If they are generated externally to VP as an adjunct, an
indefinite reading is not available, as shown in (6)-b. In Dutch, BWIs cannot be scrambled out of VP, as

illustrated in (7). Note that regular indefinites can be scrambled out of VP as in (8). Postma also points out

> OBV: obviative third person, IC: initial change (ablaut), DIR: direct voice, 3: proximate third person, CONJ:
conjunct inflection (subordinate clauses, wi-questions) (Bruening 2007: 149).
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that German does not allow an indefinite reading for wie ‘how’, which is in line with his claim because wie

as an argument is external to VP.

(6) German (Postma 1994: 192)

a. Er hat Wwo gewohnt
he has  where lived
‘He has lived somewhere.’

b. *Er hat das Buch wo gekauft

he has the book where bought
‘He has bought the book somewhere.’

(7) Dutch (Postma 1994: 193)

a. Jan  heeft [vpsnel wat  opgeschreven).

John has quickly what written

b. *Jan heeft wat [vpsnel  opgeschreven).
John has  what  quickly written

‘John has quickly written down something.’

(8)  Dutch (Postma 1994: 193)

a. Jan  heeft [vesnel iets opgeschreven).
John has quickly something written
b. Jan  heeft iets [ve snel opgeschreven).
John has  something quickly written

‘John has quickly written down something.’

In sum, the data we have seen so far indicate that BWIs in certain languages are restricted configurationally.
To explain these restrictions, several researchers have argued that BWIs in those languages are variables

that lack quantificational force of their own, and their existential reading is derived when they are bound
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by existential closure at VP (Cheng 1991, Postma 1994, Ha 2004)°. The basic idea stems from the semantics
of regular indefinites proposed by Heim (1982) and Diesing (1990). According to this line of analysis, the
rule of existential closure applies only at a certain level such as VP. Indefinites outside the domain of
existential closure cannot receive an existential reading, but end up receiving a generic reading (in the case

of regular indefinites) or an interrogative reading (in the case of wh-indefinites).

2.2. Semantic restrictions

Some languages exhibit restrictions on BWIs in terms of the semantic contexts in which they can occur.
For instance, it is well known that wi-words in Chinese have indefinite readings only when they co-occur
with certain expressions (Cheng 1991, Li 1992, Lin 1998, Aldridge 2007, among others). The range of
those licensing expressions is very wide and it is not easy to characterize them in terms of a single semantic
property. At first glance, the licensing contexts for BWIs seem to coincide with the contexts where negative
polarity items (NPIs) are allowed, such as negation, conditionals, and polar questions as illustrated in (9).
Besides the traditional NPI contexts, however, there are additional cases where BWIs are allowed, such as
(a) non-factive verbs yiwei ‘think’, renwei ‘think’, cai ‘guess’, xiwang ‘hope’, or (b) adverbs expressing
tentativeness or uncertainty: dagai/keneng ‘probably’, haoxiang ‘seem’, sihu ‘seem’, de yangzi ‘the
appearance of’, yexu ‘perhaps’, or (c) circumstantial /e, as illustrated in (10). To generalize all these
environments, Li (1992) suggests that Chinese wh-indefinites are allowed only when the truth value of the

sentences is not positively fixed.

® This argument was first suggested by Cheng (1991) to explain the indefinite reading of wi-words in Chinese, and it
was also pursued by Postma (1994) for German and Dutch, as well as by Ha (2004) for Korean. As we will see later,
however, Chinese is not a language that fits into this line of argument, and the analysis of Korean must be revised to
some extent to accommodate the exceptional data. Note that these previous analyses are inadequate not because the
argument itself has a logical flaw but because they are based on the incorrect generalization on the data.
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141 9) BWI-licensing expressions in Chinese (Li 1992)’

142

143 a. Negation
Ta bu xihuan shenme.
he not like what
‘He doesn’t like anything.’

144

145 b. Yes/no-question
Ta xihuan shenme ma?
he like what Q
‘Does he like something?’

146

147 c. A-not-A question
Ta xi-bu-xihuan shenme?
he like-not-like what
‘Does he like something?’

148

149 d. If-clause
Yaoshi ta xihuan shenme ...
if he like what
‘If he likes anything ...”

150

7 The list of abbreviations used in this paper is given below:

NOM: nominative ACC: accusative LOC: locative

TOP: topic FOC: focus NEG: negation

PRS: present PST: past PRG: progressive

DCL: declarative ~ Q: interrogative INT: intimate

CL: classifier REL.: relativizer COMP: complementizer

HON: honorific IND: indefinite

The original glosses are used for the examples cited from other studies; in those cases the relevant abbreviations are
given in separate footnotes.
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(10)  BWI-licensing expressions in Chinese (Li 1992)

a. Non-factive verbs
Wo yiwei ni  xihuan shenme (dongxi).
1 think you like what thing
‘I think that you like something.’

b. Expressions of tentativeness or uncertainty

Ta keneng  xihuan shenme.
he probably like what

‘He probably likes something.’

c. Circumstantial e

Ta zuo (le) shenme [e.
he do LE what LE

‘He did something®.’

Russian also exhibits similar restrictions on BWIs. They must co-occur with certain expressions in the

sentence, as illustrated in (11).

(11)  BWI-licensing expressions in Russian (Yanovich 2005: 321)
a. Particles forming yes/no-questions
Ne prixodil i kto?
not came Q who

‘Did anyone come?’

8 Lin (1998) argues that the circumstantial/inferential /e functions as a BWI-licensor because it involves a certain kind
of modality in that the speaker infers something must have happened solely on the basis of his/her observation of the
environment, without witnessing the event or changing state. The modality can be expressed explicitly in translation,
e.g. ‘It seems he did something (a la Lin 1998)’ or ‘He must have done something (a la Dong 2009)’.
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b. If-clauses

Esli kto pridet zovi menja
if who come call me

‘If anyone comes, call me.’

¢. Subjunctive clauses
Petja  zaper  dver’ Ctoby kto  vosel.
Petja locked the door that.SUBJ who notcome in

‘Petja locked the door in order that anyone cannot come in.’

d. Epistemic operators

MozZet, kto  prixodil
It may be that who came

‘It may be that someone came.’

To account for such restrictions, it has been proposed that BWIs in these languages require certain lexical
licensors (e.g. Yanovich 2005 for Russian, Dong 2009 for Mandarin Chinese). The licensors seem to be
determined by the lexicon rather than by the semantic properties because they do not form any stable natural
class cross-linguistically, or even within a language. For instance, Yanovich (2005) points out that Slovene
and Byelorussian allow BWIs in imperatives while Russian does not. He further mentions that in Russian,
mozet ‘it-may-be’ can license BWIs while dolzno byt’ ‘it-is-likely’ cannot, even though both are epistemic
operators bearing similar meanings. There is a certain tendency for most licensors to involve some kind of
modality, but for the moment it seems reasonable to assume that licensors are lexically determined until a

better generalization is made.

2.3. Generalized restrictions

As we have seen so far, a bare wh-word can be interpreted as indefinite only if it is licensed properly;
otherwise the sentence containing them is interpreted as a wh-question or simply ill-formed. In languages

such as German and Dutch, BWIs are restricted in terms of their position in the sentence. In languages such
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as Chinese and Russian, BWIs are restricted in terms of co-occurrence with other expressions. Note,
however, that BWIs in Chinese/Russian-type languages also involve a certain kind of structural restriction:
a BWI is required to be within the scope of its licensing expression. In Chinese, for instance, the BWI is
allowed in the object position of the verb but not in the subject position, even though negation is a licensor
of BWIs in Chinese, as shown in (12). Li (1992) states this restriction in terms of c-commanding because

the negation c-commands the object but does not c-command the subject.

(12)  Chinese (Li 1992:135)
a. Ta bu xihuan shenme ren.
he not like what person

‘He does not like someone.’

b. Shenme ren bu xihuan ta.
what person not like he
‘Who does not like him?’

(It cannot mean ‘Someone does not like him.”)

Therefore, setting aside the lexical restrictions in Chinese/Russian-type languages, we can make the cross-
linguistic generalization that a BWI must be in the scope of a certain licensor. In German/Dutch-type of
languages, the licensor is existential closure that applies to a wh-indefinite inside VP. In Chinese/Russian-
type languages, the licensor is a lexically determined expression, which presumably introduces existential
closure for the BWL

With this background, let us now consider a noteworthy remark on a general restriction on BWIs.
While most previous studies have focused on the cases in individual languages, Bruening (2007) has

suggested a typological generalization as follows:

(13)  Scope restriction of BWIs (Bruening 2007:160)

Bare wh-indefinites may never take widest scope, nor have a specific reading.
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If we interpret ‘widest scope’ as ‘sentential scope’, the statement in (13) correctly characterizes all BWIs
we have seen so far. First, this statement seems to hold for languages that have lexical licensors for BWIs
because all lexical licensors identified so far are scope-bearing elements such as negation and modal
expressions, and BWIs must be within the scope of their lexical licensors. Note that this does not mean that
BWIs cannot take wide scope over other elements in general. A long-distance-scope reading should be
available as long as it is interpreted within the scope of the licensor. For instance, a modal expression such
as haoxiang ‘it seems’ is a licensor of BWIs in Mandarin Chinese, while universal quantifiers are not; thus

a scope configuration such as [seem > some > all] is possible in the following example:

(14)  Chinese

Haoxiang tamen dou chiguo shenme.
seem they all ate what
‘It seems they all ate something.’

(seem > some > all: It seems that there is a certain something that all of them ate.)

For languages that have structurally determined licensors, BWIs cannot take sentential scope because they
cannot be interpreted outside VP. Of course, it is still possible in theory that BWIs take wider scope than
other elements within VP. Such a case has not been found yet, though. For instance, Postma (1994) suggests
that BWIs in Dutch can only take the narrowest scope. In (15), the BWI wat ‘what/something’ cannot take

scope over the universal quantifier alle boeken ‘all books’, regardless of the surface word order.

(15)  Dutch (Postma 1994: 192)

a. Jan heeft wat in alle boeken geschreven
John has what in all books written

‘John has written something in all books’ (all > some, *some > all)
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b. Jan  heeft iets in alle boeken geschreven
John has  something in all books written

‘John has written something in all books’ (all > some, *some > all)

Thus, it seems that Bruening’s generalization holds for all BWIs we have seen so far. The restrictions on

BWIs discussed in this section can be summarized as follows:

(16)  Generalized restrictions on BWIs:
a. BWIs must be in the scope of their licensors.

b. BWIs cannot take sentential scope.

3. Complex wh-indefinites (CWIs)

Unlike BWIs, which are restricted syntactically and semantically, CWIs seem to occur relatively freely. It
is especially noticeable that CWIs pattern together with regular indefinite expressions that are not

morphologically related to interrogatives.

3.1.Parallels between CWIs and regular indefinites

It seems that CWIs do not exhibit any restrictions that BWIs have. For instance, BWIs cannot appear at the
beginning of simple declarative sentences, as illustrated in (17), regardless of whether the given language
has syntactic or semantic restrictions on BWIs. On the other hand, CWIs can occur in this context, as shown
in (18). Note that this difference between BWIs and CWIs is observed within a single language (e.g. Russian)

as well as across languages (e.g. German vs. Japanese).

(17) BWIs
a. German

*Wer kommt da
who come  here

(Intended meaning: ‘Someone is coming.”)

13



251
252 b. Russian

*Kto vose v komnatu
who come into the room

(Intended meaning: ‘Someone came into the room.”)

253
254  (18) CWIs
255 a. Japanese
Dare-ka-ga heya-ni haittekita.

who-IND-NOM room-LOC came into

‘Someone came into the room.’

256
257 b. Russian
*Kto-to vose v komnatu (Yanovich 2005: 311)
who-IND come into the room
‘Someone came into the room.’
258

259  In this sense, CWIs pattern together with regular indefinites. As shown in (19), regular indefinites can

260  appear freely in the same environments.

261

262  (19)  Regular indefinites

263

264 a. German
Jemand kommt da
someone come  here
‘Someone is coming.’

265
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b. Chinese
Youren jin le  fangjian
someone enter LE room

‘Someone came into the room.’

Furthermore, CWIs and regular indefinites can escape scope islands, while BWIs cannot. In the following

examples, the BWI shenme ren ‘someone’ in Chinese cannot take scope outside of the if~clause (20), while

the CWI dare-ka ‘someone’ in Japanese can take scope over the if-clause (21). Since the issue of scope

islands is crucial to identify the interpretation of regular indefinites, it will be dealt with in more detail in

the next section.

(20)

21)

BWI (Chinese)
Yaoshi  shenme ren lai, Mei  hui  hem  gaoxing.
if what-person  come Mei will very happy

‘If someone comes, Mei will be very happy.” (if > some, *some > if)

CWI (Japanese)

Dare-ka-ga kutu-to  Mei-wa  sugoku yorokobu-daroo.
who-IND-NOM come-if Mei-TOP very happy-will

‘If someone comes, Mei will be very happy.’ (if > some, some > if)

3.2.The scope problem of indefinites

It has been known since 1970s (e.g. Rodman 1976) that semantic scope configuration and syntactic

movement exhibit similar restrictions. As illustrated in the paired sentences in (22) and (23) (from Reinhart

1997), a quantified NP can take wide scope when a wh-constituent can be extracted from the same position.
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(22)  a. A doctor will interview every new patient.
b. Which patients will a doctor interview <e>?

(°K every > a)

(23)  a. A doctor will examine the possibility [that we give every new patient a tranquilizer].
b. *Which patients will a doctor examine [the possibility that we give <e> a tranquilizer]?

(* every > a)

This correlation between covert scope-taking operations and overt movement supports the view that
quantifiers undergo invisible syntactic movement. Then the semantic scope of NPs is restricted by syntactic
constraints on movement, such as island constraints (Ross 1967) preventing extraction from occurring
across syntactic ‘islands’ such as relative clauses or if-clauses. However, not all NPs obey such restrictions,
as illustrated in the contrast between (24) and (25). The sentence in (24) shows that an if~clause constitutes
a scope island, since the universal quantifier everyone cannot take scope over if. However, an indefinite

expression such as someone can escape scope islands as shown in (25).

(24)  Ifeveryone comes to the party, Mary will be happy.
(if > every, *every > if)
(25)  If someone comes to the party, Mary will be happy.

(if > some, some > if)

To explain the exceptional scope-taking property of existential/weak quantifiers such as a man or someone,
Fodor and Sag (1982) propose that those indefinites are ambiguous between referential and quantificational
expressions. According to them, the apparent scope ambiguity in sentences like (25) is in fact not due to
the scope interaction, but due to the lexical ambiguity of the indefinite expression. As evidence for this
argument, Fodor and Sag claim that indefinites can take the narrowest scope (as quantificationals) or widest
scope (as referentials), but they cannot take intermediate scope because there is no way to construe such a
reading. One of their examples is given below (26). The sentence in (26) can mean that each teacher heard
that “a student of [the speaker] has been called before the dean” (i.e. the narrowest-scope reading for a

student), or that there is a certain student, namely John, such that each teacher heard that “John had been
16
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called before the dean” (i.e. a widest-scope reading for a student), but cannot mean that each teacher heard
about potentially different students of the speaker, as Teacher 1 heard that “John had been called before the
dean” and Teacher 2 heard that “Bill had been called before the dean” and so on (i.e. an intermediate-scope

reading for a student).

(26)  No intermediate scope of indefinites (Fodor & Sag 1982: 374)

Each teacher overheard the rumor [that a student of mine had been called before the dean].

a. each > relative clause > a (NS: narrow scope)
b. *each > a > relative clause (IS: intermediate scope)
c. @ > each > relative clause (WS: wide scope)

However, a number of researchers have objected to this lexical ambiguity view of indefinites, pointing out
that intermediate readings for the existential quantifiers become available when appropriate contexts are
given (Abusch 1994, Reinhart 1997, Winter 1997, Kratzer 1998, among others). Some of the examples are
listed below, in which intermediate readings of indefinites are even preferred over narrow- or wide-scope

readings.

(27)  Intermediate-scope reading for indefinites
a. Every gambler will be surprised if one horse wins. (Abusch 1994)
b. Every one of them moved to Stuttgart because a woman lived there. (Abusch 1994)
c. Every linguist has looked at every analysis that solves some problem. (Winter 1997)
d. Every country’s security will be threatened if Some building is attacked by terrorists.
(Winter 1997)

Thus, instead of lexical ambiguity, a number of researchers have argued that the source of free scope for
indefinites comes from the fact that indefinites involve a choice function (CF) in their semantic
representation (Reinhart 1997, Winter 1997, Kratzer 1998, Matthewson 1999). Among the variations of the
Choice Function analysis, let us start with the version of Reinhart (1997) and Winter (1997). The basic

assumptions of their approach are stated in (28).
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(28)

Assumptions for the Choice Function analysis (Winter 1997:409)

Indefinites lack quantificational force of their own. They are basically predicates.

An indefinite NP in an argument position, however, ends up denoting an individual. This is because
its semantics involves a free function variable that assigns an individual to the restriction predicate.
This function variable is existentially closed, together with the restriction that it is a choice function:
a function that chooses a member from any non-empty predicate it gets. This quantificational

procedure can apply at any compositional level.

According to Reinhart (1997) and Winter (1997), the scope configuration of an indefinite is decided

depending on at which level the choice function variable introduced by that indefinite is existentially closed.

The semantic representations in (29) illustrate how the two different scope readings of the sentence in (25)

are derived via a choice function. In (29)-a, existential closure appears within the conditional clause; thus

the indefinite receives a narrow-scope reading. If existential closure takes scope over the conditional as in

(29)-b, a wide-scope reading is given to the indefinite. Note that in both readings the representation of the

indefinite remains inside the conditional clause, which is a scope island. Thus the choice function analysis

enables a wide-scope reading of indefinites without any movement violating island constraints.

(29)

If someone comes to the party, Mary will be happy.
a. NS: if > some

Jf[CH(f) A [comes-to-the-party’( f(person)) ] ] — happy’(Mary’)
b. WS: some > if

Jf[CH(f) N [comes-to-the-party’( f(person)) — happy’(Mary’) | ]

In this sense, the choice function analysis treats all scope readings of indefinites equally, according to the

level of existential closure. (30) illustrates how the choice function analysis derives the narrow, intermediate,

and wide-scope readings of indefinites in a unified way.
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(30)  Every linguist has looked at every analysis that solves some problem.
(Winter 1997:431)
a. NS: Every linguist has looked at every analysis.

V x[linguist’(x) — V y[analysis’(y) A 3 f [CH(f) A solve’(f(problem’))(y)]look-at’(y)(x)] |
b. IS: For every linguist x there is a problem y such that x has looked at every analysis that solves y.

V x[linguist’(x) = 3 f [CH(f) A V y[analysis’(y) A solve’(f(problem”))(y)—look-at’(y)(x)] ] ]
c. WS: There is a problem x, such that every linguist has looked at every analysis of x.

If [CH(f) A V x[linguist’(x)— V y[analysis’(y) A\ solve’(f(problem’))(y)look-at’(y)(x)] ] ]

Kratzer (1998), however, opposes the view that all scope readings for indefinites are derived by the same
mechanism. She brings particular attention to the peculiar property of indefinite NPs modified by a certain
discussed in Hintikka (1986). While a certain indefinites pattern with other indefinites in that they can
escape scope islands, their scope configuration is further erratic in that they can only take widest scope in

some environments, such as negation:

(31)  a certain indefinites and negation (Kratzer 1998: (12))
a. Richard does not have time to date a certain woman, but he sends her flowers.

b. *Richard does not have time to date a woman, but he sends her flowers.

Unlike Reinhart and Winter, Kratzer claims that a choice function variable is not bound by a local existential
operator but left free, and that its value is determined by the context later. Consequently, a choice function
indefinite necessarily receives the widest-scope reading. According to her, a certain indefinites are always
choice function indefinites, and their default scope reading is the widest one. On the other hand, other
indefinites such as a/some NPs are ambiguous between choice function indefinites that take widest scope
and quantifier phrases that are subject to scope restrictions. In a sense, Kratzer’s proposal can be thought
of a cross between the lexical ambiguity analysis and the choice function analysis. Like Fodor and Sag, she
assumes that indefinites are ambiguous, but in her theory the wide-scope interpretation is due to a choice

function rather than a referential interpretation.
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Note that choice function indefinites do take scope that is narrower than the widest scope in some
cases as shown in (32). Kratzer attributes such an apparent narrow-scope reading to a ‘parameterized’
choice function, i.e. a choice function parameterized with an implicit argument against the other scope-
bearing expression. In (32), for example, the choice function variable for a certain date has each individual
as an implicit argument and picks a date from the set of all dates that is specific to this argument, which is
the man’s wife’s birthday. Since such parameterization is impossible for non-quantificational expressions
such as negation, choice function indefinites cannot be interpreted in scope of negation, as previously

illustrated in (31).

(32)  a certain indefinites and universal quantification (Kratzer 1998:(10))
a. Each husband had forgotten a certain date - his wife’s birthday.
(each > a certain)

b. Vx (husband(x) A had forgotten (x, f(x, date)) )

The intermediate-scope reading in (30) can be explained in the same vein, as shown in (33). In this reading,
the indefinite some problem is interpreted outside the relative clause. Since it escapes the scope island, its
semantic representation cannot be a quantifier but should involve a choice function. However, it does not
take widest scope because the choice function is parameterized against the universal quantifier every

linguist.

(33)  Every linguist has looked at every analysis that solves some problem.
IS: For every linguist x, f(x, problem) selects a problem such that x has looked at every analysis that
solves the problem.

v x[linguist’(x) — V y[analysis’ (y) A solve’(f(x, problem’))(y)—look-at’(y)(x)] ]

Table 1 summarizes the analyses of the different scope readings of indefinites discussed in this section so
far. In this table, IS (intermediate-scope reading) indicates a reading in which the indefinite takes scope

outside a scope island but still inside another quantificational expression.
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WS IS NS

Fodor & Sag (1982) | referential | (does not exist) quantificational

Reinhart (1997) CF CF CF

Kratzer (1998) CF parameterized CF | quantificational

Table 1. Scope configurations of indefinites.

3.3. Semantic analyses on CWIs

Since CWIs and regular indefinites pattern together, it seems natural to conclude that they have the same
semantic representations. Indeed, many previous studies have adopted a choice function analysis (e.g. Ha
2004 for Korean, Yanovich 2005 for Russian, and Yatsushiro 2009 for Japanese) for the semantic
representation of CWIs, suggesting that the additional morphology after the whi-word in a CWI is an explicit
choice function marker. The details of the analysis vary depending on which specific choice function
analysis is adopted. However, it seems the most suitable analysis of CWIs as choice functions is the one
proposed by Kratzer (1998) in that it correctly predicts the relative scope configuration of negation and
CWIs. Recall that in her analysis, choice function indefinites cannot take scope within the immediate scope
of negation. If CWIs are necessarily interpreted as choice function variables as explicitly indicated by the
morphology, they are expected to scope over negation. This expectation seems to hold, at least for the
languages considered so far. A detailed analysis on the semantic interpretation of CWIs will be presented

in Section 5.

(34) Japanese

Kare-wa nani-ka-o tabe-nakatta.
he-TOP what-IND-ACC eat-NEG.PST.DCL
‘He didn’t eat a certain thing.” (IND > NEG)

*‘He didn’t eat anything.” (NEG > IND)
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(35)  Russian (Yanovich 2005:313)

Petja  ne zametil kogo-to iz svoix odnoklassnic.
Petia NEG has.noticed  who-IND  of his girl-classmates
‘There is a girl from his class that Petja did not notice.” (IND > NEG)

*‘Petja did not notice any of the girls in his class.” (NEG > IND)

4. The two types of wh-indefinites in Korean

So far, we have seen the different distributions of BWIs and CWIs: BWIs can occur in more restricted
environments compared to CWIs. Those differences are cross-linguistically observed, even within a
language that has both types of wh-indefinites (e.g. see Yanovich 2005 for Russian data). Korean is one of
the languages that have both types of wh-indefinites. However, Korean wh-indefinites constitute an
apparent exception to the distributional generalization that holds for other languages, since none of the
restrictions on BWIs described in the previous section is attested for Korean BWIs. This section introduces
the data illustrating the exceptional properties of Korean BWIs and attempts to provide a proper account

for the data.

4.1. Apparent exception to the typology

In Korean, none of the restrictions presented so far holds for BWIs, and it seems that BWIs and CWIs
simply pattern together. First, Korean BWIs are not subject to any syntactic restrictions. Recall that BWIs
in other languages cannot appear at the beginning of the sentence, as illustrated in Section 2.1. In Korean,

however, both BWIs and CWIs can appear at the beginning of a sentence.

(36) BWI

Nuka Minho-lul tayly-ess-ta.’
who.NOM Minho-ACC hit-PST-DCL

‘Someone hit Minho.’

° The Yale Romanization system is adopted for the transcription of the Korean data in this paper.
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(37) CWI

Nuku-nka-ka Minho-lul tayly-ess-ta.
who-IND-NOM  Minho-ACC hit-PST-DCL

‘Someone hit Minho.’

Also, we saw that BWIs in German and Dutch cannot be placed out of the verb phrase in Section 2.1.
However, in the following Korean sentences the object wh-indefinite is scrambled over the subject, whether

the wh-indefinite is a BWI or a CWI.

(38) BWI

Nuku-lul  Minho-ka tayly-ess-ta.
who-ACC Minho-NOM  hit-PST-DCL

‘Minho hit someone.’

39) CWI
Nuku-nka-lul ~ Minho-ka tayly-ess-ta.

who-IND-ACC Minho-NOM  hit-PST-DCL

‘Minho hit someone.’

Furthermore, BWIs are not subject to any semantic restrictions, either. While Bruening’s generalization
introduced in Section 2.3 states that BWIs cannot take the widest scope in the sentence, it is possible for

Korean BWIs. The wh-indefinite can take scope over negation in both examples below.'°

10 As far as I am aware, Ha (2004) is the only attempt at analyzing the scope configuration of wh-indefinites in Korean
before this work, but he claims that BWIs in Korean cannot scope over negation, other quantifiers, or if~clauses.
However, almost every Korean speakers I have consulted did accept the widest scope reading of BWIs against other
scope bearing elements, and many of them even preferred a wide scope reading of BWIs in general. For the relative
scope configuration against negation, for example, 32 out of 39 consultants preferred a wide scope reading of BWI.
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(40) BWI
Minho-ka nwukwu-lul an cohaha-n-ta.

Minho-NOM who-ACC ~ NEG like-PRS-DCL

‘Minho doesn’t like someone.’

(41) CWI

Minho-ka nwukwu-nka-lul an cohaha-n-ta.
Minho-NOM who-IND-ACC NEG like-PRS-DCL

‘Minho doesn’t like someone.’

In addition, while only CWIs are known to be able to escape scope islands in other languages as shown in
Section 3.1, both BWIs and CWIs can escape scope islands in Korean. The wh-indefinite can be interpreted

outside of the if-clause in both examples below.

(42) BWI

Nuka phathi-ey  o-myen  Minho-ka cohaha-l ke-ta.
who.NOM party-LOC come-if Minho-NOM happy-will-DCL

‘If someone comes to the party, Minho will be happy.’

43) CWI

Nuku-nka-ka phathi-ey  o-myen  Minho-ka cohaha-1 ke-ta.
who-IND-NOM party-LOC come-if Minho-NOM happy-will-DCL

‘If someone comes to the party, Minho will be happy.’

The above examples seem to suggest that BWIs and CWIs simply pattern together in Korean. Thus, one
might conclude that the two types of wh-indefinites have an identical semantic representation in this
language. Indeed, many researchers who have studied wh-indefinites in Korean have considered that a BWI
is merely a contracted form of the corresponding CWI (C.-S.Suh 1989, D.-H.Chung 1996, Y.-J.Jang 1999).
However, a closer scrutiny reveals that there are in fact differences between them.
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4.2.Ignorance implication of CWIs

Several researchers have observed that a CWI sounds strange in the context where the speaker is expected
to know which individual satisfies the existential proposition expressed by the CWI (H.-B. Im 1998, S.-W.
Yi 2000, J.-M. Yoon 2005). For instance, let us consider the conversation in Error! Reference source not
found.. The response with the CWI nwukwunka ‘someone’ sounds somewhat odd because it is unlikely

that the person B came to the current place with the intention to meet someone who s/he cannot specify.

(44)  Ignorance implication of CWI
A: yeki mwusun il-lo w-ass-ni?
here whatkind.of matter-by come-PST-Q
‘What brought you here?’

B: nwukwu manna-le w-ass-e-yo.
who meet-to  come-PST-INT-HON

‘I came to meet someone.’

B: #nwukwu-nka manna-le w-ass-e-yo.
who-IND meet-to  come-PST-INT-HON

‘#I came to meet someone (that I don’t know).’

Note that in the above example, the response of B with the BWI is perfectly fine. The speaker may choose
to use BWIs to conceal the identity of what is said from the listener when s/he consider it is not important
in the given discourse, but the speaker may know what it is. The fact that only CWIs involve an ignorance

implication further suggests that BWIs are not just a contracted form of CWIs in Korean.

4.3. Scope configuration relative to negation

BWIs and CWIs also exhibit different properties in terms of their scope configuration relative to negation.
There are three types of negation in Korean (Sells 2001): (i) inherently negative predicates such as eps- ‘not
exist” or molu- ‘not know’, (ii) short-form negation in which the negative adverb an precedes the predicate,

and (iii) long-form negation in which the predicate is followed by a complex predicate -ci ahn-. Different
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types of negation have been argued to exhibit different scope properties: i.e., only the long-form type can
adjust the scope of negation (Sohn 1999). For instance, (45) illustrates that negation must scope over a
quantifier when it involves a negative predicate (a) or short-form negation (b), while the sentence with long-

form negation allows scope ambiguity (c).

(45)  Three types of negation in Korean

a. Negative predicate

Sey  myeng-i eps-ta.
three CL-NOM  not.exist-DCL
‘Three people are not here.’ (three > NEG, *NEG > three)

b. Short-form negation

Sey  myeng-i an w-ass-ta.
three CL-NOM NEG come-PST-DCL

‘Three people didn’t come.’ (three > NEG, *NEG > three)

c¢. Long-form negation

Sey  myeng-i o-ci anh-ass-ta.
three CL-NOM come-REL NEG-PST-DCL

‘Three people didn’t come.’ (three > NEG, NEG > three)

Interestingly, the relative scope configuration between wh-indefinites and negation seem to be independent
of the type of negation, as illustrated in the examples (46)-(48). In (46), the BWI sentence (a) can mean that
the house is not well-equipped or that there is something missing in the house, but the CWI sentence (b)
can only mean the latter. Similarly in (47), (a) can mean either he came empty-handed or he forgot to bring
a particular thing, but (b) can only mean the latter. Finally, both sentences in (48) can mean that he does
not eat a certain thing and can be followed by a question ‘what do you think it is?” while only (a) can have

an additional reading that he does not eat well in general.
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(46)

(47)

Lexical Negation

a. BWI

Cip-ey mwe-ka eps-ta.
house-LOC  what-NOM  not.exist-DCL

‘There isn’t something here.” (some > NEG, NEG > some)

b. CWI
Cip-ey mwe-nka-ka eps-ta.
house-LOC  what-IND-NOM not.exist-DCL

‘There isn’t something here.” (some > NEG, *NEG > some)

Short-form negation

a. BWI

Kyay mwe an kacyewa-ss-e.
he what NEG bring-PST-DCL

‘He didn’t bring something.” (some > NEG, NEG > some)

b. CWI
Kyay mwe-nka an kacyewa-ss-e.
he what-IND NEG bring-PST-DCL

‘He didn’t bring something.” (some > NEG, *NEG > some)
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(48)  Long-form negation
a. BWI

Ku-nun mwues-ul cal mek-ci anh-nun-ta.
he-NOM what-ACC well eat-REL NEG-PRS-DCL

‘He does not eat something.” (some > NEG, NEG > some)

b. CWI

Ku-nun  mwues-inka-lul cal mek-ci anh-nun-ta.
he-NOM what-IND-ACC well eat-REL NEG-PRS-DCL

‘He does not eat something.” (some > NEG, *NEG > some)

The tables in (49) summarize possible scope configurations relative to negation for quantificational NPs,
BWIs, and CWIs as discussed so far. The important implication of the above data is twofold. First, CWIs
must take scope over negation. This is a property of Kratzer-style choice functions, as we have seen in
Section 3.3. Thus I will adopt the choice function analysis of Kratzer (1998) to explain the semantics of
Korean CWIs. A detailed analysis will be presented later in Section 5. Second, BWIs can always take scope
under negation, even in the contexts where other NPs cannot. As we will see soon, this property can be
explained well by the view that Korean BWIs are ambiguous between referential and quantificational
readings since referential expressions always elicit the widest-scope interpretation. The details of this view

will be discussed in the next section.

(49)  Scope configuration relative to negation

a. QNP
Type of Negation | QNP > NEG | NEG > QNP
Lexical v *
Short v *
Long 4 v
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b. BWI

Type of Negation | QNP > NEG | NEG > QNP

Lexical 4 4

Short 4 4

Long v v

c. CWI

Type of Negation | QNP > NEG | NEG > QNP

Lexical v *

Short v *

Long v *

4.4. Lexical ambiguity of BWIs

The previous two subsections have shown that, BWIs and CWIs are not semantically the same expressions
in Korean. Therefore, the argument that Korean BWIs are merely a contracted form of the corresponding
CWIs is not tenable. Then, why do Korean BWIs occur in the contexts where BWIs in other languages
cannot? This subsection provides a closer examination of the contexts where BWIs can occur and concludes
that the seemingly exceptional behaviors of Korean BWIs are due to their ambiguity between referential
and quantificational readings. First of all, a Korean BWI can appear in contexts where a typical non-
restricted indefinite expression cannot appear. The examples below illustrate the point: the BWI nwukwu
‘who/someone’ can occur in an exceptive phrase X-pakkey eps- ‘nobody but X’ (50), as a subject
complement of the copular verb (51), or as an answer to the question ‘who are you talking about?’ (52).
When a BWI is used in those contexts, the speaker is referring to a specific person in mind and often
presupposes that the listener also knows that person, but simply does not want to mention the person’s name
explicitly or cannot recall the name for the moment. Note that CWIs or regular non-restricted indefinites
cannot be used in this way, as the corresponding sentences with CWIs or their English translation with a

regular indefinite someone are not acceptable.
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(50)

€2y

(52)

a. BWI

Nwukwu-pakkey  an w-ass-ta.
who-FOC NEG come-PST-DCL

‘No one but a certain someone came.’

b. CWI
Nwukwu-nka-pakkey  an w-ass-ta.
who-IND-FOC NEG come-PST-DCL

‘#No one but someone came.’

a. BWI

Pemin-un nwukwu-la-ko  imi somwun-i na-ss-ta
criminal-TOP  who-be-COMP already rumor-NOM spread-PST-DCL

‘The rumor spread that the criminal is a certain someone.’

b. CWI

#Pemin-un nwukwu-nka-la-ko  imi somwun-i na-ss-ta
criminal-TOP  who-IND-be-COMP already rumor-NOM spread-PST-DCL

“The rumor spread that the criminal is a certain someone.’

A: Cikum nwukwu  yaykih-ay?
now who talk-INT

‘Who are you talking about now?’

B: Nwukwu isscanha.

who you know

‘A certain someone, you know.’
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B’: #Nwukwu-nka isscanha.
who-IND you know

‘Someone, you know.’

Thus, I argue that Korean BWIs can have a referential reading, and that the seemingly exceptional scope
reading of Korean BWIs is in fact due to their indefinite-referential ambiguity. This approach is in the same
vein as the view that attributes the exceptional wide-scope reading of certain genuine indefinites to their
lexical ambiguity (cf. Fodor & Sag 1982, Kratzer 1998).

Another evidence for the lexical ambiguity analysis of BWIs comes from the observation that the
distribution of BWIs is in fact not entirely free in Korean. Note that although referential expressions do not
take scope, their interpretation is truth-conditionally compatible with the widest-scope reading of indefinites.
Thus, my analysis predicts that the non-canonical occurrence of BWIs can only have the widest-scope
reading when they co-occur with other scope-taking elements. The following examples show that this
prediction is borne out. First, BWIs cannot be interpreted in the scope of other quantifiers when they escape
syntactic islands as shown in (53). In the (a) sentence in (53), which has three scope-bearing elements, the
BWI can take either the narrowest scope [many > if > some] or the widest scope [Some > many > if] but
not the intermediate scope [*many > some > if]. On the other hand, the (b) sentence with a corresponding

CWI in (53) allows all three scope configurations.

(53) a.BWI
Manhun  salamtul-i mwe-/ mek-umyen

many people-NOM  what-ACC  eat-if

alleci cungsang-ul poi-n-ta.
allergy symptom-ACC  show-PRS-DCL

‘Many people show allergic reaction if they eat something.’
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b. CWI

Manhun  salamtul-i mwe-nka-1 mek-umyen

many people-NOM  what-IND-ACC eat-if

alleci cungsang-ul poi-n-ta.
allergy symptom-ACC  show-PRS-DCL

‘Many people show allergic reaction if they eat something.’

Also, BWIs should have a wide-scope reading when they are scrambled. Recall that Korean allows
scrambling of BWIs. When it is scrambled, however, a BWI can only take the surface scope. The sentence
with the BWI in (54) only has a wide-scope reading, while the one with the CWI in (55) allows a narrow-

scope reading.

(54) BWI
Nuku-lul  Yuna-ka manna-ko  sipheha-n-ta.

who-ACC Yuna-NOM meet-REL  want-PRS-DCL

‘Yuna wants to meet someone.’

(55) CWI

Nuku-nka-lul ~ Yuna-ka manna-ko  sipheha-n-ta.
who-IND-ACC Yuna-NOM meet-REL  want-PRS-DCL

‘Yuna wants to meet someone.’

The contrast between (54) and (55) might be rather hard to notice because a wide-scope reading is strongly
preferred even in the sentence with a CWI in (55) due to the general preference for a wide-scope reading in
the scrambled position. However, the contrast becomes clearer when we consider a context that forces a
narrow-scope reading of the indefinite. Suppose that there is a dispute in some area and every country

dispatched someone to mediate. In such a case, the sentence with a BWI in the scrambled position in (56)
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641 sounds odd because it would mean that every country dispatched the same person, while the sentence with
642  the CWI counterpart in (57) is acceptable.

643
644  (56) BWI

#Nuku-lul motun nala-ka phakyenhay-ss-ta.
who-ACC all country-NOM dispatch-PST-DCL
‘Every country dispatched someone.’

645
646  (57) CWI

Nuku-nka-lul ~ motun nala-ka phakyenhay-ss-ta.
who-IND-ACC all country-NOM  dispatch-PST-DCL
‘Every country dispatched someone.’

647
648  4.5.Evidence from other languages

649  To summarize the argument in the previous section, BWIs in Korean are apparently exceptional not because
650  they are completely different from BWIs in other languages but because they have an additional (i.e.
651  referential) reading. A question then arises: is Korean the only language whose BWIs are ambiguous? Are
652  there any other languages in which a non-quantificational usage of BWIs is found? As an answer to this
653  question, this section introduces the so-called placeholder usage of bare wh-words.

654 Ganenkov et al. (2010) report that in certain Northeast Caucasian languages such as Udi and Agul,
655  wh-pronouns can be used as placeholders, i.e., “hesitation markers whose use is motivated by production
656  difficulties on the side of the speaker.” In such a case, the speaker knows that there exists a specific
657  expression that is appropriate for the utterance but cannot recall it in the moment, so he or she replaces the
658  expression with a wh-pronoun. The target expression can appear after the wh-placeholder if the speaker

659  successfully recalls it in the end as in (58), but not necessarily, as in (59).
660
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(58)  Agul (Ganenkov et al. 2010: 99)

na-s as-a-a zun,

who-DAT say-IPF-PRS 1

me we jazna q ulban-a-s=na ...
DEM your:SG brother in_law Qurban-O-DAT=ADD"

‘Then I tell [WHOM], your brother-in-law Qurban and ...’

(59)  Udi (Ganenkov et al. 2010: 99)

bur=e=gq-sa lil-in-ayun  t e he ¢ ! oroj-e-s-a.
begin=3SG=ST-PRS pipe-O-ABL DEM what flow-LV-INF-DAT!?

‘This [WHAT] begins to flow from the pipe.’

Cheung (2011) also discusses a placeholder usage of wh-expressions in Chinese, in which the exact
reference is not uttered due to momentary retrieval problem (60) or to avoid direct mentioning of the
reference for some pragmatic reasons (61). Especially, he notices that the placeholder whi-words do not
require any licensor, while BWIs in Chinese do require an appropriate licensor as we have seen in Section

2.2 in this paper.

(60)  Cantonese (Cheung 2011)
Hoizoek me la!
switch.on what  SP

‘Switch on [WHAT]!” (what = router)

(61)  Mandarin (Cheung 2011)
Na ge shei  yijing you  nanyou le.
DEM CL who already have boyfriend SP
‘That [WHOY] has already got a boyfriend.’

"' TPF: imperfective stem, ADD: additive particle
12 ST: detached part of verbal stem, O: oblique, ABL: ablative, LV: light verb, INF: infinitive
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The ‘placeholder usage’ of wh-words provides evidence that the non-interrogative bare wh-words are not
limited to the homogeneous function (i.e. existential quantification) in many languages. Note that a
referential reading is naturally derived when such a wh-word replaces a proper noun. Finding more

instances of non-canonical usage of bare wh-words in other languages is a worthy case for future research.

5. Semantics of wh-indefinites

Based on the observations so far, this section provides the semantic interpretations of wh-indefinites and
how the meaning of the sentences that contain wh-indefinites are derived compositionally. I will first
present the semantics of Korean wh-indefinites because it has both types of wh-indefinites and focusing on
the case in a single language will make the exposition easier, and then show how it applies to the cases in
other languages.

As a starting point, I adopt the Alternative Semantics approach (Hamblin 1973, Rooth 1985) for
the semantic representation of bare wh-words, since it provides a neat account of how different readings
(i.e. indefinite and interrogative) are derived from the same root. Let us first consider the original analysis
of Hamblin (1973) on English questions. Seeking a way to incorporate questions into Montague’s grammar,
Hamblin suggests that interrogative words of English denote sets of individuals. For instance, who and what
denote the set of humans and the set of non-humans, respectively. For a unified account of interrogatives
and indicatives, he further suggests that non-interrogative expressions denote a unit set, e.g. Mary denotes
the set whose only member is Mary. Some examples of denotations in Hamblin semantics are presented

below.

(62)  Denotations in Hamblin semantics'?
a. wh-words

[who]9 = {x: person(x)}

what]9 = {x: thing(x)}

13 All Logical Forms in this section are presented in the notation of Heim & Kratzer (1998).
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708 b. ordinary words

709 Mary]9 = {m}

710 [John]9 = {j}

711 [person]? = {Ax.person(x)}
712 [dances]? = {Ax.dance(x)}
713

714 In this semantics, Functional Application is defined as in (63) so that each member of the set denoted by
715  one node applies to each member of the set denoted by the other node. Consequently, a question denotes a
716  set of propositions, while an assertion denotes a singleton set that contains only one proposition. For
717  instance, if Mary, John, and Kenneth are all the people in the context, the interrogative sentence “Who
718  dances?” denotes the set of propositions {dance(m), dance(j), dance(k)}, while the indicative sentence

719  “Mary dances.” denotes the singleton set {dance(m)}, as illustrated in (64).

720

721  (63)  Functional Application (cf. Hamblin 1973:49)

722 If « is a branching node and {3, y} is the set of a’s daughters

723 and [B]¢ S Doy .> and [y]9 € Dy,

724 [a]? = {y(2) € D1y € [B]9 Az € [y]9}

725

726  (64)  Derivations

727 a. [[who dances?]9

728 = {f(x): f € [dances]9 A x € [who]9} (FA)
729 = {dance(x): x € {1y. person(y)}}

730 b. [Mary dances.]9

731 = {f(x):f € [dances]9 A x € [Mary]9} (FA)
732 = {dance(m)}

733

734 5.1. Wh-interrogatives

735  The view that wh-words denote sets of alternatives has been adopted by a number of researchers to account

736  for indeterminate wh-words that are ambiguous between interrogative and indefinite readings (Ramchand
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1997 for Bengali; Hagstrom 1998, Shimoyama 2006, Yatsushiro 2009 for Japanese; Lin 1996, Dong 2009
for Chinese, among others). I will also adopt the basic idea that a wh-word denotes a set of alternatives but
deviate a little from the framework in Hamblin (1973) as follows, mainly for expository purposes.

First, I will keep the ordinary semantic representations for non-wh words, instead of singleton set
representations, in order to maintain systematic distinctions between questions and assertions. In the
original analysis by Hamblin (1973), all types of sentences denote sets, and assertions are distinguished
from questions in that they denote sets that contain only one element. However, the cardinality of the set
does not seem strong enough to establish a definite distinction between questions and assertions because a
question that has only one possible answer would not be distinguished from an assertion in the semantic
representation'®,

Second, I will assign a new semantic type for wh-words following Yatsushiro (2009)", to avoid
conceptual confusion due to the common practice of regarding one-place predicates as sets of individuals
(Heim & Kratzer 1998: 24). In this practice, an intransitive verb denotes the set of individuals that it is true
of. For instance, [ dances ] can be defined as the set of people who dance. In this sense, [ person ] is the
set {x € D,:person(x)}, which happens to be the same as [ who ]. Of course we could stick to the
denotations of one-place predicates as functions from individuals to truth-values, but it would be more
desirable to avoid any potential confusion by establishing a concrete distinction between alternative sets
and ordinary sets. One way to achieve this goal is to establish a different semantic type for alternative sets

as follows:

(65)  Semantic type for alternative sets (Yatsushiro 2009: 152)
For any type o, o/t is the type of sets of entities of type o.

Based on the above two assumptions, denotations of some Korean words are given below:

14 Hamblin (1973) argues that if a question has only one answer, the answer must be a tautology. He further argues
that tautological answers should be excluded in semantics, and as a result a singleton set should always indicate an
assertion, not a question. Although this argument is sound, keeping separate denotations for questions and assertions
will obviate theory-external stipulations in the semantics. In fact, Hamblin himself suggested the possibility of
establishing separate semantic rules for questions and assertions (Hamblin 1973:48) and noted that either account is
tenable.

15 Yatsushiro proposes the new semantic type to explain the structural restrictions on the wh-indefinite marker mo in
terms of type mismatch.
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(66)  Denotations

a. wh-words
[nwukwul9 = {x:person(x)} type: e/t
[mwe]9 = {x: thing(x)} type: e/t

b. ordinary words

Minji]9 = {m} type: e
[Junhol9 = {j} type: e
[salam]9 = Ax.person(x) type: <e,t>
[chwumchwe]9 = Ax.dance(x) type: <e,t>

[cohahay ]9 = Ay. Ax. like(x)(y) type: <e,<e,t>>

The rule of functional application should be modified to accommodate the new semantic type as follows:

(67)  Functional Application (based on Yatsuhiro 2009:153)

If o is a branching node and {, y} is the set of a’s daughters,

[a] is defined as follows:

a. If [B]9 is of type <o,t> and [[y]9 is of type o, [a]¥ is of type 1:
[al? = [B19(1y19)

b. If [B]9 is of type <o,v> and [[y]¥ is of type o/t, [a]9 is of type T/t:
[a]? ={1B19(2): z € [y]9}

c. If [B]9 is of type <o,t>/t and [y ]9 is of type o, [a]¥ is of type T/t:

[a]9 = {y([y19):y € [B]9}
d. If [B]Y is of type <o,t>/t and [y]Y is of type o/t, [a]9 is of type t/t:

[al9 = {y(2):y € [B]? Az € [y]9}

Now we can derive the denotation of a wh-question such as (68), as illustrated in (69). The thick lines in

the derivational tree (70) indicate how the alternative set introduced by the whi-word expands to bigger
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constituents. It will keep expanding until the topmost level of the sentence, and consequently, the sentence

ends up having the type #%.

(68)  Wh-question

Minji-ka nwukwu-lul  cohahay
Minji-NOM who-ACC  like
‘Who does Minji like?’

(69)  Semantic derivation of wh-question'®
a. [nwukwu cohahay]9
= {[cohahay]9(z): z € [nwukwu ]9} (FA-b)
= {Ax. like(z)(x):z € {x: person(x)}}
b. [Minji nwukwu cohahay]¥
= {y(IMinji]9): y € [nwukwu cohahay]9} (FA-c)
= {like(z)(m): z € {x: person(x)}}

(70)  Derivational tree for wh-question!’

vP tt
NP e VP <e,t>/t
Minji / \
NP e/t V <e,<e,t>>
nwukwu cohahay

On the other hand, the denotation of assertions without wh-words such as (71) is derived in the conventional

way, as shown in (72). As illustrated in the derivational tree in (73), assertions end up having the type .

16 For simplicity, case markers are ignored in the semantic component.

171 assume that the subject of a sentence in Korean is generated in Spec-vP instead of Spec-VP (cf. Nakayama &
Koizumi 1991 for Japanese, which has a similar syntactic structure with Korean). Accordingly, the position of the
existential closure for BWIs that will be discussed in the next subsection should be at the vP-level instead of the VP-
level, deviating a little from the configuration suggested in earlier works.
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815  Thus, the semantics proposed in this section clearly distinguishes questions and assertions by their semantic
816  types.

817
818  (71)  Assertion

Minji-ka Junho-lul  cohahay
Minji-NOM  who-ACC like

‘Minji likes Junho.’
819
820  (72)  Semantic derivation of assertion
821 a. [Junho cohahay]9
822 = {[cohahay]¥9 ([Junho ]9)} (FA-a)
823 = Ax. like(j)(x)
824 b. [Minji Junho cohahay]9
825 = {[Junho cohahay]9 ([Minji ]9)} (FA-a)
826 = like(j)(m)
827
828  (73)  Derivational tree for assertion
829
830 VP ¢t
831 / \
832 NP e VP <e,t>
833 Minji /\
834 NP e V <e<e,t>>
835 Junho cohahay
836
837

838  5.2.BWIs

839  Now let us turn to the question of how indefinite readings of wh-words are derived. As suggested in the
840  previous sections, I assume that languages that allow indefinite readings of wh-words introduce a certain
841  operator that determines the quantificational force of the wh-word. If the wh-word is not bound by an

842  appropriate operator, it receives an interrogative reading by default.
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In the case of BWIs in Korean, I assume that the relevant operator is an existential propositional

quantifier (cf. Kratzer and Shimoyama 2002):

(74)  Existential propositional quantifier for alternative sets

3, ot =3, [p € [a]¢] & p=1 if a is of type t/t, otherwise [a]*.

This existential operator is located at the VP-level and applies to an alternative set of propositions. (78)
illustrates how the denotation of an indicative sentence with a BWI such as (75) is derived. The dotted line
in the derivational tree in (77) indicates that the existential operator blocks the alternative set from
expanding further than the vP-level. Note that the wh-question in (68) and the assertion with the BWI in
(75) consist of exactly the same words in the same order. This suggests that the application of the existential
operator should be optional because otherwise only the indefinite reading would be available for the
sentence. The optionality of the existential closure seems to establish a parameter for the typological

variation of wh-indefinites, as we will see later in this section.
(75) BWI

Minji-ka nwukwu-lul  cohahay
Minji-NOM  who-ACC  like

‘Minji likes someone.’

(76)  Semantic derivation with a BWI (cf. (69))
[ 3,[ve Minji nwukwu cohahay] ]]g

= Elp[p € {like(z)(m):z € {x: person(x)}} Ap = 1]
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(77)  Derivational tree for BWI

vP t
/\
~
~
~
~
3, vP t/t
NP e VP <e,t>/t
Minji / \
NP e/t V <e.<e,t>>
nwukwu cohahay

5.3.CWIs

In the case of CWIs, I assume that the additional morpheme attached to the wh-word marks a choice
function over the set of alternatives (cf. Yanovich 2005). The semantics of such a choice function is

specified below:

(78)  Choice function for alternative sets

facr is an Alternative Choice Function if facr([a]®) € [a]®,

for all a such that [a]® € Dgy.

(79)  Indefinite marker as ACF
[ -(i)nka & = ha.facr(a)

As we have seen in Section 3.2, there are variations on the choice function approach to indefinites in the
literature, especially regarding how choice function variables are bound. I basically adopt a Kratzer-style
analysis because Korean CWIs take obligatory wide scope over negation, as mentioned in Section 4.3.
However, one specific assumption needs to be revised to accommodate the semantics of CWIs. Kratzer
argues that choice function variables remain open in the formula and their value is determined by context

so that they pick an individual known to the speaker. This seems to hold for choice function indefinites in
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English, as illustrated in the dialogue in (80). In this dialogue, A left an anonymous comment on B’s
Facebook. It is obvious that B certainly has a specific person in her mind such that if A is that person, she

is willing to marry him.

(80)  a certain indefinite in English
A: Will you marry me?

B: Depends on who this is... if it is a certain someone, then yes.

On the other hand, the corresponding sentence with a CWI in Korean in (81) sounds strange because the
CWI nwukwunka ‘someone’ involves an implication that the speaker does not know who the person is, as
discussed in Section 4.2. The same sentence with a BWI is fine as shown in (82), since it can be rescued by

a referential reading of the BWI.

(81)  CWI in Korean

Manyak ikey nwukwu-nka-la-myen  kyelhonha-keyss-ta
by.any.chance this.NOM who-IND-DCL-if marry-will-DCL

“#If this is someone (that I don’t know), I will marry him.’

(82)  Referential BWI in Korean

Manyak ikey nwukwu-la-myen  kyelhonha-keyss-ta
by.any.chance this.NOM who-DCL-if marry-will-DCL

‘If this is the person (that I have in my mind), I will marry him.’

Therefore, I posit explicit existential closure at the highest level for the choice function variables for Korean

CWIs, instead of leaving them free and counting on the speaker to provide a value for them'®. The meaning

18 In this sense, CWIs in Korean are similar to the indefinites in St’at’imcets discussed in Matthewson (1999).
Matthewson argues that non-polarity indefinites in St’at’imcets obligatorily take wide scope and adopts a Kratzer-
style analysis of indefinites such that the semantic representation of indefinites involves choice functions. Unlike
Kratzer, however, she posits existential closure at topmost level because the wide-scope indefinites in St’at’imcets are
not specific.
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of the sentence with a CWI in (83) can be derived as in (84). Note that the alternative set stops expanding

at a very early point due to the choice function marker, as depicted in the derivational tree in (85). Since

the local choice function operator blocks expansion, CWIs can never receive an interrogative reading.

(83)

(84)

CWI

Minji-ka nwukwu-nka-lul  cohahay
Minji-NOM  who-IND-ACC like

‘Minji likes someone.’

Semantic derivation with a CWI

[nwukwu-nka]9

= facr ([nwukwu]9)

= facr({x: person(x)})

[nwukwu-nka cohahay]9
= [cohahay]9 ([nwukwu-nka]9)
= Ay.like(facr ({x: person(x)})) (y)

[Minji nwukwu-nka cohahay]9
= [nwukwu-nka cohahay]9 ([Minji]9)
= like(facr ({x: person(x)})) (m)

AfscrMinji nwukwu-nka cohahay]¥

= fyucrllike(facr ({x: person(x)}))(m)]
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(85)  Derivational tree for CWI

CP t
JacF vP t
NP e VP <e,t>
NP e V <e,<e,t>>
-
Phe - \ cohahay

NP e/t facr

nwukwu nka

So far, we have seen different mechanisms to derive the semantics of each type of wh-indefinite. This
analysis can also provide an account for why in certain contexts BWIs and CWIs are not equally acceptable.

For instance, let us consider the scrambled sentences in the previous examples, repeated below:

(86) BWI

#Nuku-lul motun nala-ka phakyenhay-ss-ta.
who-ACC all country-NOM  dispatch-PST-DCL

‘Every country dispatched someone.’

(87) CWI

Nuku-nka-lul ~ motun nala-ka phakyenhay-ss-ta.
who-IND-ACC all country-NOM  dispatch-PST-DCL

‘Every country dispatched someone.’

The indefinite reading of the CWI in (87) is guaranteed even in the dislocated position due to the local
application of the choice function variable, which is bound by the existential closure at the topmost level

as shown in (88). On the other hand, an indefinite reading is not available for the sentence in (86) because
45



948  the BWI outside of VP cannot be bound by the existential operator at VP, as illustrated in (89). In fact, the
949  sentence in (86) is unacceptable because the wh-word fails to receive any interpretation; a wh-interrogative
950  reading is excluded by the declarative sentence ending -fa, and a referential reading is odd in the given
951  context.

952
953 (88) CWI

954 [3acr [ce Nwukwu-nka-lul 3, [ve motun nala-ka phakyenhay-ss-ta 1] 8
955 | /]\
956

957 (89) BWI

958 [3ack [cp Nwukwu-lul 3, [ve motun nala-ka phakyenhay-ss-ta 1] ]
959 Lx_/

960

961

962  5.4.Typology of wh-indefinite semantics

963  Table 2 summarizes the different mechanisms for deriving the existential force of BWIs and CWIs in
964  Korean as discussed so far. While both types of wh-indefinites involve a certain form of existential
965  quantification over the alternative set indicated by wh-words, BWIs receive the indefinite reading as a result
966  of direct existential quantification over the alternative set, while CWIs do so as a result of somewhat indirect
967  existential quantification via a choice function. As a consequence, CWIs can occur in a wider range of

968 context than BWIs.

969
1. Source of 2. Position of 3. Application of
existential force existential closure | existential closure
BWIs | Existential quantification | vP-level Optional

for the alternative set

CWIs | Choice Function Topmost level Obligatory
for the alternative set

970 Table 2. Parameters for wh-indefinites in Korean

971
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This analysis of wh-indefinites in Korean can be extended to other languages. Based on the typological
observation presented so far in this paper, I propose that the sources of existential force for each type of
wh-indefinites are universal, and that languages differ with respect to the parameters that determine the
position and application of the relevant type of existential closure.

The parameter setting for the semantics of CWIs seems relatively constant cross-linguistically. The
application of existential closure must be obligatory at the topmost level because an expression that has the
form of a CWI is always interpreted as indefinite, not interrogative. On the other hand, there is much more
variation in the case of BWIs. For instance, in some languages including German and Dutch (Type 1), the
existential operator for BWIs is active at the vP level. In other languages including Chinese and Russian
(Type 2), a similar existential operator is active at the level of certain lexical items. It also differs from
language to language whether the application of the existential operator is optional or obligatory. For
example, the application of the Alternative existential quantifier should be optional in Chinese because a
wh-interrogative reading is still available in the BWI-licensing contexts, as exemplified in (90). On the

other hand, it is obligatory in German; the sentence in (91) cannot be a wh-question'®.

(90)  Chinese

Ta bu xihuan shenme

he not like what

‘He does not like something.”  : possible
‘What does he not like?’ : possible
(91)  German

Da  kommt wer

here come  who

‘Someone is coming.” : possible

‘Who is coming?’ : impossible

The following summarizes what have been discussed in this section.

!9 The sentence can have an interrogative reading only as an echo question.
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(92)  Semantic typology of wh-indefinites

a. Bare wh-words denote sets of alternative individuals.

b. BWIs involve existential quantification over the alternative set (cf. Kratzer & Shimoyama 2002,
Yanovich 2005, Dong 2009).

c. CWIs involve a choice function that applies to the alternative set (cf. Ha 2004, Yanovich 2005,
Yatsushiro 2009). The explicit indefinite marker introduces the choice function variable.

d. The above conditions are universal. Languages may differ on the parameters that determine the
position and application of the relevant type of existential closure for BWIs and CWIs. Table 3

summarizes the parameter settings of wh-indefinites attested in this paper.

1. Source of 2. Position of 3. Application of
existential force existential closure | existential closure
BWIs vP level Obligatory
(Type 1) | Existential quantification
BWIs for the alternative set lexicon Optional
(Type 2)
CWIs Choice Function Topmost level Obligatory
for the alternative set

Table 3. Parameters for wh-indefinites in the world’s languages

6. Conclusion

In this paper, I have argued that wh-indefinites in the world’s languages can be classified into two groups
according to their forms, namely BWIs (bare wh-indefinites) and CWIs (complex wh-indefinites), and that
the morphological difference between the two groups causes the difference in their semantic interpretation.
While a number of languages have been investigated in this paper to develop this argument, Korean seems
to make an exception to this typological generalization because BWIs seem to behave in the same way with
CWIs at first glance. However, 1 have shown that Korean BWIs and CWIs are in fact systematically
different and that the apparent overlaps between them is due to the referential homonyms of Korean BWIs.

A remaining question is why BWIs are subject to more restrictions compared to CWIs cross-
linguistically. Notice that BWIs are restricted not only in terms of the contexts where they can occur, but

also in terms of the number of languages that allow them. Haspelmath (1997) points out that while both
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types of wh-indefinites are observed in a wide variety of languages, CWIs are more common than BWIs in
the sense that the former appear in more languages. A possible explanation for the restricted use of BWIs
is that BWIs are harder to process than CWIs because they are potentially ambiguous due to a possible
interrogative interpretation. Interestingly, such ambiguity in the case of bare wh-words can often be
resolved by prosody. In many languages, wh-words exhibit a different prosody pattern depending on
whether they are intended to be interpreted as interrogative or indefinite. The prosodic properties of bare

wh-words that facilitate this disambiguation in spoken language will remain as the topic of future work.
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