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1. Introduction

This paper deals with an ambiguity observed in two seemingly very different constructions in Japanese
and in French, and aims to advance, in semantically explicit terms, a new analysis for the derivation of this
ambiguity. According to Numata (2000; 194), Japanese constructions involving the focus particle (foritate-si in
her terms) NANKA serve to enumerate a representative member of a set of contextually relevant candidates: (1a)
thus indicates that the focalized item Mr. Takemoto is a representative member of the set of people who will
marry next spring. This type of use will be called below “exemplification (reeji in Japanese):

(1)a. Takemoto san nanka raisyun kekkon-suru 10 kumi no nakani haitteiru- n-  ja- nai-no?
Takemoto Mr the like® next spring marry 10 pair Gen among included-Comp-Cop.Top isn’t he
“Mr. Takemoto or the like is included among 10 pairs who will marry next spring, isn’t he?”
(Numata 2000: 194)
b. yorinimo yotte Taro nanka ga bokuno tanjoo- paatii i yattteki-ta (idem.195)
ofallothers  Tarothe like Nom my birthday-party Loc come- Pst
“Of all others, the like of Taro came to my birthday party”

On the other hand, NANKA construction in (1b) indicates that the focalized item Taro is, under the speaker’s
perspective, a surprising or inappropriate member of the set who came to the party. In other words, “the
appropriateness of the truth of the proposition that Taro came to the speaker s birthday party is denied by the
speaker, who considers that such an event should not have occurred” (Numata 2000: 196). This use will be called
“negative evaluation (hiteeteki-hyooka)” in what follows.

A similar ambiguity is observed in a sequence NP + Complementizer (abbreviated by Comp) +
subordinate clause (abbreviated by XP) in French. This construction may provide a partial (non exhaustive)
answer, when preceded by the existential matrix i/ y a (there is): (2a) thus indicates that Pierre is a representative
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? Some authors distinguish, from exemplification NANKA, cases like in (I) where NANKA is added after a
coordinated constituent and may be translated by ard so on. For example, Teramura (1991) analyzes it not as a focus
particle, but as a suffix (setubiji):

1)) Inu ya neko nanka [nado in the original text] made oo-sawagida  (Martin 1987: 161)

Dog or cat NANKA until  be-in-an-uproar
“What with dogs, cats, and all, what an uproar!”

* 1t is Shaichi Yatabe (p.c.) that suggested to me that NANKA should be translated in English by the like. Martin

(1987) effectively adopts this translation.



member among those who are working, suggesting that there may be other workers®:

(2)a.  Est-ce que quelqu’un travaille ici ?  “Is anyone working here?” (Léard 1992: 47)
—Oui, il y a Pierre qui travaille. “-- Yes, {Lit. there’s Pierre that is working /
Pierre or the like (for example) is working}”
b.  Ah! Mon dieu! dit-il, Monsieur Michel qui est mort! (Sandfeld 1965: 155)
“Oh, my God! said he, {Lit. Mr. Michel that is dead! / Mr. MICHEL died!}”

On the other hand, in (2b) lacking a matrix, the sequence NP Comp XP indicates that the death of Michel is
surprising and conflicting with the speaker’s expectation. In effect, traditional grammarians Le Bidois & Le
Bidois (1971: 379) note that this construction expresses “the strongly affective value of the sentence (surprise,
regret, vivid opposition, etc.)”’. In the same vein, another traditional grammarian Sandfeld (1965: 156) argues
that “most often, this construction marks a disagreement or contrast with a situation or an actual fact™. These
authors further claim that the (2b) construction should be analyzed as an independent clause without being
accompanied by any implicit matrix clause’.

This ambiguity associated with Japanese NANKA construction and French NP Comp XP construction
leads to ask what is common between the two constructions and how the two apparently unrelated meanings,
exemplification meaning and surprise / negative evaluation, are derived. In this paper, I will claim i) that not only
Japanese construction involving a focus particle NANTE, but also French NP Comp XP construction are focus
constructions involving a WH operator, that is syntactically activated in French or lexically provided in Japanese,
and ii) that exemplification meaning is fully compositionally derived, while the derivation of surprise / negative
evaluation meanings requires the intervention of a pragmatics principle in a way similar to rhetorical questions.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, I will claim that the ambiguity of NANKA should be
reduced to that of the operator KA, and that a Grician Conversational Implicature is relevant for negative
evaluation cases. In Section 3, I will show that essentially the same analysis may be applied to the ambiguity of
French NP Comp XP. Section 4 will ask why NANKA, but not NP Comp XP, provides the speaker’s subjective
judgment of inappropriateness. Section 5 will compare my analysis of negative evaluation NANKA in terms of
Conversational Implicature with a recent analysis of expressive items in terms of Conventional Implicature. In
Section 6, I will suggest that my analyses of negative evaluation NANKA and surprise meaning of NP Comp XP
may shed a new light upon the analysis of WH exclamatives. Section 7 will summarize the paper.

* il y a NP Comp XP is not appropriate when the NP denotes the totality of candidates, as in (I). To provide a total or
exhaustive answer, another matrix predicate ¢ 'es? (it ’s) is necessary, as illustrated by (1la,b):

()] Qui a voté pour toi ? ~ ? l y a tout le monde qui a voté pour moi. (Léard 1992: 49) [totality]
“Who voted for you? — ?Everyone, or the like, voted for me.”
(IDa. Qui a voté pour toi ? — C’est tout le monde gui a voté pour moi.  (ibid.) [totality]
“Who voted for you? It is everyone that voted for me.”
b. Qui travaille ? — C’est Pierre qui travaille. (idem.47) [exhaustive answer]

“Who is working? It is Michel that is working”

Léard (1992) classifies both of il y a (there’s) and ¢’est (it’s) cases among cleft constructions.

* “la valeur fortement affective de la phrase (étonnement, regret, vive opposition, etc.)”

¢ “le plus souvent, elle [=the (2b) construction] marque un désaccord ou contraste avec une situation ou un fait
present”

7 Le Bidois & Le Bidois (1971: 379) claim that the (2b) constructions “are matrix clauses without any dependence
with another clause (sont des principales sans aucune dépendance avec une autre proposition)”. Sandfeld (1965:
154-156) argues that in “exclamations” as in (2b), “nothing is omitted (rien n’est omis)”.



2. Japanese NANKA construction

This section aims to examine, in explicit semantic terms, how the ambiguity of NANKA are derived.
After showing that the ambiguity of NANKA cannot be appropriately captured by an analysis previously
proposed for other focus particles (Section 2.1.), and introducing Alternative Semantics frame work (Section
2.2.) and the semantic of surprise meaning (Section 2.3.), I will advance a semantics analysis of the ambiguity of
NANKA (Section 2.4). Next, reducing the ambiguity of NANKA to that of the operator KA (Section 2.5.) and
referring to the derivation of rhetorical questions (Section 2.7.), I will make sense of the derivation of
exemplification and negative evaluation meanings (Sections 2.6 and 2.8.).

2.1. Is the ambiguity of NANKA parallel to that of an additive focus particle MO?

As noted in Introduction, NANKA may be grouped among focus particles. It is widely accepted (see
Konig 1991, Krifka 1999, etc.) that focus particles are classified into two major types: I) exclusive particles
illustrated by only in (3a), which “presuppose that the predication holds for the expression in focus, and assert
that it does not hold for any alternative” (Krifka 1999: 111), II) additive (inclusive) particles which are further
subcategorized into Ila) simple additive particles as aiso in (3b), which presuppose that “the predication holds for
at least one alternative of the expression in focus” (ibid.), and IIb) scalar additive particles, like even in (3¢c),
which “assert that the predication holds for the expression in focus, and presuppose that this predication is prima
facie less likely than the alternative predications™ (ibid.). In the glosses of (3a,b,c), the presupposition part is put
into parentheses:

(3)a.  Peter only invited Pia for dinner, (Kritka 1999: 111) [exclusive]
“(Peter invited Pia for dinner) and he invited no-one else’

b.  Peter aiso invited Pia for dinner.  (ibid.) [simple additive]
‘Peter invited Pia for dinner (and he invited someone else)’
¢.  Peter even invited Pia for dinmer.  (ibid.) [scalar additive]

‘Peter invited Pia for dinner (and Pia is an unlikely person for Peter to invite for dinner)’

In Japanese, simple additive and scalar additive particles are instantiated by MO and SAFE, respectively
illustrated by (4a) and (4c¢). The particle MO further has a scalar additive use®, as in (4b):

(4)a.  nitiyoobi wa ginkoo mo yasumi desu. (Numata 1995: 19)

Sunday Top bank also day-off Cop *“On Sunday, banks are closed, too”

b.  kare wa doryoku-si-te tootoo raten-go mo rikai-  dekiru yoo-ninat-ta. (ibid.)
he Top effort-do-and at last Latin-language even (also) understand-can like-become-Pst
“He did efforts and at last he got to be able to understand even (also) the Latin”

¢ kare wa doryokusi-te tootoo raten-go sae rikai-  dekiru yoo-ni-nat-ta. (ibid.)
he Top effort-do-and at last Latin-language even understand-can like-become-Pst
“He did efforts and at last he got to be able to understand even the Latin”

® As noted by Konig (1991: 68), some other additive particles, like auch in German, may manifest a scalar additive
meaning paraphrased by even in English.



(42) with MO indicates that the property (be closed) applies to the focalized item (bank) besides some implicit
alternative (ex. post office). On the other hand, (4b) with MO and (4c) including SAE suggest that there exists a
scale of the difficulty for understanding among languages, and that the focalized item (Latin) is situated on the
top of this scale, and that ke surprisingly can understand such a difficult language.

It seems at first glance that exemplification and negative evaluation meanings of NANKA may be
respectively correlated with simple additive and scalar additive surprise meanings of MO. The additive particles
like also and even are well studied in the formal semantics. A little simplifying the analysis of Krifka (1999: 111),
the semantics of (3b) involving a simple additive particle afso and (3¢) including a scalar additive particle even
are respectively represented by (5a,b) and (6a,b):

(5)a.  [Invited-for dinner (pe, pi)] [assertion]
b.  Ix [Invited-for dinner (pe, x) /\ x#pi] [presupposition]
(6)a. [Invited-for dinner (pe, pi)] [assertion]

b.  —3Ix[xFpiN\ (vited-for dinner (pe, X) <uety Invited-for dinner (pe, pi))] [presupposition] ’

(6b) indicates that “there is no-one (x) such that he (x) is not equivalent to Pia and the likelihood of the
proposition Peter invited Pia exceeds the likelihood of the proposition Peter invited him (x)”. In other words,
(6b) indicates that Pia is the least likely individual for Peter to invite for dinner. If the ambiguity of NANKA
(exemplification / negative evaluation) were parallel to that of MO (simple additive / scalar surprise additive), the
semantics in (5a,b) and (6a,b) might be directly applied to the ambiguity of NANKA.

Numata (2000, 2003) however observes some differences between exemplification NANKA and simple
additive MO, and those between negative evaluation NANKA and scalar additive SAE. First, exemplification
NANKA does not necessarily entail the existence of alternative members: in (7Ba), NANKA is accepted in a
context where the existence of alternatives of Mr. Takemoto is explicitly negated, while MO is incompatible with
this context, as shown in (7Bb):

(DA: konobusyode wa dare ga kekkonsuru-daroo-ka ?
this section Loc Top person(x) Nom marry ~ will Interrog.  “Who will marry in this section?”
B: a. Takemoto san nanka wa kekkonnsuru-daroo. Hokano dare mo kekkonsi-nai daroo kedo.
T. Mr. the like Top marry-  will  other person(x) also marry-Neg  will though
“Mr. Takemoto or the like will marry, though no one other than him will not marry”
b. *Takemoto san mo kekkonnsuru-daroo. Hoka-no dare mo kekkonsi-nai daroo kedo.
“Mr. Takemoto also will marry, though no one other than him will not marry”

Second, Numata (2003: 230) observes that, while SAE presupposes the existence of alternatives of
focus item, negative evaluation NANKA lacks such a presupposition. The meaning of this type of NANKA
cannot therefore be analyzed in terms of relative likelihood of the focalized item with respect to the alternatives.
Furthermore, MO / SAE (even) and NANKA manifest distributional differences, as shown by a contrast between

® According to Konig (1991: 69), the scalarity expressed in (6b) may be analyzed not as a presupposition, but as a
Conventional Implicature which “does not make a contribution to the truth conditions of a sentence”, but is
“associated with {...] conditions for its use [...] that have to be met if the containing sentence is to be uttered
felicitously”. Similar views will be examined in Section 5.



(8a) and (8b):

(8)a. ?yorinimo yotte Taro sae/mo  bokuno tanjoo-paatii ~ ni yattteki-ta  (Numata 2000: 195)
of all others  Taro even my birthday party Loc come- Pst
“Of all others, even Taro came to my birthday party”
b. yorinimo yotte Taro nanka ga bokuno tanjoo-paatii ni yattteki-ta (ibid.)
of all others  Taro the like Nom my birthday party Loc come- Pst
- “Of all others, the like of Taro came to my birthday party”

This difference may be reduced to that of their modal nature noted by Yamanaka (1995): SAE (MO) invokes the
speaker’s epistemic expectation regarding positive or negative realization of the proposition, while NANKA
refers to the speaker’s evaluation of the true proposition. In other words, NANKA, but not SAE (MO),
necessarily induces the factivity. The adverb yorinimo yotte may be classified as an evaluative one, which
therefore is not fully compatible with SAE (MO). These differences clearly suggest that NANKA cannot be
treated just as an additive focus particle by means of the semantics in (5a,b) and (6a,b). I will examine how to
analyze the ambiguity of NANKA in Section 2.4. after introducing the semantics of focus (Section 2.2.) and
surprise meaning (Section 2.3.).

2.2. Alternative Semantics

As regards the semantics of focus, I refer to Rooth’s Alternative Semantics whose main idea is that
“evoking alternatives is the general function of focus” and that the focus “can be illustrated with the
question-answer paradigm” (Rooth 1996: 276). According to this framework, the alternative set induced by the
focus (marked by C, abbreviation for Context) is analyzed as a covert semantic variable quantified by the ‘focus
interpretation operator’, whose function is essentially the same as that of an interrogative operator. The focus
interpretation operator further introduces two presuppositions: i) the alternative set C is a subset of the “focus
semantic value” (corresponding to the question part of the question-answer paradigm), and ii) C contains the
“ordinary semantic value” (corresponding to the answer part) and at least one other element'®. The focus
semantic value (FSV) of a sentence ¢, written [[ ¢ 1], is a set of propositions derived by abstracting over the
focus part of the sentence. The ordinary semantic value (OSV), written [[ ¢ ]]°, is obtained by ignoring the focus
effect. It is often argued that the focus should be defined intensionally in terms of possible world'! (see Kadmon

' Another influential analysis of focus is Structured Meaning approach (see Krifka 1999). According to this approach,
the semantics of (Ia) is represented by the pair of two parts as in (Ib), the first part (A x A w [x is dead in w])
representing the background of the answer, and the second part (Michel) expressing the focus:

Da. [MICHEL Jr oy is dead.

b. <A XA W [x is dead in w), Michel>

Crucially, Alternative Semantics, but not Structured meaning, admits that the focus value is included among the
alternative values. In this paper treating partial answer cases, where the focus value is one of alternative values, the
former approach seems more appropriate. Krifka (1999) however criticizes' Alternative Semantics because of its
inability to deal with cases where the superficial focal stress does not correspond to the semantic focus, as in (IT):

{an What did John do? — John [read UP’ysses]r.

In (ID), only the word Ulysses is phonologically focalized, but the entire VP read Ulysse is semantically focalized.
Krifka shows that Structured Meaning is able to make sense of such a form / content discrepancy. As shown in
Section 3, French NP Comp XP exactly permits such a form/ content discrepancy. In order to properly treats such
cases, more sophisticated version of Alternative Semantics will be necessary.

"' Under the extensional semantics, a property is defined as the set of entities satisfying this property. In a model where
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2001, etc.). Adopting this intensional semantics view, the OSV and the FSV of (9a) including an exclusive
particle only are respectively represented by (9b) and (9¢), and the semantics of (9a) is represented by (9d):

(9)a.  Only Michel is dead.
b.  [[[Michelly is dead]]’= A w [Michel is dead in w]’ [OSV]
c. [[[Michellyis dead]]'= ApwEpAp=Aw[Ix(xisdeadinw)]] [FSV]
d  ACVq[QEC A ¢=Aw[Ix(xisdeadinw) © q= Aw Michelis dead in w)]
(adapted from Rooth 1996: 280)

(92) denotes a proposition (a set of worlds) such that Michel is dead in a world w. (9b) denotes a set of
propositions such that x is dead in w, where a variable x is bound by the focus interpretation operator, and
interpreted as who. (9¢) reads “every proposition q true in the set C and such that x is dead in w is the proposition
p such that Michel is dead in w”.

As regards the informational nature of the two types of NANKA, Teramura (1991: 187) points out that
they manifest at least two different behaviors. First, exemplification NANKA may be attached either to a specific
noun or to a non-specific noun as in (10a). On the other hand, negative evaluation NANKA only focalizes a
specific or generic noun as in (10b), and not a non specific noun, as shown by the inacceptability of (10c).

(10)a. tukueno ue ni wa tetyoo, nooto,enpitu nanka ga nokos-are- tei- ta.

desk Gen over Loc Top pocketbook, note, pencil, the like Nom leave-Passive-Progressive-Pst
“On the desk were left behind a pocketbook, a notebook, a pencil, or the like (and so on)” (adapted
from Teramura 1991: 185'%)

b.  {ningen/sonootoko} nanka takaga sire-teiru. (ibid.)
{mankind / that man} the like at the most trifling “The like of {mankind / that man} is trifling”

c. *kesa eki deotokonanka ga taore-tei- ta. (ibid.)
this morning station Loc man the like Nom fall-Progressive-Pst
“This morning, at the station, the like of a man stayed fallen down”

Secondly, a sentence involving exemplification NANKA may occur out of blue without being
mentioned in the preceding discourse, while a sentence containing negative evaluation NANKA normally serves
to reply to some preceding statement. For instance, in the answer in (11a), the expression Fred, which appears in
the preceding question, is contrastively focalized, and Kratzer (2005: 13) notes that “(contrastive) focus on Fred
induces a scalar interpretation, comparable to the overt effect of even”, The answer sentence is properly”
translated by way of negative evaluation NANKA, as in (11b):

two conditions of (Ia,b) are satisfied, the property intelligent should be the same as the property beautiful. As a result,
the answer in (IIb) to the question in (I1a) should be appropriate, which is not the case actuaily (Kadmon 2001):
(Da.  intelligent = {Mary, Sue}
b.  beautiful = {Mary, Sue}

(IDa. Whoisintelligent? b, - SUE is beautiful.

2 Tn all of the original examples, another particle NADO rather than NANKA is used. NADO is almost synonymous
to NANKA, but occurs in more formal registers. See footnote 21.

" More exactly, as shown in Section 2.1., contrary to an scalar additive particle even, negative evaluation NANKA
does not induce an extremity with respect to alternatives.



(1Da. Guess what? Fred passed. -- If [FRED] passed, bar exams have become too easy.
b. Fred-NANKA ga pasusi-ta nara, sihoosiken wa yasasiku-nari-sugi- ta noda
Fred-the like Nom pass-Pst if bar ekams Top easy-become-exceed-Perf Comp Cop
“If the like of Fred passed, it is that bar exams have become too easy”

These two phenomena stiggest that negative evaluation NANKA bears some topicality. It might be
possible to analyzé, as Olivier Bonami (p.c.) points out, this type of NANKA as instantiating “contrastive topic”
discussed by Biiring (1999). Biiring applies Alternative Semantics approach to two special kinds of topic, that he
calls “contrastive topic” and “partial topic”, respectively illustrated by (12b) and (13b):

(12)a. A: Which book would Fritzbuy?  (Biiring 1999: 148)  [contrastive topic]
‘b.  B: Well, [I]r would buy [The Hotel New HAMPshire]s.
(13)a A: What did the pop star wear?  (idem.149) [partial topic]
b. B: The [female]r pop stars wore [caftan]y.

According to Biiring (1999: 145), in (12b), “[t]he speaker B obviously doesn’t answer A’s question. Instead, she
gives a different, though related statement. The constituent that is “replaced” (i.e., / instead of Fritz) is marked
[by a kind of stress] as a topic.” In (13b), “speaker B does not really answer A’s question, at least not exhaustively.
The part where she deviates from the original question is marked by the topic accent”.

So as to appropriately make sense of these types of topic, Biiring proposes the notion of “topic
semantic value” parallel to focus semantic value (FSV). For example, the FSV of (12b) involving a contrastive
topic denotes a set like (14a). And the topic semantic value (represented by [[ « ]) denotes “a set of such sets,
with alternatives to the Sentence-topic replacing I’ (idem.148), as illustrated by (14b):

(14)a. [[/I]; would buy [The Hotel New HAMPshire] i} =
{1 would buy War and Peace, | would buy Hotel New Hampshire, ...} (idem.147)
b.  [[/I}rwould buy [The Hotel New HAMPshire];])'=
{{I would buy War and Peace, | would buy Hotel New Hampshire, ...}, {Refus would buy War and
Peace, Refus would buy Hotel New Hampshire, ...},...} (idem.148)

Similarly, the FSV of (13b) involving a partial topic denotes a set like (15a). Its topic semantic value denotes a
set of such sets, with alternatives to the partial topic replacing female”, as in (15b):

(15)a, [[The fFemale]rpop stars wore [cafian] A=
{the female pop stars wore caftan, the female pop stars wore dresses,...}
b.  [[The [Female]r pop stars wore [caftan]r]] =
{{the female pop stars wore caftan, the female pop stars wore dresses,...}, {the male pop stars wore
caftan, the male pop stars wore dresses,...}, {{the female or male pop stars...}...}

It might be possible to analyze exemplification NANKA as giving a partial topic, and negative evaluation
NANKA as expressing a contrastive topic. In any way, since contrastive and partial topics are defined as evoking
their alternatives, 1 will treat them, in what follows, among instances of focus in a broad sense.



2.3. The semantics of surprise meaning: von Fintel (1999)

As noted in Section 2.2., negative evaluation NANKA does not induce an extremity with respect to
alternatives. This type of NANKA rather suggests a non-membership of the focalized item among a set of
contextually relevant altematives. In this sense, negative evaluation meaning seems to be similar to the surprise
meaning: (16) including a matrix predicate be swrprised intuitively suggests that the speaker considers the event
he stole the watch is not found among a set of contextually relevant events possible to occur:

(16) 1 was surprised that he stole the watch

For this reason, in order to explicitly represent the semantics of negative evaluation NANKA, 1 refer to von
Fintel (1999)’s analysis of swprised. This author first adopts Kadmon & Landman (1993: 381)’s remark
according to which “To be surprised that A is always relative to a certain perspective on A, a perspective that
determines what is about A that is surprising and in virtue of what it is surprising. The perspective is a
contextually determined parameter in the interpretation of surprised, very much in the same way that a ‘modal
base’ is a contextually determined parameter in the interpretation of modals™.

The ‘modal base’ proposed by Kratzer (1981-2002) is a conversational background provided by the
utterance situation, against which modal expressions are interpreted. It is semantically defined as a function from
pairs of an individual a (in principle, the speaker) and a world w to a set of accessible worlds', signaled by f
( o,w) (von Fintel 1999: 115). For example, when interpreting a modal auxiliary must in (17a), we normally
don’t take into account far-fetched worlds where Jack! doesn’t exist, nor where a Martian was the murderer. The
modal base, a set of accessible worlds, serves to exclude such contextually irrelevant worlds':

(17)a. Jockl must have been the murderer. (Kratzer 1991: 639)
b. In view of the available evidence, Jockl must have been the murderer. [epistemic modal base)

The accessible worlds in the modal base further are ordered following some criteria. This criteria is called
‘ordering source’ and is semantically defined as a function from pairs of an individual « and a world w to a set
of accessible propositions, signaled by g (a,w). For instance, when (17a) is interpreted as in (17b), the
expression in view of the available evidence provides an epistemic ordering source. Other types of ordering
sources discussed by Kratzer are circumstantial one (in view of the present facts), stereotypical one (in view of
the normal course of events), deontic one (in view of what the law says), bouletic one (in view of certain wishes),
doxastic one (in view of certain beliefS), etc.

von Fintel (1999) argues that the semantics of factive adversative predicates, like be surprised, similarly
refers to a selection function selecting the set of best worlds from the set of accessible worlds (modal base,
f( @ ,w)), with respect to an ordering source, g { « ,w). This selection function is signaled by max gz, w.f( & ,w).
From this perspective, simplifying von Fintel’s formalization, the semantics of swprised is represented by

" Kratzer (1991: 642) characterizes the notion of “accessible worlds” in the following manner: “A world w’ is
epistemically accessible from a world w iff w’ is compatible with everything we know in w. A world w’ is
deontically accessible from a world w iff w’ is compatible with everything the law provides in w.”

' The necessity to exclude contextually irrelevant worlds from the semantic representation of surprised was pointed
out by Shigeru Sakahara (p.c.). The application of the notion of accessible worlds for this purpose was suggested by
Satomi Ito (p.c.).



definedness condition in (18a) and a.ppropriateness16 condition in (18b):

(18)a. [[surprised]] (pX o Yw) is defined iif wOEp
b. ifdefined, [[surprised]]'c’g (p)( @ Xw) is appropriate iff VW’ €max g, wf{a,w):W¥¢ p

In words, (18a) means that the proposition @ is surprised that p in w is defined if and only if the proposition p
is true in the actual world w0. (18b) indicates that the same proposition @ is surprised that p in w is
appropriately used if and only if the proposition p is not true in any relevant accessible world maximally
corresponding to «’s expectation'’. These semantic representations reflect well our intuition that one feels a
surprise when there is a discrepancy between the actual state of affairs and his expectation. According to this
analysis, the semantic of (19a) is represented by definedness conditions (19b) and appropriateness condition
(19¢):

(19)a. Given my high opinion on his moral character, I was surprised that he stole the watch. (von Fintel
1999: 113)
b, [[swprised]}* (pYXIXw) is defined iif WO S p ={u: he stole the watch in u} [factivity]
c. ifdefined, [[surprised])"® (p)(I)(W) is appropriate iff VW’ Emax, g (f(Lw)): W€ p

In words, definedness condition (19b) indicates that the proposition I was surprised that he stole the watch in w
is defined if and only if the proposition 4e stole the watch in w is true in the actual world w0. Appropriateness
condition (19¢) reads as the proposition I was surprised that he stole the watch is appropriately used with respect
to the modal base f (/,w) and the doxastic ordering source g (I,w) reflecting the speaker s high opinion on his
moral, if and only if the proposition he stole the watch in w is not true in any relevant accessible world
maximally corresponding to doxastic ordering source. The function of the modal base, against which a
proposition is presented as surprising, is essentially the same as the contextually determined alternative set C
relevant for the focus interpretation under Alternative Semantic’s framework, except that the modal base is
defined not as a set of propositions, as in the latter case, but as a set of accessible worlds.

2.4. The semantics of exemplification and negative evaluation

I next try to represent the semantics of NANKA in explicit terms. For (20a) including exemplification
NANKA, the ordinary semantic value and the focus semantics value are respectively represented by (20b) and
(20c): '

(20)a Takemotosan nanka ga kekkon-suru daroo.
Takemoto Mr. NANKA Nom marry will  “Mr. Takemoto or the like will marry.”

'® von Fintel (1999) himself uses the term truth condition so as to speak of the semantics of factive adversative
predicates. I will rather make use of the term appropriateness condition in order to clarify that the content of the
subject’s expectation or prevision does’t influence the truth in the actual world.

"7 von Fintel (1999: 114) notes that “for attitudes like want, wish, glad, regret, sorry, the ordering source will be one of
‘preference’. For attitudes like expect, amazed, surprise, the ordering source will be one of ‘expectation /
likelihood™. The first and second types may be considered as respectively corresponding to bouletic and doxsatic /
epistemic ordering sources in Kratzer’s terms. As shown below, the ordering source of negative evaluation NANKA
is rather of a bouletic type.



b.  [[[Mr. Takemoto]r will marry]]° = A w [t will marry in w] [OSsV]

c. [[/Mr Takemoto]rwill marryl|'= 21 p [p=Aw[ Ix (x will marryinw)]]  [FSV]

c. =AwAW[Ax xwill marry inw=21x X will marry inin w’]

d.  AwAW[W ERLWA A x [xwill marry A 3x@=0]" = A x [x will marry/\ Ixx=0]"] [exempl.]

The denotation of FSV is essentially the same as a WH question. Who will marry? 'In (20c), the FSV is
formalized as a set of propositions under Karttunen (1977-2002)’s analysis of interrogatives as a set of true
answers. The contextual background against which a focus is interpreted is a subset of this FSV. In Section 2.3.,
we saw that the contextual background might be expressed as a set of accessible worlds (modal base). Applying
this perspective to focus cases, the FSV containing the contextual background may be reconsidered in terms of
possible worlds. This modification makes sense under Groenendijk & Stokhof (1989-2002)’s analysis of
interrogatives as a set of sets of possible worlds. The semantics of (20c) is paraphrased by (20¢’): in (20c’), the
FSV is defined as a set of sets of possible worlds w, where the set of individuals x who will marry is the same.

From this viewpoint, exemplification meaning of (20a), that is, the fact that the OSV is included in the
FSV, is represented by (20d). (20d) denotes a set of sets of accessible worlds where the set of those who will
marry, which contains a member equivalent to Mr: Takemoto, is the same. In more intuitive terms, the denotation
of (20d) is the same as the restricted WH question Who including My Takemoto will marry?"®

For negative evaluation NANKA in (21a), the focus semantic value and the ordinary semantic value are
represented by (21b) and (21c):

(21)a. [Taro]nanka ga yattteki-ta
Taro NANKA Nom come-Pst . “The like of TARO came”
b.  [i/Tarolls came in w]]’ = Aw[Taro came in w] [0SV}
c. [{Zarolscame in wif =A\WAW’[AX X came in W =Ax.X came in W’) [FSV]

Applying the semantics of swrprised introduced in Section 2.3., the semantics of negative evaluation is
represented by definedness condition (22) and appropriateness condition (23):

(22)  [[Taro came inw0]] =1 [factivity=defindness condition]
(23) VwwEmaxymfiLw) A\~ w (w=w0)] [~ (Taro came in w)] [appropriateness condition]

(22) indicates that (21a) is defined if and only if the proposition Taro came in w (i.e. the OSV) is true in the actual
world w0. (23) indicates that (21a) is appropriately used if and only if in any accessible world included in a set of

B For example, in a model M1 consisting of two members {Mary, Mr. Takemoto}, accessible worlds are partitioned
into four groups (sets of worlds), with respect to a question who will marry?, as illustrated in (Ia):
Da. group 1: No one will marry : {wl, w2}
group 2: Mary will marry  : {w3, w4, w5}
group 3: Mr. Takemoto will marry: {w6, w7}
group 4: Mary and Mr. Takemoto will marry: {w8}
b. [0 = {{w6, w7}, w8}
In the group 1 containing w1 and w2, no one will matry: in the group 2 consisting of w3, w4 and w5, only Mary will
marry; in the group 3 including wé and w7, only Mr. Takemoto will marry: in the group 4 which contains only w8,
Mary and Mr. Takemoto will both marry. With respect to the model M1, the semantics (20a) denotes, as represented
by (Ib), a set of two sets of accessible worlds, that is {w6, w7} and {w8}.



contextually relevant accessible worlds, f (Z,w), maximally corresponding to the ordering source, g (/,w), and
which don’t contain the actual world, it is not the case that 7aro came. In more intuitive terms, (23) says that
according to the speaker’s wishes (expectation), Taro should not have come.

The semantics of negative evaluation NANKA represented in (23) is well suited to Teramura (1991)’s
remark that this type of NANKA is a kind of modal expression', and to his generalization cited in (24), where
the expression some very <high existence [criteria]> may be considered as corresponding to the ordering source:

(24) X NANKA [in the original text, NADO] P indicates that the fact that X is valid in P [...] is far from the
truth or the speaker’s thought. [...] The speaker has, in her / his head, some very <high existence
[criteria]> with respect to which the fact that the <low> X is valid in P is far from his prediction.
(Teramura 1991: 188)

Next, let’s examine the nature of the ordering source of negative evaluation NANKA. Yamanaka (1995:
215-216) points out that NANKA does not invoke the speaker’s simple prevision, but her / his subjective
preference or evaluation”’: (21a) suggests that Zaro is not included in the set of those whom the speaker wants to
come or he considers as having a right to come. Its ordering source may thus be of a bouletic type (in view of
certain wishes) or, in some cases, of a deontic type (in view of certain obligation).

In sum, the semantics of exemplification and of negative evaluation of NANKA seem to be
appropriately represented, respectively by (20d) and (22) / (23). But it is not clear how these meanings are
derived from the same focus particle NANKA. In the next section, I will examine this question, paying a special
attention to the ambiguity of KA.

2.5. Ambiguity of NANKA reduced to that of KA

According to Nihon Kokugo Daijiten, the particle NANKA stems out from the abbreviation of a
quantifiable item NANI and an operator KA. NANI is an indefinite noun lacking its proper quantificational force,
and bears lexical features [-human], [-place], [-time], etc.. It is glossed by Thing (x). The operator KA marks
disjunction and may be translated by whether in English. Martin (1987: 162) glosses NANI + KA by or what"..

¥ Teramura (1991: 187) suggests that negative evaluation NANKA is merged, in a manner similar to modal elements,
after the relation between a predicate and their arguments (and / or adjuncts) is established. An argument in favor of
this hypothesis will be presented in Section 2.5. See also footnote 23.
% 1t is often observed that, if NANKA follows the first person, the “deference « meaning emerges as in (Ia), while
with the third person, NANKA is “often used for belittling” (Martin 1987: 161), as in (Ib):
(Da.  watasi nanka (original NADO) totemo dame desu. (idem.161) [deference]
| the like largely inappropriate Cop
“Poor me, I’m just no good at it”
b. konnayatuboozunanka  zya-arimase-n ya, (Teramura 1991:188) [belittling]
this guy  priestthe like  Cop -Neg I-tell-you
“The like of this guy is far from a (Buddhist) priest”
?! The particle NANKA has its variants, NADO / NANTE / NANZO, illustrated in (y~(III):
()a.  tatoeba yuusyokuno tokinado wa konna-huuda. (Martin 1987: 161) {exemplification]
for instance dinner Gen time NADO Top  like-this Cop
“For instance, at, say, dinner time, it’s like this” (trad. by Martin)
b.  yorini yotte Taronado ga  gakkoni kuru (Numata 2003: 230) [negative evaluation]
of alt others Taro NADO Nom school Loc come
“Of all others, the like of Taro comes to school”
(IDa. Hawainante doo? Imaga itiban-ii koro yo.(Yamada 1995: 338) [exemplification]
Hawaii NANTE how-about? now Nom the best season I-tell-you



If KA is locally attached to NANI as in (25a), NANI is existentially quantified as in (25b), and the meaning of
“something” is obtained. On the other hand, if KA takes wide scope, as in (26a), a WH interrogative meaning of
what is obtained as in (26b):

(25)a Michelwa nani- ka o tabe-ta. [KA : existential]
Michel Top thing(x) -OPs - Acc eat- Pst “Michel ate something”
b. A w[3x. Michel ate x in w)
(26)a Michelwa nani o tabe-ta no ka? [KA : interrogative]
Michel Top thing(x)-Acc eat- Pst  Comp OPipero,  “What did Michel eat?
b.  AwAW{[Ax Michel ate x inw = A x. Michel ate x in w’]

A parallelism is observed between the ambiguity of NANKA and that of KA. As observed by Martin (1987:
162), Teramura (1991: 187), Yamada (1995: 341), etc., the meaning of NANKA may depend on its position with
respect to case markers (postpositions). When directly attached to a NP and preceding a case marker, NANKA
permits both of exemplification and negative evaluation meanings: the sequence friend + NANKA + from in
(27a) is thus ambiguous:

(27)a. tegami gatomodatinanka  kara ki- ta. (adapted from Martin 1987: 162 [exempli/ neg. evalu.]
letter Nom friend  the like from come-Pst
“Letters came from friends or the like”
b. tegamigatomodati karananka  ki- ta. (ibid.) [*exempli/ neg. evalu.]
letter Nom friend from the like come-Pst
“Letters came from the like of my friends”

On the other hand, when following a case marker, NANKA cannot be interpreted as exemplification type, but
only negative evaluation type: the sequence friend + from + NANKA in (27b) is not ambiguous. In effect, we
attest examples of the sequence NP + NANKA + case instantiating exemplification meaning, as in (28a), and
those of the sequence NP + case + NANKA inducing negative evaluation meaning as in (28b)>:

“How about Hawaii? It's the best season now.”
b. pianonante kyoominai- yo. (ibid.339) [negative evaluation]
piano NANKA interest Neg-I-tell-you
“I'm not interested in the like of piano (music)”
(IMa.  anata-no ozii-san  nanzo ga iroiro omosiroi mono o o-kaki ni nat-ta kara... [exemplification]
you-Gen grandfather NANZO Nom various interesting things polite-write  Pst, so
“Your grandfather (or the like) has written a lot of interstings, so,..”  (Martin 1987: 162)
b.  mukashino yoonituri nanzo nonkini si-teiru mono wa hitori d’atte arimasen  (idem.161)
old days Gen like fishing NANZO idly doing guy Topanyone  there isn’t ,
“there isn’t a soul idly fishing, say, the way they used to” [negative evaluation]
As Martin (1987: 160) notes, among these variants, “NANKA and NANTE are informal and lively, hence more
susceptible to special connotations, such as sarcasm”. Etymologically, NADO “comes from an abbreviation of
NAN() + TQ” (ibid.). TO may be analyzed as a conjunction marker corresponding to and. Martin effectively
translates NAN(D) + TO by and what.
2 The originals of the examples (27a,b) and (28a,b) involve a particle NADO, rather than NANKA.
B 1t is this contrast that leads Teramura (1991) to suggest that negative evaluation NANKA is a kind of modal element.
See footnote 19.



(28)a. yuuzinnanka kara kii-ta. (ibid.) [exemplification]
friends the like from hear-Pst
“I heard it from friends or the like”
b. aitukarananka  hanagami iti-mai de mo morai-takunai  (ibid.)[negative evaluation]
him from the like kleenex  one-CL even receive-want Neg,
“From the likes of him, I wouldn’t even accept a Kleenex”

Nishigauchi (1999: 65-66) points out the same kind of contrast between (29a) where KA is situated
between a NP dare and a case marker kara (from) and (29b) where KA follows kara (from).

(29)a. dare-  ka-kara henna tegmiga todoi-ta. (Nishigauchi 1999: 65)
Person(x)-KA-from strange letter-Nom arrive-Pst
“I received a strange letter from someone [specific / non-specific]
b. dare- kara-ka henna tegmiga todoi-ta. (idem.66)
Person(x)-from-KA strange letter-Nom arrive-Pst
“I received a strange letter from I don’t know whom [*specific / non-specific]

DARE in these examples is a quantifiable item bearing a lexical feature [+human]. It is glossed by Person (x).
Nishigauchi observes that the sequence person (x) + KA + from permits both of a specific (i.e. the speaker can
identify the person in question) and a non-specific meaning (the speaker doesn’t identify whom), while the
sequence of person (x) + from+KA doesn’t accept a specific reading. Recognizing a similarity between an
interrogative and a non-specific reading, Nishigauchi relates this observation to the idea that the operator KA
following the case marker is of interrogative nature.

In view of the relative position with respect to a case marker, exemplification NANKA manifests a
parallel distribution with existential KA, and negative evaluation NANKA, with interrogative KA. From this
viewpoint, I propose the following hypotheses:

(30)a. KA of exemplification NANKA assumes a function similar to existential operator KA.
b. KA of negative evaluation NANKA assumes a function similar to interrogative operator KA.
c. An indefinite iten NAN of the particle NANKA introduces a variable and a restriction of the same
type as the focalized item, (ex. an entity variable and a restriction [+human] in the case of Mr:
Takemoto-NANKA), with a feature [-human] of NAN being neutralized™*,

2.6. Compositional derivation of exemplification use and negative evaluation use

In terms of the hypotheses (30a~c), I will show in this subsection that the semantics of exemplification
meaning is compositionally derived, and next examine the derivation of negative evaluation meaning. According
to the hypothesis (30c), NAN of NANKA introduces the same type of variable and restriction as the focalized
item. Under Alternative Semantic’s framework, the variable is quantified by the focus interpretation operator
(responsible for the creation of the FSV and similar to the interrogative operator). As a result, NAN is interpreted
just as an WH item in WH questions, as shown in (31a):

* An effect of this neutralization will be discussed in Chapter 4.



Gla [[NAN[EAPAwWAW[WERLW)A LxPX)(W)= A xPERW)]
b.  [[KA]l=A w. dx (x=XXw)
c.  [[NANKA]]
=APAwAW[WETLw)A A x [PEYW)A Fx =)W= A X [PEYW)A I x x=X)}w")]]

d.  [[M. Takemotoll= {t}
e. [[will marry]l= AwAX. Will-marry (x)(w)
f.  [[Takemoto-NANKA will marry]]=A w A W wET (W) A x [Will-marry (x)}(W)/\ T x (x=t)w)]

= A X [Will-marry (W) /\ Ix (x=6(w)]

In other words, I assume that the operator KA of the particle NANKA does not directly quantify the indefinite
NAN, as in (25a) and (26a), but serves to indicate the relation between the focalized item and NAN
(independently quantified and interpreted as a set of alternatives). By way of the hypothesis (30a), the operator
KA indicates an existence of a value of the variable x equivalent to the focalized item®, rather than a simple
existence of a value of the variable (ex. existence of an individual equivalent to Mr. Takemoto among a set of
contextually relevant individuals, for Mr Takemoto-NANKA). Representing the focalized item by X, the
semantics of KA is represented by (31b). It should be noted that the existence of an alternative other than the
focalized item is not presupposed in the sementics of (31b). In other words, the operator KA indicates the
inclusion relation of the OSV among the set depicted by the FSV. In this way, the semantics of a proposition Ar:
Takemoto-NANKA will marry inw is derived fully compositionally, as shown in (311).

In the case of negative evaluation NANKA, the meaning of NAN is equally interpreted as a WH item,
as shown in (32a). According to the hypothesis (30b), KA in this case is an interrogative operator asking whether
the focalized item X is included in a set of contextually relevant alternatives denoted by NAN (ex. whether Taro
is included in a set of contextually relevant alternatives who came). This meaning boils down to asking whether
the OSV is included among the set of FSV. This question is reduced to a polar question asking whether the OSV
is true in an accessible world w. In this way, the question “Is the focus Zaro included in a set of those who came

in w?” boils down to a polar question “Did Taro come in w?”, as shown in (32f):

(32)a. [[NAN]FAPAWAWIWERLW) A AxPEY W)= AxPEYW)]
b. [[KA]lE AwAw [dx(x=X)w)= dxx=X)W"]
c.  [INANKAIF AP A w A wweERLw)APXYW) =P(X)XW))
d.  [[Taro]l= {1}
e. [[came]l= A wAx. Came (x}Xw)
f.  [[Taro-NANKA came in w]}= 2 w A W’ [WET (Lw) A(Came (W)= Came (t)(W’))]

=[{Did Taro come in w?]}

The semantics in (32f) obtained in a usual compositional way doesn’t correspond to that of the appropriateness

 There exist cases where the expression attached to NANKA is not a simple individual, but a generalized quantifier,
as in (I), or an adjectival predicate, as in (I1):
O subeteno hito nanka ko-nai.
All people NANKA come-Gen  “It is not the case that all people-NANKA will come”
n (watasi wa) kiree nankade wa nai.
1 Top pretty the like Cop Top Neg  “It is not the case that I’'m pretty-NANKA”
The proper treatment of these cases will be a subject of future research.



condition in (33b), introduced in Section 2.4.:

(33)a. [Taro came in w0] =1 [defindness condition]
b.  Vw[wEmaxywf (Ew)/\—~Iw (w=w0)] [~ Came (t)(w)] [appropriateness condition)]

We should next ask how the true proposition in (33a) and the polar question in (32f) give birth to a negation
observed in (33b). For this purpose, I will refer to Han’s analysis of rhetorical questions.

2.7. Rhetorical WH questions

A rhetorical question literally denotes a set of propositions (i.e. a set of sets of possible worlds), but
express a negative proposition. Thus, a polar question in (34a) literally denotes a set of two possible
answers (i.e. positive one and negative ones), as in (34b), and, when interpreted as a rhetorical one,
expresses a negative answer in (34c). Similarly, a WH question involving a WH item who in (35a) literally
denotes a set of possible answers (a set of sets of possible worlds where the set of those who finished the
paper is the same), as in (35b). When interpreted as a rhetorical one, it expresses a negative answer no one
finished the paper. as in (35¢)*:

(34)a Did John finish the paper? (Han 2002: 214)
b. A wAW[(John finished the paper in w) = (John finished the paper in w’)]
c. Aw[w € f(w) N —[John finished the paper in w]

(35)a Who finished the paper? (idem.217)
b. AwAW][Ax. xfinished the paper in w= A x. x finished the paper in w’]
c. Aw[w € f(w) A —3Ix[x finished the paper in w}"’

The question raised by rhetorical questions boils down to asking why, among possible answers, a negative
one (ex. John didn't finish the paper for (34a) and no one finished the paper for (35a)) is selected. Han
proposes an analysis combining the semantics of interrogatives and a pragmatic principle, ‘Make your
contribution as informative as is required’. This principle is a derived from the Grician Quantity Principle
requiring that the information value of a statement be maximal in the relevant discourse. The most valuable
information to the speaker is one contrary to his predication. Han further claims that, uttering a question, the

% The presence of a negation in rhetorical questions is confirmed by their compatibility with a strong negative polarity
minimalizer a, as shown in (I):
0y Who lifted a finger to help Mary? (Han 2002: 205)
7 In terms of denotation, the interrogative meaning of (34a) indicates a partition of possible worlds into two groups, in
one of which John finished the paper, and in another John didn’t finished the paper, as exemplified in (Ia). Similarly,
in a model M3 consisting of two members {John, Mary}, the possible values for the WH item who in (35a) is a
power set of the set containing two individuals, that is, { ¢, John, Mary, {John, Mary}}. (35a) then means, with
respect to M3, a partition of possible worlds into four groups, as illustrated in (Ib):
(Da. [[Did John finished the paper ?]]""&" =
group 1 : John finished the paper in w1, w3, w5, ...
group 2 : John didn’t finish the paper in w2, w4, w6...
b. [[who finished the paper ?]]"'"#" =
groupl: no one finished the paper in wi...
group2: John finished the paper in w2,...
group3: Mary finished the paper in w3,...
group4: John and Marie finished the paper in w4,...



speaker selects the form that would be the most informative if it were true, that is, the form the least
compatible with his predication. As well known, negative polar questions like in (36a) “implicate that the
speaker expects a positive answer” (Han 2002: 214), as illustrated by (36b):

(36)a Didn’t John finish the paper?
b. speaker’s expectation: John finished the paper (idem. 214)

According to Han (idem.214), “in general, a positive yes-ro question has no implications as to the speaker’s
expectation towards the answer. However, sometimes it implicates the speaker’s expectation towards the
answer, in particular when the auxiliary verb is focused, and when it does, it implicates that the speaker
expects a negative answer”, as shown in (37b):

(37)a Did John finish the paper?
b. speaker’s expectation: John didn’t finish the paper. (idem. 214)
(38)a Who finished the paper?
b. speaker’s expectation: most people did not finish the paper (idem.217)

Similarly, a positive WH question, like (38a), sometimes implicates that “the set of individuals who satisfy
the question is smaller than the set of individuals who do not satisfy the question” (p.217), as shown in
(38b). Therefore, in the rhetorical reading by which the speaker intends a unique answer among possible
answers, the selected answer is one which arises the most naturaily from his prediction, that is, a negative
one, both for a positive polar question like in (37a) and for a positive WH question, as in (38a).

Han assumes further that not only WH questions, but also polar questions include a WH item
(implicit whether in the second case). This author then claims that “the LF output of a rhetorical
wh-question interacts with pragmatics, and undergoes a post-LF derivation where the wh-phrase maps onto
a negative quantifier” (idem.220). According to this analysis, after an implicit WH item whether in (37a) or
who in (38a) are respectively replaced, at the post-LF level, by the negative operator (—) or by the empty
set no one, the compositional interpretation of the whole sentence is effected. Consequently, although
mediated by a pragmatic implicature, the semantics of rhetorical questions may be derived compositionally.

2.8. Derivation of negative evaluation NANKA revisited

Now, it is possible to make sense of the derivation of the appropriatenéss condition in (39¢) from the
situationally obtained definedness condition in (39a) and the semantically obtained meaning in (39b) of a
proposition Taro-NANKA came in w:

(39, [Taro came inw0] = 1 o [defindness condition]
b. [[Zaro-NANKA came in wll= A w A W [wE RIL,w) A\ [(Taro came in wy= (Taro came in w’)]]
¢ VwwEmaxywfiZw)A—Iw (w=w0)] [~ (Taro came in w)] [appropriateness condition]

In view of the Grician Quantity Principle, the factive proposition Taro came in w0 provides a maximal
information when the fact that Taro came is true only in the actual world, and not in other accessible worlds. A
pragmatic implicature is thus derived according to which Taro did not come in an accessible world distinct from



the actual world. Intuitively, the speaker intentionally utters a positive polar question Did Taro come in (39b), in a
situation where the proposition Taro came is clearly true in the actual world w0, as shown in (39a). The positive
polar question in (39b) is interpreted as a rhetorical one: at the post-LF level, the interrogative operator KA maps
onto the negative operator, as in (40b):

(0. [[NANIFAPAWAWIWERIW) A AxPEXW)= AXPXYW)]
b. [[K4]F Aw[~Ixx=X(w)]
c.  [[NANKA]]=APAwAw[wEmaxywfw) A-Iww=w0)
A 2 [PEOW)A Ix(x=X)W)] = A [PEYW) A~ T x(e=X)(W)]]
. = APAw[wEmaxywfUw) A-~ITww=w)] [~ PX)}wW)]
[[7aro-NANKA came inwll= V'w [wE maxy wf(,w)/\~ 3w (W=w0)] [~ (Taro came in w)]
=[[Zaro didn t come in w distinct from wi.]]

Consequently, at the post-LF level, X-NANKA is interpreted as denoting a restricted set of alternatives such that
they are distinct from the focus X; in an accessible world maximally corresponding to the ordering source and
distinct from the actual world, as shown in (40c): Taro-NANKA is interpreted as denoting who other than Taro in
w diistinct from w0. In other words, a sentence including negative evaluation NANKA is interpreted as indicating
that in any accessible world maximally corresponding to the ordering source and distinct from the actual world,
the focus X does not satisfy the proposition denoted by the sentence, as shown in (40c'). As a result, the
semantics of the appropriateness condition in (40d) is derived, which indicates that in any accessible world
maximally corresponding to the speaker’s wishes and distinct from the actual world, Taro didn 't come.

2.9. Recapitulation

In Section 2, 1 claimed that exemplification meaning of NAWNKA is fully compositionally derived from
the meaning of NAN (introducing the same type of variable and restriction as the focalized item) and that of KA
(existential quantifier), while its negative evaluation meaning needs, not only a compositional meaning of NAN
(which is the same as in exemplification case) and KA (interrogative operator), but also the intervention of a
Grician Conversational Implicature (Quantity Principle).

3. French NP Comp XP constructions
In this section, 1 will show that the analysis advanced in Section 2 for the ambiguity of NANKA may be

applied to the ambiguity of French NP Comp XP. After confirming the focus analysis (Section 3.1.), T will show
that existential matrix IL Y A is responsible for giving birth to exemplification meaning, in the same way as
existential operator KA of NANKA (Section 3.2.) I will next claim that surprise meaning of French NP Comp XP
is derived via Grician Conversational Implicature, in a way similar to but a little different from Japanese negative
evaluation NANKA (Section 3.3.)

3.1. Focus analysis
According to an influential analysis, the NP Comp XP construction like in (41a,b) should be analyzed

as including a kind of relative clause:



(41)a Est-ce que quelqu’un travaille ici 7 Oui, il y a Pierre qui travaille. (Léard 1992: 47)
“Is anyone working here? -- Yes, Pierre or the like (for example) is working”
b. Ah! Mon dieu! dit-il, Monsieur Michel qui est mort! (Sandfeld 1965: 155)
“Oh, my God! said he, Mr. MICHEL died!”

I will first examine the relative clause analysis and point out its problems (Section 3.1.1), and next provide some
arguments in favor of the focus analysis (Section 3.1.2).

3.1.1. Pseudo-Relative analysis
French NP Comp XP may express the existence of an event, rather than of an entity, as in (42a,b):

(42)a. Que se passe-t-il ? — Il y a Pierre qui regarde la télé. (Léard 1992: 71)
“What’s going on? —(Lit.) There’s Pierre that is watching TV.”
b. Que se passe-t-il quand elle écrit ? Et I’émotion qui s’empare d’elle quand elle lit certaines lettres !
“What happens when she is writing? (Lit.) And the emotion that is emancipating from her when she is
reading certain letters!” (Roger Grenier, Les Larmes d’Ulysse: 128)

Doetjes, Rebuschi & Rialland (2004) argue that such an event reporting type should be analyzed as
“pseudo-relative”, and that the presuppositional part is elliptical. According to this analysis, (42a) may be
paraphrased by (42a’) :

(42)a’. 11y a [Pierre qui regarde la tél€] qui se passe  (the underlined part is elliptical)
“There’s [Pierre who is watching TV] that is going on”

Pseudo-relatives typically occur as a perception verb complement, as in (43a), and manifest a subject / object
asymmetry. This restriction is equally observed in event-reporting cases of IL Y A NP Comp XP or independent
NP Comp XP: it must be the subject of XP that is superficially focalized, as shown by the low acceptability of
cases involving a object NP in (43b) with a perception verb, (44a) with IL Y A, and (44b) without a matrix. In
other words, the complementizer must be a subject form gui:

(43)a. Je le vois qui marche dans les ténébres. (Flaubert, Hérodias: 103)
“I see him that is walking in the darks”
b.  *Je le vois qu’on décore des palmes académiques. (Muller 1995: 312)
“I see him that they are decorating with academic palms”
(44)a. 7Nty ale livre que Pierre lit. (Léard 1992: 131) [not fully acceptable with an event-reporting reading]
“(Lit.) There’s the book that Pierre is reading.”
b.  ?0h, le facteur que Pierre renverse ! (Furukawa 1996: 64)
“(Lit.) Oh, the postman that Pierre is upsetting!”

There however exist at least three distributional differences between perception verb cases and IL Y A /

independent cases. First, severe aspectual and temporal restrictions are imposed on perception verb cases; XP
should denote an event simultaneously occurring with that of the matrix and therefore of an imperfective /



durative type (Radford 1975, Prebensen 1982, Kleiber 1988). Furthermore, the tense of X2 depends on that of
the matrix: a present tense in the matrix requires the same present tense in XP as in (45a), and a past tense (passé
simple, passé compose, or imparfait) in the matrix needs a XP in imparfait tense representing a past state’. Other
past tenses denoting a perfective event (passé simple or passé compose) are excluded in XP, as in (45b) (Radford
1975, Prebensen 1982, Willems 1983, Benzakour 1984). On the other hand, the matrix i/ y a in present tense
admits a XP in passé composé tense denoting a past event, as in (46a). Independent cases equally accept passé
composé tense, as in (46b)”:

(45)a. Jele vois qui {renre /*estrentré}  tard.
“I see him that {is coming back / has come back} late” (adatpted from Willems 1983: 149)
b. Jelaivuqui {rentrait /*&tait rentré / *est rentré / *rentre} tard hier SOir.

“I saw him that {was coming/*had come/*has come/*is coming} back late yesterday evening”
(46)a. Ya mon chien qui a disparu hier.
“(Lit.) There’s my doc that disappeared yesterday”
b. Le gracieux camarade qui m’est venu 1 par hasard ! (Marivaux, Les Fausses Confidences: 1182)
“(Lit;) The graceful friend that has come to me here by accident!”

Secondly, a restriction concerning predicate type is imposed on pseudo-relatives of perception verbs:
XP should be a directly observable stage-level predicate and thus cannot be an individual-level type representing
an inner state, like an idea, a feeling, an intention, as illustrated by the low acceptability of (47a) (Cadiot 1976,
Rothenberg 1979, Benzakour 1984): independent NP qui XP is indifferent to this restriction, as shown in (47b):

(4T)a. *Je le regarde qui déteste Marie. “I watch him that dislikes Marie”  (Benzakour 1984)
b. Moi qui la hais. “(Lit.) Me that hate her” (Genet, Les Bonnes: 38)

Furthermore, a person restriction is observed in perception verb cases: the first and second persons are
excluded for the NP of NP qui XP, as in (48a) (Radford 1975, Rothenberg 1979, Kleiber 1988, Guasti 1992,
Cinque 1995). This restriction is not observed in NP qui XP without a matrix, as illustrated by (48b):

% Passé simple and passé composé tenses represent a past perfective event, while imparfait tense denotes a past state
or a past habitude.
 In an independent NP qui XP underlined in (1), a present tense denotes a perfective event occurring in a discourse
sequence reported in passé simple (simple past) tense. This type of present tense may be analyzed as “historical
present”. Such a use of present tense is impossible in perception verb cases:
6] [When the speaker was playing as an accompanist in a club, a lot of unpredictable accidents happened. One
of such episodes is reported below]
Un autre jour, j’accompagnais un violoniste qui jouait la Danse des lutins de Bazzini. Au bout de quelques
mesures, ce fut la cacophonie. Ce qu’il jouait ne correspondait plus du tout avec ce que j’apercevais sur la
partition. On m’avait tourné deux pages d’un coup! Nous recommencimes, franchimes sans encombre le
passage périlleux, et... nouvelle catastrophe! Encore une page sautée ! Et lui qui tapote 1’épaule : « Alors,
petit gars, ga commence a suffire! ».
“Another day, I was accompanying a violinist playing the Dance of fairies of Bazzini. After some measures,
that was the cacophony. What he was playing did not at all correspond to what I was looking at on the
partition. Two pages were turned at once! We restarted, jumped without hesitation the difficult passage,
and... another catastrophe! One page was jumped again! (Lit.) And him that taps my shoulder: «Then little
boy, now it is sufficient (it needs not to continue) »”
(Bruno Monsaingeon, Richter: écrits, conversation, Actes Sud: 46)




(48)a. ?/*Pierre me voit qui parle 3 Jean.  “Pierre sees me that am talking to Jean” (Guasti 1992: 251)
b. Moi qui croyais qu’il ne comprenait pas ! “(Lit.) Me that believed that he didn’t understand!”
(Dostoevsky, Le Joueur: 91)

These differences seem to suggest that the event-reporting type of NP qui XP with IL Y A (there’s) or without a
matrix should not be analyzed on a pair with pseudo-relatives of perception verb complements.

3.1.2. Arguments for focus analysis

Next, I will present two arguments in favor of the focus analysis of French NP Comp XP with or
without IL Y. First, a similar surprise meaning is conveyed in English by “emphatic focus™ constructions
involving contrastive stress, as in (49):

(49) John would distrust Albert SCWEITzer.  (Krifka 1995: 15)

This kind of focus construction is called “‘quantificational superlative” (Fauconnier 1975) or “pragmatic
superlative” (Haspelmath 1997). According to Krifka (1995: 15), this construction induces alternatives and “The
function of emphatic focus is to indicate that the proposition that is actually asserted is prima facie a particularly
unlike one with respect to the alternatives [..] in the current common ground™: (49) suggests that “it must be
considered that John would trust Albert Schweitzer than [...] any other person” (idem. 15). It is true that this
emphatic focus meaning does not exactly correspond to surprise meaning of NP Comp XP, but rather to an
extremity meaning evoked by scalar additive particles like even (see Section 2.1.). But a surprise meaning
equally observed suggests a validity of similar treatment of French NP Comp XP and English emphatic focus.

Secondly, as noted in Section 3.1.1., French NP Comp XP may express the existence of an event, and in
this case, a subject / object asymmetry is observed. Such an event reading is equally available for English
emphatic focus constructions, as in (50a) (called “sentence focus” by Lambrecht 1994), where a similar subject/
object asymmetry is observed as shown by the low acceptability of object focus in (50b)::

(50)a. [What happened?] — Her FATHER died. (Lambrecht 1994: 143)
b.  Why didn’t she come to work today? -- # Her husband made a SCENE. (idem.308)

This common restriction justifies the parallel treatment of French and English constructions as focus sentences.
By the way, Olivier Bomani (p.c.) is skeptical to the focus analysis of IL ¥ A NP Comp XP construction,
which is not fully acceptable in a typical focus environment, that is, question-answer pair, as in (51):

(51)  Qui travaille ? - ?1l y a Pierre (qui travaille). (Léard 1992: 47)
“Who is working? — (Lit.) There is Pierre (that is working).”

He also suggests that this construction involves rather a ‘partial topic’ in the sense of Biiring (1999) (see Section
2.2.): the fact that it essentially represents a partial (non-exhaustive) answer allows it to be used in event reporting
cases which are obliged to be partial answers: when the dialogue in (52) is uttered, one may not be able to
enumerate exhaustively what is happening:



(52) Qu’est-ce qui se passe ? ~ Il y a Michel qui est tombé dans I’escalier.
“What happened? -- MICHEL has fell down on the stairs”

It should be noted that the focus intended by Bonami is the one which transmits a new information (information
focus). It seems possible to maintain that NP qui XP instantiates a different type of focus, that is, a contrastive
focus whose defining feature is to introduce a contrast with respect to alternatives, rather than transmitting a new
information. Even if it tums out to be appropriate to analyze this construction in terms of “contrastive topic”, it
remains possible to analyze it as a focus in a broad sense defined in the present paper. In the following two
sections, I will examine the derivation of exemplification and surprise meanings of NP Comp XP.

3.2. Compositional semantics of exemplification meaning

I first claim that exemplification meaning of NP Comp XP should be analyzed semantically on a pair
with that of exemplification NANKA. In effect, in the IL Y A cases, the existence of other candidates satisfying
the relevant proposition is not presupposed, just as in exemplification NANKA, and may be cancelled,
differently from cases involving an additive particle aussi (f00), as shown by the contrast in (53a,b):

(53)a. Qui a voté pour toi ? - Il y a Frangois qui a voté pour moi et personne d’autre.
“Who voted for you? — (Lit.) There’s Frangois that voted for me and no one other than him” (adapted
from Léard 1992: 49)
b.  Qui a voté pour toi ? — *Frangois aussi a vote pour moi et personne d’autre.
“Who voted for you? -- *Frangois also voted for me and no one other than him. >

On the basis of the hypothesis that NP Comp XP instantiates a focus construction, I will propose, for the example
(54a), the structure in (54b); \

(54)a 1y a Pierre qui travaille.
b. There’s Pierre [cp OPy that e is working]

Taking into account the fact that the focus interpretion operator is essentially the same as an interrogative
operator, it seems reasonable to assume that the denotation of the CP part in (54b) is the same as that of a WH
question (which boils down to the focus semantic value), as shown in (55a):

(55)a. [[OPy qui ey travaille in w]l= 1 w A W’[ A X.Be-working (XXw) = A x.Be-working (x}w")]
b. [[iya]]
=APAw A wWwERLW)A(AX[PEXW) A\ TxE=XXW)]= A x [PGXW)A Tx(x=XXW)]D]
c. [[Pierre]] = {p}
d. [[iya Pierre qui travaille inw]]= AwAwW[wEf{lw) A
(A x [Be-working (x)(W)/\ Ix (x=p}W)]= A x [Be-Working (x)(W)/\ 3x (x=pXw")}))

The existential matrix IL Y A assumes the same function as the existential opei'ator KA of NANKA: it indicates

an inclusion relation of the focalized item (signaled by X in (55b)) among a set of alternatives (that is, an
inclusion relation of the OSV among a set of the FSV), as shown in (55b). The exemplification meaning is fully



compositionally obtained, as illustrated in (55d), which denotes a set of sets of accessible worlds where the set of
those who are working and who include Pierre is the same.

3.3. Derivation of surprise meaning

As regards independent NP Comp XP, like in (56a), its syntax is equally represented by (56b). The
denotation of the CP part is the same as a WH question, just in exemplification case, as shown in (57a). But
differently from IL Y A cases, the absence of a matrix leads to a situation where the focus and the CP part cannot
be semantically related:

(56)a. Michel quiestmortt “MICHEL is dead!”
b.  Michel [cp OPy qui e est mort]

(5Na. [[OPy qui exest mortinw]l=A w A W[ 2 x.Dead (x}w) = A x.Dead (x)}w")]  [FSV]
b.  [[Michel]] = {m}

¢. [[Michel is dead inwOl}]=1 [factivity]
d ~Ix@=m) A-Iw(w=w0) [by Grician Quantity Principle]
e. [[Michel OP qui e est mort in wi}

!

AW AW [wEmaxywfLwW) A~ 3w (w=w0)
A 2 x [Dead (xXw)/\~3x (=m)}w)]= A x [Dead (x)}W) A\~ Ix (x=m)w")]}
V'w [wEmaxyfiw) A~ 3w (w=w0)] [~ (Michel is dead in w)] [appropriateness condition]

it

Crucially, this construction is uttered in a context where the ordinary semantic value is presupposed as true in the
actual world w0 (factivity), as shown in (57c), just as in the cases of negative evaluation NANKA. T will argue
that a Grician Quantity Principle makes sense of the derivation of the appropriateness condition (57¢) from the
semantically obtained WH question meaning (a set of sets of possible worlds) in (57a) and the situationally
obtained true proposition in (57¢): the speaker intentionally utters a WH question who is dead in w? in a situation
where the proposition Miche! is dead is clearly true in the actual world w0. According to the Quantity Principle,
the factive proposition is maximally informative when it is true only in the actual world w0, that is, when the
variable x is not equivalent to the focalized item Michel and a possible world w is not equivalent to the actual
world w0, as shown in (57d). As a result, the semantics in (56¢) is derived, which indicates that in any accessible
world in the modal base f{Z,w), maximally corresponding to the ordering source g (/,w) (reflecting the speaker’s
expectation), and which is not equivalent to the actual world, the proposition Michel is dead is not true.

According to this analysis, the absence of a matrix in French focus constructions substantially
contributes to the derivation of their surprise meaning, and therefore it needs not be restored by any syntactic or
semantic process™”. In this chapter, I showed that exemplification and surprise meanings of French NP Comp XP
focus constructions may be analyzed in a way fundamentally similar to the ambiguity of Japanese focus particle
NANKA.

% Stainton (2004) recently defends an idea that a syntactic or semantic ellipsis is not always required for the
interpretation of non-sentential speeches, like “Sam’s momt” (uttered in a situation where both the speaker and the
hearer are looking at the referred woman in the doorway), and suggests that the gap between a literal meaning (i.e.
entity) and the intended meaning (i.e. proposition) of such one-word sentences is bridged via the inferential process
treating perceptual information and extra-linguistic knowledge. My claim concemning the French focus construction
is that the inferential process mentioned by Stainton is irrelevant for its surprise meaning which arises not via such
an inference process, but by way of Conversational Implicature.



4. Special ordering source induced by negative evaluation NANKA
In Section 2.4., I cited Yamanaka (1995)’s characterization of negative evaluation NANKA, according

to which the focalized item is not only out of the speaker’s expectation, but contrary to her / his preference
(wishes). Such an implication of inappropriateness is not observed with French NP Comp XP. This special
evaluative meaning may be captured by saying that the ordering source activated by negative evaluation
NANKA is a boulectic one (in view of the speaker’s wishes) rather than a doxastic one (in view of the speaker’s
beliefs) or an epistemic one (in view of available evidences). I will examine this question, by pointing out a
similarity between negative evaluative NANKA and a special kind of rhetorical WH question.

4.1. Special rhetorical questions involving a what-like item

The analysis advanced in Sections 2.7 and 2.8. boils down to treating negative evaluation NANKA on a
pair with rhetorical questions. This parallel treatment is supported by the existence of a special kind of rhetorical
question inducing a similar inappropriateness, illustrated, by (58a) in French, (58b) in German and (58¢c) in

Japanese:

(58)a Que n’a-t-il [=the Serb régime] choisi la discussion et I’échange au lieu de soutenir dans le plus grand
cynisme le pilonnage de Sarajevo ou les exécutions collectives? [French]
“Why (Lit. What) haven’t they chosen discussion and exchange instead of supporting in the utmost
cynicism the shelling of Sarajevo or collective executions?” (Munaro & Obenauer 1999: 209, note 15)

b. Was schaust du mich so an ?! (idem.) [German]
what look you at-me so  “Why (Lit. What) are you looking at me like that?!”
¢. nani (o) nai-teru- no? (Adachi 2001: 131) [Japanese]

thing(x) (Acc) cry-Progressive-Interrogative  “Why (Lit. What) are you crying?!”

According to Munaro & Obenauer (2002), this construction expresses “the speaker’s surprise, annoyance or
disapproval with respect to the event referred to”. This meaning is strikingly similar to that of negative evaluation
induced by NANKA. These authors further observe that a formal particularity of this construction is to involve a
WH item corresponding to English whar, but interpreted as why. They suggest that the origin of this special use
of what-like WH item may be traced back to its lexically poor and underspecified features: other WH items like
who, where, or why bear some positive feature like [+human], [+place] or [+reason], while the features of
what-like WH items are only negatively specified, such as [-human], [-place], [-reason].

4.2, Feature neutralization of focus particle NANKA

As noted in Section 2.5., NANKA also includes a what-like item NAN(I) whose features are only
negatively specified. NAN(]) in independent uses is restricted to denote an entity bearing features like [-human],
[-place], [-time], [-reason], etc. For example, a boundable item bearing [+human] feature in Japanese is DARE
(see Section 2.5.). Therefore, DARE but not NAN(I) is compatible with a verb that requires a human subject, like
ronbun o kaku (write a paper), as in (59a). On the other hand, in order to focalize a human NP, only NAN-KA is
possible, and DARE-KA is excluded, as observed in (59b):

(59)a. {dare /*nani} ga robun o Kkai- ta no ?
{person(x)/*thing(x)} Nom paper Acc write- Pst Interrog. “{Who / *What} wrote a paper?”



b. Taro {*dareka /nanka} ga ronbuno kai- ta
Taro {*DAREKA/NANKA} Nom paper Acc write-Pst “The like of Taro wrote a paper!”
(60)a. {doko /*nani} e iku no?
{place (x)/ *thing(x)} to go Interrogative *“{Where/*To what} do you go?”
b. Simodae {*dokoka /nanka} nani-si ni iku no? (Teramura 1991: 182)
Simoda to {*DOKOKA /NANKA} what-do in-order-to go Interrogative
“What makes you to go to the like of Shimoda?”

Similarly, a boundable item with [+place] feature is DOKO. In a context where a location is in question, as in
(60a), DOKO but not NANI is used. On the other hand, in order to focalize a postpositional phrase with [+place]
feature, NAN-KA and not DOKO-KA is used, as shown in (60b). Such a neutralization of feature restriction
commonly observed in NANKA and what-like WH items in surprise rhetorical questions seems to justify the
paralle! treatment of them.

Then why is the neutralization of feature restriction associated with “the speaker’s surprise, annoyance
or disapproval™? I advance the following hypothesis: i) by using a what-like WH item whose feature is too vague
in the context where a more specified feature (normally [+reason] feature) is expected, it is suggested that there is
no appropriate reason, ii) similarly, in the case of XP-NANKA, by using a form NAN whose feature doesn’t
exactly correspond to that of XP, it is suggested that the type of altematives should be widened from the default
type in order to find the value corresponding to XP. This widening gives rise to an effect that X7 is not included
among default and appropriate alternatives in the relevant context.

5. Negative evaluation NANKA as a Conventional Implicature item?
I claimed above that the derivation of negative evaluation meaning of NANKA and surprise meaning of

NP Comp XP is mediated by a Grician Conversational Implicature. By the way, these meanings don’t contribute
to the truth condition of the sentence, but concerns only its appropriateness condition in a way similar to some
other focus particles like even. The scalar additive meaning of even is often analyzed in terms of Conventional
Implicature (see footnote 9). Recently, Kaplan (1999), Potts (2005), and Kratzer (2005) argue that expressive
items, illustrated by an adjective damn in (61a) or an epithet jerk in (61b), should be analyzed by way of
Conventional Implicature:

(61)a. Ed refuses to look after Sheila’s damn dog. (Potts 2005: 158)
b.  Right after Chuck agreed to help out, the jerk boarded a plane for Tahiti (ibid.)

In this section, I will compare my analysis of negative evaluation NANKA and surprise NP Comp XP in terms of
Conversational Implicature with such a recent analysis in terms of Conventional Implicature.

5.1. Criteria identifying expressive contents

Potts (2005) proposes some criteria, in order to identify expressive items.
(I) The expressive item, evoking a discrepancy between superficial structure and content, needs not to
semantically take as argument its nominal sister, but the entire clause®. For example, negative evaluation

*! Two different views are proposed concerning syntax / semantics interface for items semantically scoping over the



expressed by damn in (62a) and in (62b) may not concern only Sheila’s dog or the machine, but the fact that we
have to look after Sheila s dog or the fact that the machine didn t come with an electric plug:

(62)a. We have to look after Sheila’s damn dog. (idem.166)
b. Nowhere did the instructions say that the damn machine didn’t come with an electric plug! (ibid.)

(1) The expressive content is not presupposed, but entailed. For instance, the presupposition evoked by stop in
(63a), such that John used to smoke before may be cancelled. On the other hand, the speaker’s evaluation
expressed by bastard in (63b) cannot be canceled:

(63)a. John stopped smoking. But in fact, he has never smoked.
b,  That bastard Corner was promoted. # But probably he in fact is a nice guy. (modified from Potts 2005:
157

The hearer may contest the appropriateness of the speaker’s evaluation, as in (64a), but the negation of the
appropriateness does not at all influence the truth of the fact that Corner was promoted, differently from the
ordinary negation, illustrated in (64b):

(64)a. Anne: That bastard Corner was promoted. — Kyle: Corner is not a bastard. (idem.157)
b. Anne: Comer got promoted. — Kyle: Corner did not get promoted. (ibid.)

(IIl) The expressive content is attributed in principle exclusively to the speaker. For example, in (65a), negative
evaluation expressed by damn cannot be due to the subject of the sentence Clinton, but only to the speaker of the
sentence Bush: (65a) can be followed by “although Clinton doesn’t say that the Republicans are damn guys”, but
not by “but I am not sure if the Republicans are really damn guys”. Similarly in (65b), we cannot get an
interpretation such that each Democrat judges his proposal as stupid, but only the speaker may assume a role of
the evaluator:

(65)a. Bush: Clinton says the damn Republicans should be less partisan.  (idem.160)
b.  Every Democrat with a proposal for reformy, claims the stupid thing, deserves public support.(ibid)

(IV) The expressive content is independent from the truth conditional content. This is confirmed by (65b) which
indicates that the expressive meaning expressed by stupid cannot enter into scope relation with the
c-commanding quantificational operator every. Similarly, the expressive meaning of damn in (66a) and of jerk in
(66b) can be influenced neither by negation or past tense:

whole sentence. Rooth (1996) claims that focus particles (only, also, etc.) in general take a proposition as their
argument. He proposes, for (Ia) involving a focus particle only, the LF syntax in (Ib), where the sentence operator
only takes scope over the whole sentence and refers, in its lexical semantics, to the alternative set C:

(Da. Only [MICHEL ]gocs is dead.
b. [ir only(C) [ip [;p MICHEL is dead]~C] [~ is the focus interpretation operator, see Section 2.2.]
On the other hand, Potts argues that an expressive adjective like domn is syntactically just an ordinary nominal
modifier, and that the semantic composition of Conventional Implicature contents is effected totally independent
from that of ruth conditional contents.



(66)a. 1t is just not true that Sheila’s damn dog is on the couch! (idem. 159)
b. That jerk Ed skipped work last week. #But Ed isn’t jerk now, since he has started showing up regularly.
(ibid.)

5.2. Negative evaluation NANKA and NP Comp XP construction

Negative evaluation NANKA and surprise meaning NP Comp XP effectively satisfy these four criteria.
(I) Even if NANKA is superficially attached to a nominal, it semantically takes a propositional argument: in
(67a), what is put into question is the membership of Taro among those who came: in other contexts, Taro might
be a good candidate, for example among members who will succeed in some examination:

(67)a. Yorinimo yotte Taro nanka ga yattteki-ta
of all others  Taro the like Nom come- Pst  “Of all others, the like of Taro came”
b. Michel quiestmort! “MICHEL died!”

In the case of NP Camp XP, the form / content discrepancy is more clear. As noted in Section 3.1., when the
complementizer is a subject form gu, this construction tends to be interpreted as conveying a surprise about an
event rather than about a NP: (67b) is naturally interpreted as expressing a surprise towards the death of Michel.

(II) Negative evaluation of NANKA and surprise meaning of NP Comp XP cannot be canceled: it is impossible
to follow (67a) by a clause suggesting a positive evaluation, as in (68a), or to follow (67b) by a clause expressing
the subject’s expectation, as shown in (69a):

(68)a Yorinimo yotte Taro nanka ga yattteki-ta. #watasi wa manzoku dat- ta.
of allothers  Taro the like Nom come-Pst I Top satisfied Cop-Pst
“Of all others, the like of Taro came. #I was satisfied (with that)”
b.  A:Yorinimo yotte Taronanka ga yattteki-ta.
of all others  Taro the like Nom come- Pst
B:demonaniga ikenai no? ‘
But what Nom wrong Interrogative *“But what’s wrong (about the fact that Taro came)?”
(69)a. Michel qui est mort ! # J’ai prévu ¢a.
“MICHEL died! # I predicted that”
b. A:Michel quiestmort! “MICHEL died!”
B: Mais ce n’est pas étonnant. 11 était malade depuis longtemps.
“But it is not surprising. He was sick for a long time”

The hearer may contest the appropriateness of the speaker’s evaluation or expectation, without influencing the
truth conditional content, as observed in (68b) and (69b), just like in the expressive adjective damn in (64a).

(1)) Negative evaluation of NANKA and surprise meaning of NP Comp XP are attributed in principle

exclusively to the speaker: negative evaluation in (70a) or surprise meaning in (70b) are attributed to an
individual other than the speaker, and these sentences are not fully acceptable:



(70)a. *[Michel nanka ga yattteki-ta] koto ni John wa odoroi-ta,  ga watasi wa manzokusi-ta.
[Michel the like Nom come-Pst] fact to John Top surprised-PstbutI  Top satisfied-Pst
“John was surprised that the like of Michel came. But | was satisfied (with his coming)”
b. *Ca lui est étonnant Michel qui est mort ! Mais je ne suis pas surpris.
“It is surprising to him that MICHEL died. But I’m not surprised”

(IV) The independence of negative evaluation of NANKA with respect to the truth conditional content is
confirmed by the fact that it is not influenced, as an expressive adjective damn, by a c~commanding quantifier: in
(71), a sentential negation does not influence an evaluation given towards Taro, who remains negatively judged
as a member who comes:
(71) Taro nanka ko- nai

Taro thelike come-Neg  “It’s not the case that the like of Taro comes™

Taking into account these phenomena, the Conventional Implicature analysis of negative evaluation
NANKA and French NP Comp XP seem to be appropriate. It should however be noted that, according to Potts
(2005: 7), an expressive content is part of lexical meaning: “No lexical item contributes both an at-issue
[=truth-condition] and a CI [=Conventional Implicature] meaning”“. Following this definition, NP Comp XP
should be excluded from the category of Conventional Implicature, since its expressive meaning might not be
reduced to its lexical meaning. Furthermore, exemplification meaning of NANKA lacking an emotive content
should be analyzed as pertaining to the truth-conditional content. The Conventional Implicature analysis strictly
distinguishing truth conditional contents and expressive contents is forced to admit that negative evaluation
NANKA is a completely different lexical item from exemplification NANKA. In a unificational viewpoint, such
an analysis seems to be less appealing than the analysis advanced here recognizing, between the two uses of
NANKA, both a similarity (i.e. common indefinite NAN) and two differences (i.e. different function of KA and

32 To NP Comp XP construction lacking a matrix, this test pertaining to the relevance of a c-commanding operator is
difficult to apply.

% Another phenomenon seems to indirectly support Conventional Implicature analysis of negative evaluation
NANKA. Potts (2005) argues that Conventional Implicature is instantiated not only by expressive contents, but also
by parentheses conveying the speaker’s comment about the truth conditional content. This author observes that such
parentheses cannot be related to a non referential nominal, like in (fa), where the antecedent of a parenthesis, a
psychiatrist of hers is bound by a universally quantified NP every student:

(Da. *Every student spoke with a psychiatrist of hers, a caring individual who welcomes housecalis. (Potts 2005:
176)
b. *dare nanka/ *darekananka (ibid.)
who NANKA / someone NANKA

As noted in Section 2.4., Teramura (1991: 185) observes that negative evaluation NANKA cannot be attached to a
non-specific or quantified nominal: NANKA cannot focalize a boundable item dare (Person(x)), indefinite pronoun
dareka (someone), as observed in (Ib). For this test, NP Comp XP construction manifests different distributions: this
construction seems to accept quantified NP, as shown in (TI):

(1) Tout le monde qui est mort! “EVERYONE died!”

" According to this definition, a concessive conjunctive marker but, which is often cited as instantiating Conventional
Implicature, is excluded from this category, just because it equally contributes the truth conditional meaning, that is,
conjunction (A\). A similar perspective is advanced by Kaplan (1999) and Kratzer (2005), who claim that expressive
items contribute not to the descriptive / truth-conditional content of a sentence, but to its appropriate use: Kratzer
(2005: 8) argues that “the expressive meaning [...] would be the set of possible situations in which [the truth
conditional content] is uttered appropriately.”



(inrelevance of Conversational Implicature), and which further applies to WH exclamatives, as will be shown in
Section 6.

6. Implication for WH exclamatives

In this section, I will suggest that the analysis proposed for negative evaluation NANKA and surprise
NP Comp XP may provide a fresh look upon the analysis of WH exclamatory constructions. In effect, an
indefinite boundable NAN(I) (what) is observed in both the focus particle NANKA and the adverbial NANTE
observed in Japanese exclamatory clauses, like in (72a)":

(72)a. kono hana-wa nante kireena no- da.  (Ono 2002:305)

this flower-Top NANTE beautiful Comp Cop
“Lit. It’s (surprising) that this flower is WHAT beautiful!”
“How beautiful this flower is !”

b. omae, [aitu-no idokoro] nante  sit- teiru  no- ka! (Numata 2003: 236)
you, him-Genplace NANTE know-Progr. Comp-Interrog / Surprise
“It’s (surprising) that you know his place-NANKA!”

¢.  [jikan ni seekaku-na kimi ga tikoku-suru] nante! (Gendai Nihongo Bunpoo 4: 88)
[hour Loc exact-be youNom be-late]  NANTE
“It’s (surprising) that you who are punctual, YOU ARE LATE!”

It should be noted that NANTE may also be used as a focus particle in a way essentially similar to negative
evaluation NANKA®: in (72b), NANTE is attached to a nominal argument and may be replaced by NANKA,
while, in (72¢), it is attached to the whole sentence.

Similarly, in French (and in English too), a degree exclamation may be expressed by a construction
superficially very similar to surprise NP Comp XP, that is, independent relative constructions, called Nominal
Exclamatives and illustrated by (73a) which is semantically equivalent to a WH exclamative in (73b):

(73)a. Lesbeaux bicepsquetuas! “The handsome muscles that you have!”
b.  Quels beaux biceps tu as ! “What handsome muscles you have!”

Such superficial similarities between i) focus particle NANKA / surprise NP Comp XP and ii) adverbial NANTE
/ Nominal Exclamative NP Comp XP seem to suggest semantic similarities between i) negative evaluation /
surprise and ii) degree exclamation. From this perspective, I will examine the semantics of WH exclamatives
below.

35 According to Ono (2002), the syntax of (72a) is represented by (I): an adverbial NANTE remains in situ and is
licensed by a copular DA, situated in the head of FocusP and bearing a feature [+ focus]:

o [Focuse [Fininep [this flower NANTE  beautifull[ ki NO (nominalizer)froqs DAJ]!

Following this analysis, an adverbial NANTE is endowed with a [+focus] feature, as focus particle NANTE.

% In fact, diachronically, the immediate source of focus particle NANTE is not the same as that of exclamatory
adverbial NANTE. According to Nihongo Daijiten (2003: 341), an adverbial NANTE stems from NANI+TO+HU
(what + quotation + say), while focus particle NANTE is originated from NADO+TO (NADO -+quotation) where
NADO included NANI+TO (Thing(x)y+quotation) (see footnote 21). Therefore, in spite of their different sources,
both uses of NANTE etymologically involve a boundable item NANI (7hing(x)).



6.1. Previous semantic analyses of WH exclamatives
WH exclamatives are superficially similar to WH interrogatives in that both of them involve a WH
item, In this section, I will review three recent semantic analyses of WH exclamatory clauses recognizing such a

formal similarity®’.

6.1.1. Rexach (1996)
Rexach (1996: 154) claims that “interrogatives and exclamatives have basically the same denotations”,

and that a semantic difference between them is that exclamatives are endowed with an illocutionary operator
EXC: a WH intterogative in (74a) and a WH exclamative in (75a) thus are respectively represented by (74b) and
(75b), where d indicates a degree variable, and a constant g, the speaker™™:

(74)a. How tall is John? (Rexach 1996: 153)
b. AW d Tall(Ww)YG,d)= ¢ d. Tall WYj,d)D (idem.154)
(75)a. How tall Johnis! (idem.156)
b. EXC@W)(AW[ . d Tall(wW)j.d)= . d. Tall (WXj,d)])

The semantics in (74b) “denotes a set of possible worlds in which John is as tall as he is in the actual world w”
(idem.154)”. The semantics in (75b) expresses the speaker (a)’s “attitude (surprise, admiration, amazement)
towards the fact that John is d-tall, where d is John’s degree of tallness” (idem.156).

WH degree exclamatives like in (75a) further evoke an extremity according to which “the degree of
John’s tallness is greater than any other degree in a scale of degrees of tallness [which] is determined by the
speaker’s expectations” (ibid.). Rexach represents such an extremity “through an ordering relation between
degrees according to the speaker’s expectations (<) that generates the implicature in (76a) “where W’ ~ w is the
accessibility relation between worlds” (idem.157). (76a) indicates that for every degree d’ concerning tallness
and for every world w’ accessible from the actual world w, if, on the scale <, determined by the speaker’s
expectation, d” is less great than the degree d observed in the actual world, then the fact that John is d’-tall in w’
does not invoke a special attitude (ex. surprise) to the speaker‘w. In other words, (76a) indicates that only the

37 On the other hands, Elliott (1974) and Grimshaw (1979) convincingly show syntactic differences between them by
means of several tests: (im)possibility of subject / auxiliary inversion, (im)possibility of polarity item any,
(im)possible occurrence of an intensifying adverb like very, (im)possible occurrence of an indefinite article a(n), as
in What a pretty girl she is!! | * What a pretty girl is she?, etg.

3% More exactly, Rexach (1996: 154) argues that the illocutionary operator EXC is of a type <i, <s, < < s,t>, t>>>,
where i is a type of the speaker’s variable and s is a type of the world variable, and is defined as in (I). According to
this definition, the semantics of (75a) is represented by (IT):

()] Let a be the speaker, w a world (typically the actual world), p a proposition, and P& EMOT (the set of

emotive properties). Then, EXC = 4 A 8 L W, A P<gp FPe s, <epoms[P(WHPXA)]

£1)) EXC (a}w) (A wA W[ ¢ d. Tall W)(§,d)= ¢ d. Tall (WXj,d)]) iff

AP € EMOT[P(wW) (A wA W[ ¢ d. Tall(w)j,d)= ¢ d. Tall (w)j,d)])a)]

% 1t should be noted that in (74b), the degree variable is quantified by the iota operator . responsible for the
defninitude, so as to suggest that the degree of tallness of Jofm is determined in the actual world. In terms of
Groenendijk & Stokhof’s definition of interrogatives, the semantics of (74a) may be represented rather by (I):

) AwAw[Ad. Tall w)G,d)= Ad Tall (w)(,d)]

The semantics in (I) denotes a set of sets of possible worlds in which the set of degrees of John’s tallness is the same.

“ This representation making use of accessible worlds may be correlated with the analysis proposed by von Fintel
(1999) for a predicate be surprised if the scalarity is defined not between degrees themselves, but between accessible
worlds. This modification will be effected in Section 6.2.



d-degree tallness of John in the actual world may be surprising to the speaker:

(76)a. VI EDy Vw~wd<,d N TZall (wxd’) [extremity]
= ~EXC @)w) (A W[ « &".Tall (WXj,d") = o &.Tall (W”Xj,d)])]
b.  VPEEMOT Vpeap V[ PWYXPXX) = pw)] [factivity]

Rexach further adopts widely accepted view that exclamatives are factive, and represents the factivity
by (76b) indicating that, for every emotive properties P, every proposition p of type <s,t> (a set of possible
worlds), and every entity x, if the speaker @ shows an emotive property P towards a proposition p including an
entity x in the actual world w, then the proposition p is true in w.

6.1.2. Zanuttini & Portner (2003)

Zanuttini & Portner (2003) elaim, with Rexach (1996), that the denotation of WH exclamatives is the
same as that of WH interrogatives. Inspired by an analysis of WH interrogatives as denoting a set of true answers
(Karttunen 1977), these authors represent (77a) by (77b) denoting a set of contextually relevant propositions such
that there exist things (x) in a possible world w:

(77)a What things he eats!
b. [[what things he eats]|"®" = {p: wEp ApECA Ix [p={W: he eats things(x) in w}]}
(adapted from Zanuttini & Portner 2003: 52)
c.  [[ Tx (he eats things(x) in w0)]]= 1 [factivity]

These authors also adopt the factivity of exclamatives. The WH exclamative in (77a) thus presupposes that an
appropriate value is given to the variable x in the actual world, that is, the proposition “there exist things (x) that
he eats” is true in the actual world w0, as in (77¢c)*".

These authors express the extremity of WH exclamatives in terms of “widening” depicted in (78) and
formalized in (79a,b):

# For the syntax of WH exclamative, Zanuttini & Portner (2003) argue, based on Paduan exclamatives where a WH
item co-occurs with a complementizer, that its two semantic features (denotation of a set of propositions and
factivity) are realized by two operators occurring in two distinct syntactic projections. The syntax of (la) is thus
represented by (Ib), where a WH operator occurs in the specifier of the upper CP, while the specifier of the lower CP
is occupied by a factive operator:

(Da What things he eats!
b. [cpi[what (WH) things]i[cr, FACT [ip he eats t;]]] (adapted from Zanuttini & Portner 2003: 64)

(IDa. The things that he eats!
b. [pp the (FACT)[cplnp things WH], [ that [;» he eats t,]} (adapted from Portner & Zanuttini 2005)
These authors further argue that a ‘Nominal Exclamative’ as in (Ila) equally denotes a set of propositions and
manifests the factivity, and that these two semantics features are traced to its syntax (relative construction) illustrated
by (IIb). Firstly, the movement of the antecedent activates an implicit WH operator accomplishing exactly the same
function as an explicit WH item in WH exclamatives. Next the factivity is expressed by an definite article: in
ordinary restrictive relatives, a WH operator scans the intersection of two properties offered by the head NP and the
subordinate clause, for which the definite article specifies an appropriate value; on the other hand, in (Ifa), the
definite article only manifests its basic semantic feature, that is, existential presupposition, which is, according to
Portner & Zanuttini, on a semantic pair with the factivity (presupposition of the truth of a proposition). Consequently,
the semantics of the factivity and of set denotation are fully compositionally derived from the syntactic structure,
both in WH exclamatives and Nominal Exclamatives.



(78) “the WH phrase binds a variable for which an appropriate value cannot be found in the contextuaily
given domain. In order to find the appropriate value, one must look outside of the domain” (idem.50)
(79) WIDENING: for any clause S containing Ryidening, Widen the initial domain of quantification for Ryidening,
D1, to a new domain, D2, such that
a [T -[SI™™"" # 0 and
b. VxVy[xEDI &ysD2-Dl)—x<y] (idem.52)

According to (78), when stating an exclamation, the speaker looks for, in the initial domain (the context C
in (77b)) consisting of a set of contextually relevant propositions, the one corresponding to the actual event.
A WH item carries out this scanning function. After the scanning, the speaker cannot find an appropriate
value, which he must widen the initial domain to find out. The exclamatory meaning is due to the speaker’s
confirmation that the actual event cannot be found in the initial domain.

The formalization in (79) invokes a context change operator Ryigening, and includes a super set
condition in (79a) and a scale condition in (79b), which jointly express extremity. For an exclamatory clause
What things he eats! , “[[S]]*"* is a set of true (in W) propositions of the form ‘he eats X’ where x is drawn
from the new domain D2, while [[S]]"*""~ is the corresponding set for the initial domain D1. [(79a)] amounts to
requiring that new things that he eats [= some surprising food, like very spicy habaneros] be added to the
domain.” (idem.52). And (79b) says that for any member x among the initial domain D1 and for any member y
among the widened part D2-D1, y is higher than x on the relevant scale.

6.1.3. Saebe (2005)

Contrary to Rexach and Zanuttini & Portner, Sebe (2005) argues that “there is no (need for an)
exclamative syntax or semantics” and that “it is misguided to try to encode extremity” According to this author,
in WH exclamatives, “the wh-word introducefs] an equation between two values where one is bound to the
actual world” and the other, to an accessible world: an exclamative how cold it is! is paraphrased by that it is as
cold as it is [effectively], and formalized by (80a):

(80)a. A w[ A d.Cold (dYw)= 1 d.Cold(dXw0)]

b. Combienil fait froid!  “How it is cold!” [including a WH item combien]
c.  Qu'est-ce qu’il fait froid ! *“Lit. What is it that it is cold!” [including a WH item que]
d.  Qu'il fait froid ! “That it is cold!” fincluding a complementizer gue]

The introduction of a possible world, that is, the “intensionalization” of a sentence” may be effected either by
means of raising of a WH item to Spec-CP, as in (80b,c) or by the presence of a complementizer, illustrated by
que (that) in (80d). Consequently, a degree exclamative denotes a proposition (a set of worlds) of the type <s,t>,
rather than a set of propositions <<s,t>,t> (Karttunen-style) or a set of sets of worlds <s,<s,t> (Groenendijk &
Stokhof-style), as argued by Zanuttini & Portner.

How does then a simple intensionalized sentence amount to expressing an extremity? Admitting the
factivity of exclamatives, Sabe argues that the intensionalization associated to exclamatives aims to distinguish
them from assertions. He then advances an idea that “Utterances of necessarily or ostensively true <s,t>
sentences are used as Exclamatives”, and that “you utter something because it is worth mentioning [...] and
calling attention to a true proposition only makes sense if that proposition is to the speaker’s mind remarkable.”



6.1.4, Recapitulation 7

In Section 6.1., I reviewed three recent works treating the semantics of WH exclamatives. All of them
admit the factivity induced by this construction. Rexach (1996) and Zanuttini & Portner (2003) further argue that
the denotation of WH exclamatives is essentially the same as that of WH interrogatives. (Rexach directly inputs
the speaker’s attitude into the semantic representation by means of an illocutionary operator EXC). These two
works also propose to express the scalar extremity; for this purpose, more explicit is Zanuttini & Portner’s
analysis in terms of a context change operator Ry, Whose function is to indicate that the actual state is not
found in the set of contextually relevant propositions. But it is not very clear how the conjunction of the
semantics of a set of propositions (or a set of sets of possible worlds) and the factivity leads to such a semantics
of widening,

On the other hand, according to Szbg (2005), the denotation of WH exclamatives is merely an
intensionalized proposition. Furthermore, the extremity should not be taken into account in the semantics, but
only in the pragmatics. But such a pragmatic process should be more clarified, especially one must ask why
“calling attention to a true [=factive] proposition only makes sense if that proposition is to the speaker’s mind
remarkable™.

In the next section, I will show that the analysis advanced above for negative evaluation NANKA
and surprise NP Comp XP may shed a new light upon the way how the semantic of widening is derived
(Zanuttini & Portner) and how the pragmatics induces the extremity (Sabg).

6.2. WH exclamatives revisited

Following Rexach and Zanuttini & Portner, I first assume that a WH exclamative in (81a) essentially
denotes the same stuff as a WH interrogative How tall is John?, as shown in (36b), and induces the factivity in
(81c). I then argue that the condition of ‘widening' (i.e. the member observed in the actually world is not found in
the initial domain consisting of contextually relevant members) is essentially the same as the appropriateness
condition of negative evaluation. This claim boils down to representing the ‘widening' effect in terms of (81d),
which indicates that in any accessible world maximally corresponding to the ordering source, and distinct from
the actual world w0, there is no degree of taliness of John equivalent to (as high as) the degree of his tallness
observed in wo:

(81)a. How tall John is!
b. AwAW{[dEDy A Ad Tall (w),d) =1 d. Tall (W)(j,d)] [FWH question]
c. [[JdTall wo)Gd)=1 [factivity]
d  VwIwEmaxyw fEwW)A—Iw (W=WO)AAEDyy) [~ Id (Tall(w)G.d)=Tall(wO)j,d))] [extremity]

The 'widening' effect represented in (36d) is derived from (81b) and (81c) in a way similar to negative evaluation.
In view of the Grician Quantity principle, the true proposition in (81c) conveys the most valuable information
when the proposition is true only in the actual world, that is, when the degree of taliness of John observed in the
actual world cannot be found amdng the set of degrees of his tallness in other accessible worlds. Intuitively, the
WH exclamative in (81a), whose denotation is the same as that of a WH question, asks the degree of taliness of
John in a situation where a specific value is obviously given to it in the actual world. The WH question is thus
interpreted as a rhetorical question evoking a negative operator, As a result, at the post-LF level, the WH item
how (a set of degrees) in (82a) maps onto a set of degrees excluding the value observed in the actual world (i.e.,



what degree other than the degree observed in the actual world), as shown in (82a"):

(82)a. [[how]l=APAwAwW[A4d. P(wid)=2d. Pw’Xd)]
a’.=APAwAw[wEmaxyw f(Lw)A—~Iw (w=w0)
A A AP (WDA-TL (wid) = 1 d. PWOXA] =4 d[P (WXDA-Td.P (wXd) =L d. PwOXd)]]
b. [[How tall John is!]] = A w 1 W’[w E maxgg,) f (W) A—~Fw (Ww=w0)
A A d.[Tall(w)i,d) A~ 3 d.Tallwj,d)= A d.Tall(wOXG,d)]
= 1 d.[Tall(w’Xj,d) A\ - 3d.Tall(w’)G,d)= 1 d. Tali(wO)Xj,d)]]
c. = VW [WEmaxgw f LwW)A=Iw W=WO) AJE D] [~ 3 d (Talliw)(,dy=Talkwo)j,d))]

The WH exclamative How tall John is! is thus interpreted as a set of sets of accessible worlds distinct from the
actual world and maximally corresponding to the ordering source, where the degree of tallness of John distinct
from the degree observed in the actual world is the same (i.¢. To what degree distinct from the degree observed
in w0 is John tall in a best accessible world w distinct from w0), as shown in (82b). This semantics is
paraphrased by saying that in any best accessible world distinct from the actual world, the degree of tallness of
John is not as high as that of the actual world, as represented in (83c).

The relevance of the Quantity Principle is argued by Han (2002) for rhetorical questions (see Section
2.7.). As shown by (83a), rhetorical questions are compatible with a negative polarity minimalizer a:

(83)a. She didn’t say a word. (Zanuttini & Portner 2003: 50)
b. What anice guy! (ibid.)

Zanuttini & Portner (2003: 50, footnote 15) suggest a possibility of analyzing an indefinite article observed in
WH exclamatives like in (82b) as a kind of negative polarity minimalizer. If this analysis is on the right track, the
common compatibility with a negative polarity minimalizer may support a parallel treatment between rhetorical
WH questions and WH exclamatives, and confirm the relevance of the Quantity Principle for the latter.

7. Concluding remarks
The ambiguity expressed by Japanese lexical focus constructions with NANKA and French syntactic

focus constructions NP Comp XP at first glance seems mysterious from a compositionality viewpoint, since this
ambiguity pertains to two seemingly opposite meanings: exemplification meaning indicates that the ordinary
semantic value IS included in the focus semantic value, while negative evaluation or surprise meaning suggest
that, under the speaker’s perspective, the ordinary semantic value IS NOT included in the focus semantic value.
The compositional derivation of exemplification meaning is transparent in both constructions: it is
achieved by means of an existential operator instantiated by KA in Japanese and by an existential matrix i/ y a in
French. On the other hand, the derivation of negative evaluation or surprise meaning requires the factivity of the
ordinary semantic value and the intervention of Grician Quantity Principle. In the Japanese cases, the
interrogative operator KA maps onto a negative operator at the post-LF level, and NANKA boils down to
indicating that the focus is not included in the set of alternatives denoted by NAN. In the French cases, the
absence of a matrix leads to interpret the sequence “focus + implicit WH operator” as “x other than the focus in
an accessible world distinct from the actual world”.
I further argued that an inappropriateness associated with negative evaluation NANKA, but not with



NP Comp XP, might be reduced to feature neutralization of NAN part. The advanced analysis of negative
evaluation or surprise meaning in terms of Conversational Implicature seems more appropriate than a recent
analysis of expressive items by means of Conventional Implicature, and may further shed a new light upon the
analysis of WH exclamatives.

References

Adachi, Taro 2001, “nitijo-kaiwa ni gimon o mitukeru (to find problems in everyday conversations)”,
Kokubungaku (Japanese Litterature) 46(2): 130-132.

Benzakour, F. 1984, “Les relativs déiciques”, in Kleiber, G. (eds), Recherches en pragma-sémantigue,
Klincksieck: 75-106

Biiring, Daniel. 1999, “Topic” in Bosch, Peter & van der Dandt, Rob, Focus: linguistic, cognitive and
computational perspectives, Cambridge Univ. Press: 232-244.

Cadiot, Pierre 1976, “Relatives et infinitives ‘déictiques’ en francais™, DRLAV 13 : 1-64.

Cinque, Guglielmo 1995, Jtalian Syntax and Universal Grammar, Cambridge Univ. Press.

den Dikken, Marcel & Giannakidou, Anastasia. 2002, “From Hell to Polarity: ‘aggressively non-D-linked’
Wh-phrases as polarity item”, Linguistic Inquiry 33(1): 31-61.

Doetjes, Jenny, Rebuschi, Georges & Rialland, Annie. 2004, “Cleft sentences”, in Corblin, Francis & de
Swart, Henriétte (eds.) Handbook of French Semantics, CSLI: 529-552.

Elliott, Dale 1974, “Towards a grammar of exclamations”, Foundations of Language 11: 231-246.

Fauconnier, Giles 1975, “Polarity and the scale principle”, CLS 12: 188-199.

Furukawa, Naoyo. 1996, Grammaire de la prédication seconde, Duculot, Louvain-la-Neuve.

Gendai nihongo bunpoo 4 (The grammar of contemporary Japanese), 2003, Nihongo kijyutubunpoo
kenkyuukai (Researching group of the descriptive grammar of Japanese), Kurosio. Japan.

Grimshaw, Jane 1979, “Complement selection and the lexicon”, Linguistic Inquiry 10(2): 279-326.

Groenendijk, Jeroen & Stokhof, Martin 1989-2002, “Type-shifting rules and the semantics of
interrogatives”, in Portner & Partee (eds.): 421-456.

Guasti, Marie-Thérese 1992, Causative and Perception Verbs, Thése de doctorat, Univ. de Gengve.

Hamblin, C.L. 1973, “Questions in Montague English”, Foundation of Language 10: 41-53.

Han, Chung-hye. 2002. “Interpreting interrogatives as rhetorical questions”, Lingua 112: 201-229.

Haspelmath, Martin. 1997, Indefinite Pronouns, Oxford Univ. Press.

Higginbotham, James. 1997, “The semantics of questions”, in Lappin (eds): 361-383.

Kadmon, Nirit. 2001. Formal pragmatics, Blackwell.

Kadmon, Nirit. & Landman, Fred. 1993, “Any”, Linguistics & Philosophy 16: 353-422.

Kaneko, Makoto. 2005a, “Exclamatory clauses expressing events”, Proceedings of the 130" general meeting of
the Linguistic Society of Japan: 207-217.

Kaneko, Makoto. 2005b, “Compositional Semantics of an Ambiguity Associated with two Types of Focus
Constructions in French and in Japanese”, in Frank Richter & Manfred Sailer (eds), Proceedings
of the ESSLLI'05 Workshop on Empirical Challenges and Analytical Alternatives to Strict
Compositionality: 1-16. http://www.sfs.uni-tuebingen.de/~fr/essti/05/

Kaplan, David. 1999, “The meaning of ‘Ouch’ and ‘Oops’, Paper presented at the Cornell Conference on
Context Dependency. March 26.

Karttunen, Lauri. 1977-2002, “Syntax and semantics of questions”, in Portner & Partee (eds.): 382-420.




Kleiber, Georges. 1988. “Sur les relatives de type Je le vois qui arrive”, Travaux de Linguistique 17: 89-115.

Konig, Ekkehard. 1991, The meaning of focus particles, Routledge.

Kratzer, Angelika. 1981-2002, “The Notional Category of Modality”, in Portner & Partee (eds.): 289-323.

Kratzer, Angelika. 2005, “Interpreting focus: presupposed or expressive meaning? A comment on Geurts &
van der Sandt”, Theoretical Linguistics

Krifka, Manfred. 1995, “The semantics and pragmatics of polarity items”, Linguistic Analysis 25: 1-49,

Krifka, Manfred. 1999, “Additive particles under stress”, Proceedings of SALT 8: 111-128.

Lambrecht, Knud. 1994, Information Structure and Sentence Forms, Cambridge Univ. Press.

Lappin, Shalom (eds) 1997, The handbook of contemporary semantic theory, Blackwell.

Léard, Jean-Marcel. 1992, Les gallicismes, Duculot.

Le Bidois, Georges. & Le Bidois, Robert. 1971, Syntaxe du frangais moderne, ses fondements
histrigues et psychologiques, tome 2. Picard.

Martin Samuel E. 1988, 4 reference grammar of Japanese, Charles E. Tuttle Company, Rutland.Vermont /
Tokyo. Japan.

Muller, Claude 1995, “Les relatives de perception : j'entends le garcon qui bégaie qui bégaie” in H. B.-Z,
Shyldkrot & L. Kupferman (eds) Tendances récentes en linguistique frangaise et générale, John
Benjamins: 311-322.

Munaro, Nicola. & Obenauer, Hans-Georg. 1999, “On underspecified wh-elements in pseudo-interrogatives”,
Univ. of Venice Working Papers in Linguistics, 9(1-2): 181-253,

Munaro, Nicola. & Obenauer, Hans-Georg. 2002. “On the semantic widening of underspecified wh- elements”,
in M. Leonetti, O.-F. Soriano & V.-S. Vidal (eds.), Cwrrent Issues in Generative Grammar,
Universidad de Alcala/ UNED / Universidad Autonoma de Madrid.

Nakanishi, Kumiko. 1995, “NADO + NANKA to KURAI + GURAT”, in Tatsuo Miyajima & Yoshio Nitta
(eds), Nihongo ruigi-hyoogen no bunpoo I (The grammar of synonymous expressions in
Japanese), Kurosio, Japan: 328-334.

Nihon Kokugo Daijiten (Grand dictionary of Japanese), 2003, vol.10, second edition. Shogakukan, Japan.

Nishigauchi, Taisuke. 1999. Ronri-koozoo to Bunpoa-riron (Logical Form and Linguistic Theories), Kurosio.

Numata, Yoshiko. 2000. “Toritate (focus particles)”, in Satoshi Kinsui, Mayumi Kudo & Yoshiko Numata

(eds.), Toki, hitee to toritate (Tense, negation and focus particles), Iwanami, Japan: 153-216.

Numata, Yoshiko. 2003, “Gendaigo no toritate no taikei (The system of focus particles in Contemporary
Japanese)”, in Numata, Y. & Noda, H. Nihongo no toritate (Focus particles in Japanese), Kurosio,
Japan: 225-241.

Ono, Hajime 2002, “Exclamatory Sentences in Japanese: a preliminary study”, in Otsu, Y. (eds), The
Proceedings of the third Tokyo Conference on Psycholinguistics, Hituzi, Japan: 305-326.

Portner, Paul & Partee Barbara H. 2002, (eds.), Formal Semantics: the essential readings, Blackwell.

Portner, Paul & Zanuttini, Raffaclla. 2005. “Nominal exclamatives in English”, in Stainton, R. & Elugardo,

R. eds, Ellipsis and non-sentential speech, Kluwer: 57-67.

Potts, Christopher. 2005. The Logic of Conventional Implicatures. Oxford Univ. Press.

Prebensen, H. 1982, “La proposition relative dite attributive”, Revue Romane 17(1) : 89-117

Radford, Andrew 1975 “Pseudo-relatives and the unity of subject raising”, Archivum Linguisticum 6: 32-64

Rexach, Javier Gutierrez 1996, “The semantics of exclamatives”, in E. Garrett & F. Lee (eds), Syntax and
Sunset UCLA Working Papers in Linguistics: 146-162.



Rooth, Math. 1996. “Focus”, In Shalom Lappin (eds.) The Handbook of Contemporary Semantic Theory,
Blackwell, 271-297.
Rothenberg, Mira 1979, “Les constructions relatives prédicatives : probléme de linguistique frangaise”,
Bulletin de la Société de linguistique de Paris 74: 351-395.
Sabe, Kjell-Johan 2005, The logical basis of exclamatives, http://folk.uio.no/kjelljs/Paris.pdf
Sandfeld, Knud. 1965. Syntaxe du frangais contemporain 2: Les propositions subordonnées, Droz.
Stainton, Robert J. 2004. “The pragmatics of non-sentences”, In Laurence R. Horn and Gregory Ward (eds.), The
Handbook of Pragmatics, Blackwell, 266-287.
von Fintel, Kai. 1999, “NPI-licensing, Strawson-entailment, and context-dependency”, Jowrnal of Semantics
16(1): 97-148.
Willems, D. 1983, “Regarde voir: les verbes de perception visuelle et la complémentation verbale”,
Romanica Gandensia 20 : 147-158.
Yamada, Toshihiro. 1995, in “NADO to NANKA to NANTE (NADO, NANKA and NANTE)”, in Tatsuo
Miyajima & Yoshio Nitta (eds), Nihongo-ruigi hyoogen no bunpoo I (The grammar of synonymous
expressions in Japanese), Kurosio: 335-344.
Yamanaka, Mieko. 1995, “Toritate toiu kinoo (The function of focalizing): KOSO o tyuusin ni (regarding
especially KOSO)” in Takashi Masuoka, Hisashi Noda & Yoshiko Numata (eds) Nihongo no
syudai to toritate (The topics and the focalization in Japanese), Kurosio, Japan: 209-226.

Zanuttini, Raffaella. & Portner, Paul. 2003. “Exclamative Clauses: at the Syntax-Semantics Interface”, Language
79(1): 39-81.





