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1. Introduction

This talk is based on Krifka (2001). Its topic is the interpretation of quantifiers in questions. | will use
English data for illustration, but thghenomena to be discussmgbear to be generahough to be
relevant for other languages as well, at least those languages that have nominal quantifiers.

It is generally assumed that quantified NPs in questions lead to three distinct interpretations, which can
be identified by their characteristic anssaieThenarrow-scope reading of (1) requires answers like
(2.a), thefunctional reading, answers like (2.b), and thair-list reading, answers like (2.c).

(1)  Which dish did every boy make?
(2) a. (Every boy made) pasta.
b. (Every boy made) his favorite dish.
c. Al (made) the pasta, Bill the salad, and Carl the pudding.

There are reasons forstinguishing these threeadings that relate to ggnmatical properties of the
question itself, and not to their answers. First, in certain syntactic configurations paadistgs are
absent (cf. (3)). Second, many quantifiers do not allow for pair-list readings (cf. (4)).

(3)  Which boy [t, [made every dish]]?

a. Bill.

b. #The boy that likes it best.

c. #The pasta (were made by) Al, the salad, (by) Bill,

and the pudding, (by) Carl.

(4)  Which dish did most/several/a few/no boys make?

a. Pasta.

b. Their favorite dish.

c. #Althe pasta, and Bill the salad.
This article wil concentrate orpair-list readings, and ague that hey areconjoined eech
acts. While conjunction of speech acts is a natural concept, other Bampesations aren’t, which
explains why only universajuantifiers allow for pa-list interpretations. | will develop a type-
theoretic system for speech aatsl their conjunction, andilvargue thatexpressions that scope out
of speech acts are topics. Finally | will turn émbeddedjuestions angxplain why they sometimes
exhibit a different behavior.

2. Approaches to Pair-List readings

There are three major approaches to pair-list questions (cf. the overviews in Szabolcsar(tigPaiel
(1999)), which all have their problems, as detailed in Krifka (2001). Here | will sketchaheénmdi-
cate their main problems.

Karttunen(1977)

Karttunen (1977) proposes that pair-list questions involgeamtification into a question. But in his
question theory, which is a variant of the theory of Hamblin (1973), this is not an easy thing to do.
According to the theory, the meaning of a question is the set of possible answers, cf. (5).

(5)  Which dish did Bill make?
{'Bill made pasta’, ‘Bill made salad’, ‘Bill made pudding’}
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But then it is difficult to see how one shoud make sense out of thphpase in (6), as thmeaning
in the scope of the quantifier ‘For every boy x’ is not a proposition, but a set of propositions.

(6)  Which dish did every boy make?
‘For every boy x: Which dish did x make?’
*For every boy x: {’x made pasta’, ‘x made salad’, ‘x made pudding’}’

In view of this problem, Karttunen proposes that root questionenaibedded by ailent embedding
verb, following the performative analysis of Ross (1970). Ifdhentifier outsopes that verb, then
we get the right representation:
(7)  Which dish did every boy make?

‘For every boy x, | ask you: Which dish x made.’
While the proposal | will defend below is inspired by this solution, there are problems with this par-
ticular implementation — the usual problems of the performative hypothesis, asseatisdas
Levinson (1983), pp. 247-263. To mention just one: A questionWkéh dish did Al makeana-
lyzed asl ask you which dish did Amnake would necessarily be true, just like other performative
sentences.

Groenendijk& Stokhof(1984)

The theory of Guenendijkand Sokhof (1984) is similar to Hamblin’s or Karttunen’s, insofmes-

tions denote sets of possible worlds. But it differs insofar they denote sets of equivalence cldsses (pa
tions) of the set of possible worlds. More precisely, a question denotes an equivalence relediem bet
possible worlds that corresponds to a partition. For example, if there are two disheangastiad,

then (8.a) would have the meaning (b), a relation between possible warldg isuch that the dishes

Al made in i are exactly the dishes that Ahde in j. This coasponds to a pition of the possible
words, as in (c), where | assume that there are exactly two dishes.

(8) a. Which dish did Al make?
b. {0 jO {x | x is a dish that Al made in i} = {x | x is a dish that Al made in j}}
C.

Al made pasta and salad

o oj Al made only pasta

Al made only salad
Al made nothing

The way how theequivalence relations are constreghbles us to represent quantification igtees-
tions like in (9.b), which is now well-formed. The result is a partition as well, cf. (c), ifjubatifier
is a universal quantifier.The two worlds i, j stand in &ggivalence relation because for eveoy y
(that is, for Al and for Bill) it holds that the dishes thatmgade in i are theasne as the dishes that y
made in j.
(90 a. Which dish did every boy make?

b. {0 jO] For every boyvy:

{x | x is a dish that y made in i} = {x | x is a dish that y made in j}}

C.
Al made pasta and salad
oj i Al made only pasta
Al made only salad
Al made nothing
n o o o =}
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One problem of this account is to make sure thatgthamtifier is interpreted with the right gque: It
cannot scope out of the whole question, but then the part thaspands to the epe in (9.b)does
not correspond to any unit of meaning in the compositional construction of the question.

For non-universal quantifiers, the result is a relation that is not an equivalence relatiorjdesnoet
correspond to a partition of the set of possible worlds. This may appear to be a welc@agaermes
However, Groenendijk & Stokhof gue thatquestions like (10) are possible, with the indicated read-
ing, which they calkchoice reading

(10)  Which dish did two boys make?
‘Pick out two boys, and tell me which dish everyone of them made.’

To accommodate choice readings, Groenendijk 8kisaf ciange their representation q@iestions,
lifting them fromequivalence relations to sets of equivalence relations. For (1@)awe for each
choice of two boys aeparate equivalence relation. lllwnot go into detds here, but would like to
point out one problem: Quantifiers have to be interpreted in this accountunuanal waynamely
as referring to witness sets.

Engdahl(1985)andChierchia(1993)

Engdahl (1985) has developed an analysis of pair-list interpretations in which they amalgptd as
involving quantification into questions at all, but rather functioeadings that do not ask for a sim-
ple individual, but for a function. This analysis Haeen further explored by Chierchia9@3). It is
illustrated in (11).

(11) Which dish did every boy make?

‘Which f (a function from persons to dishes) is such that every boy y made f(y)?’
Such questions ask for a function, which can either be given by naming the function, or by giving a
set of pairs:

(12) a. His favorite dish.
b. Al the pasta, Bill the salad, and Carl the pudding.

Crucially, quantification over a function f enables us to treat pair-list interpretations/a@sing a
narrow-scope quantifier, thus avoiding the problem of scoping out of questions.

Chierchia argues that this analysis can explain why (13) is bad under both the functional interpretation
and the pi-list interpretation. It éads to a Weak Crsgver violation, a configuration in which a
quantifier over a variable x first binds a function applied to x, and then x itself. Thisgsneralbad,
cf. standard cases of weak crossover violations as in (14).
(13) Which boy made every dish?

*For which f (a function to boys)or every dish x, f(x) made x.

(14) *Which boy does hismother love?
‘For which boy x: mother(x) loves X?

But there are problems with this analysis (cf. also Beghelli 1997, §uantifiersbased on the de-
terminereachallow for pair-list readings, cf. (15), even though they disallow weak crossover, cf. (16).

(15) Q: Which boy made each dish?

A: The pasta was made by Al, the salad by Bill, and the pudding by Carl.
(16) *His; mother loves each bpy
What is more important is that manyantifiers allow for functinal eadings but not for jralist
readings (Liu (1990), Chierchia (1993)). Recall that this was a reason why we distinguistesh bet
pair-list readings and functional readings in the first place.

(17) Q: Which dish did most boys make?
A: Their favorite dish.

(18) Q: Which dish did no boy make?
A: His least favorite dish.




4 Manfred Krifka

3. Conjoined Question Acts

In Krifka (2001) | have argued that quantification into questions can be seewoagrig conjoined
guestions That is, a pair-list question like (19) that useguantifier,every boy is short for a con-
joined question like (20) (if there are three boys, Al, Bill and Carl), juBtvasy boy camés short for
Al came and Bill came and Carl came

(19) Which dish did every boy make?
(20)  Which dish did Al make, which dish did Bill make, which dish did Carl make?

These questions in their pair-list readings allow for exactly the same answers. Generalhgwbieto
a conjoined question is a conjunction of the answers to each conjunct:

(21) Al (made) the pasta, Bill the salad, and Carl the pudding.

ConjoinedSpeechActs

What are conjoined question@Riestions arspeech actsand | assme that peech acts imeneral

can be conjoined. What does this mean? Let us consider speech acts as moves in conversational games,
in the spirit of Wittgenstein (1958) or Stenius (1967). | am not in a position to give anything like a
formal system for conversational moves, but there are promising first suggestions, ageie ‘@

social acts” developed by Merin (1994). Merin suggests that conversational games consist of a set of
states, and transitions between those states. If s is the current state in a conversational game, then the
performance of an appropriate act A leads to a new sta@f, @urse, not every actilwbe appropri-

ate for a given state.

(22) A(s) =, if Ais appropriate for s, else A(s) is undefined.

Some actsaguirecorresponding acts; reference to these copmsding acts is part of their defini-

tion. Examples are questions and their corresponding answers, and commands and actions that carry out
the commands (which need not be speech actsijl talkk of initiating acts andesponding acts,
respectively. The conversational states aftiéiaing acts are characteed by the expectedggonse.

For example, if s is a neutral state and Q is a question act, then Q{s)e=state in which a particu-

lar reaction, an answer A, is expected to lead back to a neutral state.

(23) AQ(s) =A@ =+,
where Q is appropriate for s, and A is appropriate'for s

Now it appears that speech acts in general can be nedjoWe can conjoin assertions, questions,
commands, exclamations, baptisms, curses, and more.

(24) a. My dog loves chicken soup. And my cat likes chopped liver.
b. Which dish did Al make? And which dish did Bill make?
c. Eat the chicken soup! And, drink the hot tea!
d. How beautiful this is! And how peaceful!
e. | hereby baptize you John. And | hereby baptize YOU Mary.
f. You are an idiot! And you are a fool!

The conjunction of acts is obviously equivalent to tlkensecutive performanceof those acts.

What does this mean for initiating acts? In particular, what is thpmdsg act to a conjunction of
initiating acts? Obviously, a conjunction of acts that respond to each of the conjuncts of initiating act.
Using “&” as the symbol for act conjunction, this can be expressed as follows:

(25) If A(Q(s)) and A(Q'(s)) are valid conversational moves,
then [A& A'1([Q & Q1(s)) is a valid conversational move;
it is equivalent to AQ'(A(Q(s))).

For example, the act sequences in (26.a,b) and (27.a,b) are equivalent:

(26) a. A:Which dish did Al make? b. A: Which dish did Al make?
B: The pasta. And which dish did Bill make?
A: Which dish did Bill make? B: Al (made) the pasta,
B: The salad. and Bill the salad.
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27 a. A: Pick up the ball! b. A: Pick up the ball!
B: [Picks up ball.] And, throw it to me!
A: Throw it to me! B: [Picks up the ball
B: [Throws ball to A.] and throws ball to A.]

Disjunctionor negationof SpeechActs?

If speech acts can be conjoined, we would expect that they can also be disjoined. (28) isaamdood c
date for the disjunction of two questions.

(28) Which dish did Al make or which dish did Bill make?

But the status of such sentences is unclear. Szabolcsi (1888sjhem ungrammaticaland sen-
tences like (29) as devices to revoke the first questimhreplace it by the saad ©r rather..). That
is, we don’t have a question disjunction; thegliistic device thatwould have thismeaning is inter-
preted differently.

(29) Which dish did Al make? Or, which dish did Bill make?

Opinions about disjoined questions like (29) vary, thoughndgednd Steel 1976) assume thajues-
tions can be disjoined (e.ddaveyou ever been tdSweden, ohaveyou ever been to Germany?A
direct answer to such a question is one that answers at least one subquestioendgkand Sokhof
(1984) subsume such readings under choice readings. While eadthgsmay ndeed exist in natural
languageand not only in the mind of traéd logicians, Hey are onsiderably éss natural than con-
joined questions, and more readily subject to reinterpretation.

What about commands? The disjoined command (30) can be understood in two ways, as illustrated by
the paraphrases (a) and (b):

(30) Pick up the ball or pick up the racket.
a. ‘Actto make true: You pick up the ball or you pick up the racket’
b. ‘Pick up the ball, or pick up the racket, | don’t know which.’

In (30.a),or disjoins the underlying proposition and not the commahesce this is not an example

of command disjunction. In (b), th@esaker hasn’made up his or her mind, and thesult is not a
command (cf. Merin (1992) on ‘weak’ readings of permission sentences). Neither is a true disjunction
of commands.

Consider now baptismand curses. Clearly, (31) is not aoper baptism, and (32) is not a curse,
rather a description.

(31) #l hereby baptize you John, or | hereby baptize YOU Mary.
(32) You are an idiot, or you are a fool!

Assertions turn out not to be differentisinction is interpreted as a disjunction of the asserted
propositions, not of the acts of assertion:

(33) Al made the pasta, or Bill made the salad.
a. ‘'l assert: Al made the pasta or Bill made the salad.’
b. # 'l assert: Al made the pasta, or | assert: Bill made the salad.’

Disjunction also has to be reinterpreted in cases like the following, which disjooreraandand a
threat. Clearly, the sentence has to be paraphrased as in (34.a), and not literally as in (b).

(34) Get out of here or | will call the police.
a. ‘If you don't get out of here, | will call the police.’
b. # 'l order you to get out of here, or | threaten you that | will call the police.’

We conclude that, while coordination is well-definggeration for speech acts, disjunction is not.
Syntactic forms that look like disjunction of two speech acts typically are interpreted in special ways,
e.g., by lowering the disjunction to the propositional level, or by interpreting it asewemat of the

first speech act.

Speech acts not only lack disjunction as a general operation; they also lack negation1S&2iyep(
32, mentiones a possible cagkerenegation mayhave wide scope over a speech act, cf. (35.b) in
contrast to (a).
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(35) a. I promise notto come.
‘I make the following promise: | will not come.’
b. I do not promise to come.
‘I do not make the following promise: | will come.’

But (35.b) is not so much a negation of a promise but a refusal to proMaélderveken
(1990) calls this an act of illocutionary denegation. It certainly is not Bbelean operation of
complement formation — what could the complement of an act of promise be?

We conclude that speech acts, which rhaye a fairlygeneraloperation of conjunction, laceneral
operations of disjunctioandnegation. They certainly do not formBoolean algebra like the one
generally assumed, and very fruitfully so, for truthconditional semantics (cf. Keenan and Faltz (1985)).

Restrictionfor Quantifiersin Question€Explained

The analysis of pair-list interpretations as conjoined questions, and the analys®adf act conjunc-

tion as involving a semi-lattice and not a fBlbolean algrebragxplains why only universajuantifi-

ers can scope out of speech acts. The reason isithagrsal quantifiers aregeneralized con-
junctions, whereas other quantifiers cannot be reduced to conjunction (cf. Keenan and Faltz (1985)):

(36) a. Every boy came. - Al cameand Bill cameand Carl came.
b. A boy came. - Al cameor Bill cameor Carl came.
c. No boy came. - Not: Al cameor Bill cameor Carl came.
d. Most boys came. - Al came and Bill camegr

Al came and Carl camer
Bill came and Carl came.

This explains why wénave pbust pair-list interpretations only with universplantifiers — hey are
the only ones that can be reduced to conjunction.

(37)  Which dish did every boy make?
= For every boy x: Which dish did x make?
= Which dish did Al make, which dish did Bill make, and which dish did Carl make?
(38) #Which dish did most boys make?
= For most boys x: Which dish did x make?
= Which dish did Al make and which dish did Bill make,
which dish did Al make and which dish did Carl maixe,
which dish did Bill make and which dish did Carl make?

We find the same situation for othgpeech acts as WeUniversal quantifiers (but not others) can
scope out of commands, baptisms and curses:

(39) a. Confiscate every book on dinosaurs!

b. #Confiscate most books on dinosaurs!
(40) a. | hereby baptize everyone of you John.
b. #| hereby baptize most of you John.
(41) a. Everyone of you is a crook! (a possible curse)

b. Most of you are crooks! (not a curse, a description).

In addition to quantifiers and conjoined NPs, we find wide-scope interpretations of definite NPs that are
interpreted distributively:

(42) Which dish did the boys make?
‘For each of the boys x: Which dish did x make?’

This can be analyzed asvblving adistributive operator, i.e. a universal operator tlgiantifies
over the domain given ke boyqcf. Beghelli (1997)). As a universal operator, distributivity can be
defined on the basis of speech act conjunction.
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Why “Conjunction”?

We call the speech act conjunction “&bnjunction because we can express it &iyd. But why is
this so? | would like to ugygest the following:When wedescribe conjoined speech acts, which
yields truth-functional expressions, we use Boolean conjunction:

(43) a. A, to B: Which dish did Al make? And, which dish did Bill make?
b. A asked B which dish Al made, and A asked B which dish Bill made.
The same holds true for the use of universal quantifiers.

(44) a. A:Which dish did every guest make?
b. For every guest x, A asked which dish x made.

We can useandandeveryN to conjoin theexecution of speech acts because we can arseand
everyto describethe conjoined execution of such speects.aln general, expressions that relate to
the type of speech act or to propertiestefexecution are the same as expressions that describe such
speech acts. Examples are performative speech acts (Bierwisch (1980) and speech act adverbials:

(45) a. A:l baptize yodohn.
b: A baptized himlohn

(46) a. A, to B: Quite frankly, John is unable to do the job.
b. A told B quite frankly that John is unable to do the job.

An implementatiorof speechactconjunction

In Krifka (2001) | have proposed a system of semantic types that implenpeetshsact conjunction.

This theory follows Stenius (1967) in distinguishingwen illocutionary operatorsand sentence
radicals, typically propositions or sets of propositions. We can capture this distinction in sysype

tem by assuming a type a for speech acts and a type p for propositions and pt for sets of propositions.

(47) a. Basic types entities,t truth valuesp propositionsa speech acts.
b. Derived types: If, o are types, thero{t is a type (the type of functions
from elements of type to elements of type). If o is basic, | writeoT.

Some examples:

(48) a. ltis raining. b. Is it raining?
ASSERT(‘'It is raining’) QUEST ({lItis raining’, ‘It is not raining’})
pa p (pta pt
a a

Conjunction of speech acts combines two speech acts to a speech act, hence is of type aaa:
(49) Which dish did Al make?  And,  which dish did Bill make?
aaa a
a aa
a

The problem with quantifiers within questions is that they may exppesls act conjunction within
a sentence. If they are to express quantification ipgeeh acts,hey should scope out of thpegch
act, leaving a trace of type(for entities), and resulting in a type, a function from entities topsech
acts. The quantifier then has to be interpreted as being of@gjseit combines with a meaning of
typeeaand yields a speech act, fyd indicate the formation of functions in logical form byaabda
expression, following Heim and Kratzer (1998).

(50) a. Which dish did every boy make?
b. every boy At; QuEsT[which dish did f make]
e a

(ea)a ea
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The quantifierevery boycan be interpreted as a generalization of the speech act conjunction &. Let
BOY be the set of boys and A be a function from entitiesptech acts,hen wehave the following
interpretation:

(51) everyboy A: & A(y)
yO BOY

That is, we form the conjuction A& A(b,) & ... & A(b,), where k, b,, ... b, are all the boys.
Obviously, a quantifier likenost boygannot be interpreted as a generalized speech act conjunction.

Wide-ScopesSpeechAct QuantifiersasTopics

Representations like (50) assume that speech acts are not, in general, islands for movement. But which
sub-sentential expressions could scope out of a speech act? | would like to sugdegti tisatan do

that. The following examples quite obviously involve topicgpsd out ofguestions, ammands and

curses.

(52) a. Asfor Al, Bill and Carl, which dishes did they make?
b. The hamburger, please hand it to me.
c. This guy, he should go to hell!

Perhaps topics evdrave toscope out of speech acts. Topic selection $peech act itde an initiat-
ing speech act that requiresbsequent speech act, like an a#se, question, command, or curse
about the entity that was selected.

There is evidence that the quantifiers that scope out of speech acts are topical. First, observe that we do
not find wide scope for quantifiers that are in focus. We do not get the pa@gddihg for a question

like (53), but only the narrow-scope reading. This is as expected, as the topic cannot be the main focus
of a sentence.

(53) Q: Which dish did EVERYONE make?
A: #Al the pasta, Bill the salad, and Carl the pudding.
A: Everyone made salad.

Second, we have seen that quantifiers in subjesitipo fadlitate wide-sope eadings, in contrast to
object quantifiers (cf. (1) vs. (3)). This is not astonishing, as subjects are prototypical topics (cf. e.g.
Chafe (1976)). Furthermore, it has been olezkiby Beghelli (1997) that indirect objects allow for
wide-scope intepretation moresdg than direct objects, as in (54). Also, Kiamd Larson 1989)
noticed that objects of psych verbs allow for wide-scope interpretation, cf.T{a®)plausible reason

is that indirect objects and the object of psych verbs are animate, and aNifsatare more likely
topical (cf. Comrie (1981) p. 197ff.).

(54) Q: Which painting did you show to every boy?

A: To Al, the Picasso, to Bill, the Klee, and to Carl, the Mondrian.
(55) Q: Which painting impressed every boy most?

A: Al, the Picasso, Bill, the Klee, and Carl, the Hundertwasser.

Quantifiersheaded byeachin general allow for wide spe, cf. (56). This can bexplained by their
presuppositional natureach boymeanseveryone of thdoys As topics, in general, presuppose the
existence of an entity or a set, this helps explain why thesetifiers can have wide goe. (cf.
Lambrecht (1994) p. 155f.).

(56) Which boy made each dish / each of those dishes?

Szabolcsi (1997) observes that sentences like (57.a) are more easily interpreted as ajyestidist
than sentences like (57.b). A plausible reason for this is that singhbietnphrases anavhatphrases,
which involve reference to a given set of entities, are more likely topicalvtharor plural what-

phrases.

(57) a. Who/ which boys did every dog bite?
b. Which boy/what boy did every dog bite?

It appears that the assumption that only topics can scope aspeeth actmakes a number of valid
predictions and is well justified on theoretical grounds.
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The Natureof ChoiceReadings

Let us return to the subject of choice readings, which, as | hguedarare marginallpossible, even
though they are not based on a universal quantifier. (58) is an example.

(58) Which dish did two boys make?

One way to interpret (58) is to assume that indefinites can marginally be used as topics, with the
interpretation that leaves a choice to the hearer to pick out an instance of a class. The sentence then is
interpreted distributively, that is, by a universal quantifier based on speech act conjunction, cf. (59):

(59) Which dish did two boys make?
‘For two boys x that you may select: For every y that belongs to x: Which dish did y make?’

The distributive interpretation is a general option that also appears, for example, with definite NPs:

(60) Which dish did the boys make?
‘For x = these boys: For every y that belongs to x: Which dis did y make?’

Notice that choice readings require that the indefinite NP is deaccented, which is characteristic for topi-
cal expressions. This analysis correctly predicts that these ckaitiegs are considerably worse with
quantifiers likemore than twoboysor less than sevehoys which are not as easily interpreted as
topical, presumably because the involve focus-sensitivity (cf. Krifka (1999)).

4. Embedded Questions

Let us turn now to embedded questions and the behavior of quantifiers in them. One observation is that
there are different types eimbeddedjuestions. Karttunen (1977) pointed out sevefaés ofembed-

ding verbs that show distinct semantic behavione@endijkand Sbkhof (1984) dentified two broad
classes which they cadixtensional(e.g.,know, tell, find oytandintensional (e.g., ask, wonder,

want to find out The first type also embetizat-clauses, the second one doesn't.

(61) a. Doris found out which dish Bill made.
b. Doris found out that Bill made pasta.

(62) a. Doris wondered which dish Bill made.
b. *Doris wondered that Bill made pasta.

With respect to quantification into questions, Szabolcsi (1993)\wdised that wide-scope interpreta-
tions of non-universal quantifiers that are not available in root questions and in questimusled by
intensional verbs become available for extensional verbs (judgements are for pair-list readings):

(63) #Which dish did most boys make?

(64) a. #Doris wondered which dish most boys made.
b. #Doris asked which dish most boys made.
c. #Doris wants to find out which dish most boys made.
(65) a. Doris knows which dish most boys made.
[She knows that Al made the pasta and Bill the salad.]
b. Doris found out which dish most boys made.
c. Doris told Elizabeth which dish most boys made.

One way to explain thisifterence assmes that intensional verlesnbed aguestion act (of semantic
typea), whereas extensional verbs embed a question radicalpflyes indicated in (66.a,b).

(66) a. Doris wondered QUEST [which dish Bill made]]
aep a
ep
b. Doris knows [which dish iB made]
(pt)ep pt
ep

As there is no pair-list interpretation of the question act (63), there is also ngoodieg pa-list
interpretation for the embedded question acts in (64.a,b,c). This is illustrated in (67).
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(67) Doris wondered every boy/ *most boys  At,QUEST[which dish t make]
(ea)a ea
aep a
ep

Wide-scope readings of quanifiers in questions embedded by extensional verbs presumablyasise bec
there is no intervening illocutionary operator. dgestion-embeddingnow; find out etc. are not fac-

tive either, likeknow; find out etc. whenembedding ahat-clause, wide-scope interpretation of these
guantifiers by LF movement should be possible, for regular interpretation of quantifiers.

(68) every bay / most boys At; [Doris knows [which dish,tmade]]
(ep)p ep

p

Moltmann and Szabolcsi (1994) gue against this kind of analysis ke of an apparent lack of
scope interaction witlgquantifiers in the upsii@ clause; they claim thauantifiers of the downstairs
clause must have wide scope over them in the pair-list reading. However, data like (69) show that we
do find scope interaction here.

(69) Some officer found out which crime every detainee committed.
a. ‘There is an officer x such that for each detainee y, x found out which crime y committed.’
b. ‘For each detainee y, there is an officer x such that x found out which crime y committed.’

If illocutionary operators create islands for movementjadntifiers (except for quantifiers that can be
interpreted as speech act conjunctions), we should not expect wide-scope readings with rgepeet to
tifiers in the upstairs clause. This prediction is correct:

(70) Some officer wondered which crime every detainee committed.
‘There is an officer x, and x wondered for every detainee y, which crime y committed.’
not: ‘For every detainee y, there is an officer x, and x wondered which crime y committed.’

The notion of a embedded speech acts, as in (66), may be considered problematic. But tluemcés evi
that speech acts can be embedded. For exahg#e(l975) points out that there existbedded per-
formative clauses as in the following sentence:

(71) Iregretthat | have to inform you that [you are hereby dismissed].

As for the interpretation of sentences like (66), there are plausible paraphraseskbaise of the
notion of speech act, like ‘Doris would be interested in the answer that utteringetizh sactWhich
dish did Bill make?” would produce’.

Independent evidence for a categorial distinction between questidregided by intensmal vs. exten-
sional verbs comes from a number of syntadifierénces, which lsow that the former, but not the
latter, can subcategorize for root questions (cf. McCloskey (1999)).

(72)  Which dish did Al make, Doris wondered / asked / wanted to find out.
(73) *Which dish did Al make, Doris found out / knew / told Elizabeth.

We find root question syntax in (72). Notice that this is not direct speech; we have, for example,
Which dish did shemake, Dorigwondered.

A root clause phenomenon in German shows up in the fact that the the mhmickan occur in root
guestions and in questions embedded by an intensional verbs.

(74) a. Wann kommt sie denn?
when comes SH®ART
‘When will she come?”’

b. Hans fragt sich, wann sie denn kommt.
Hans asks himself when sheRT comes
‘Hans wonders when she will come.’

c. Hans weil3, wann sie *denn kommt.
Hans knows when sheART comes.
‘Hans knows when she will come.’

10
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There are otheknown known properties of questioembedded by intermmal verbs. For example,
Sufier (1991) shows that in Spanish, there is an additional complemgngzethese cases:

(75) a. Sue pregunté / se pregugtée cuantas charlas planeaban los estudiantes.
‘Sue asked / wondered how many talks the students were planning.’
b. Sue sabia/ nos dijo / explicé cuantas charlas planeaban los estudiantes.
‘Sue knew / told us / explained how many talks the students were planning.’

Verbs of communication likdecir ‘say’, repetir ‘repeat’ and manner of speech likeusurrir ‘whisper’,
tartamudearstutter’ allow forqueas an option. This complementizer can be seen as an explicit reflex
of the illocutionary operator QUEST.

5. Conclusion

In this talk, | have argued that quantification into question acts is possible for uniyeasdfiers, as
these quantifiers are based on conjunction, an operation thatrisddefi peech acts. This explains
the restriction to universal quantifiers, which aeneralized conjunctions. Have developed a type
system in which quantification into question acts can be tescri have agued thatexpressions that
scope out of speech acts must be topic, whighlains a number additional observatns. | have
also discussed embedded questions, which, depending on the embedding verb, may gliantifioa-
tion into questions.

Needless to say, much still has to be done. In particular, a comprehensive formal themagcof acts
in which they are treated as acasd not as descriptions of acts wBleolean poperties, has to be
developed, and a theory that captures the @y such acts can be integrated within recurddom-
lean semantics.
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