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Interface Strategy to wh-quantification: A Comparative Approach

Hypotheses and generalizations

è Hypotheses: (I) Clausal Typing Hypothesis: every clause must be typed. [START_REF] Cheng | On the Typology of WH-Questions[END_REF] (II) Clausal typing can be realized by different linguistic ways: morphology, syntax and prosody [START_REF] Cheng | On the Typology of WH-Questions[END_REF][START_REF] Pan | Interrogatives et quantification en chinois mandarin: une approche générative[END_REF][START_REF] Pan | Wh-ex-situ in Chinese: Mapping Between Information Structure and Split CP[END_REF]Pan , 2015a, b, to appear), b, to appear).

(III) Different typing devices do not have the same status; namely, prosodic licensing is only activated as a last resort when morphology and syntax fail to unambiguously type a clause. (Pan 2015a, b, to appear).

(IV) Under the Minimalist Program, different prosodic forms are treated as phonological features associated with the relevant lexical items available in the Lexical Array. These prosodic forms are not "added" at the PF component after the computation at Narrow Syntax, since in the current MP modal, no PF element intervenes syntactic derivations.

è Research topic: wh-in-situ in Chinese, Japanese, Korean and Vietnamese.

è Research questions:

Questions 1: Are wh-words ambiguous between an interrogative reading (Q) and an existential reading (∃) in certain Licensing Contexts?

Question 2: How to make a distinction between Q and ∃ readings of wh-words in ambiguous licensing contexts?

Question 3: Does the same type of context behave uniformly in different languages?

è Distinction: 1 (i) Chinese, Vietnamese and Japanese:

In simple wh-questions, a wh-word is not ambiguous and it only gets a Q-reading.

Prosody does not play any role in this case; it cannot make a distinction between a Qreading and an ∃-reading. The default reading of a wh-word is Q-reading, (cf. 1a-c).

(ii) Korean: Wh-words in Korean are naturally ambiguous between a Q-reading and an ∃-reading; only corresponding prosodic forms can disambiguate them, (cf. 1d). 

Unambiguous Licensing Contexts

è In an unambiguous licensing context, a wh-word can only get one possible reading.

Yes-no question

è Common properties in Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean and Japanese:

In a yes-no question, a wh-word can only get an ∃-reading. (Why? Because two different types of illocutionary force cannot co-exist; a sentence can never be simultaneously interpreted as a yes-no question and as a wh-question question under the same prosodic pattern.)

è Possible ways of forming a yes-no question:

Possible ways of forming a yes-no question

Real interrogative particles

Prosody: rising intonation (↑) 1 à Chinese & Vietnamese: no prosody is necessary since SFP can type the sentence syntactically.

Chinese ma ✔ Vietnamese ư, à ✔ Japanese ✘ ✔ Korean ✘ ✔ Table
(2) Yes-no questions a. Chinese Ta chi-le shenme ma he

eat-PERF what Q yes-no (i) ✘ Q: uninterpretable (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Did he eat anything?' b. Vietnamese Nó đã ăn cái gì ư/à s/he PERF eat CL what Q yes-no (i) ✘ Q: uninterpretable (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Did he eat anything?'
à Korean: Prosody makes a distinction between a declarative reading (with an ∃-reading of wh-words), a yes-no question reading (with an ∃-reading of whwords), and a wh-question reading (with stress on the wh-word).

( è Important: (i) Wh-words are not ambiguous in the universal context in these four languages. Prosody cannot make a distinction between a Q-reading and a ∀-reading simply because as a last resort strategy, prosody is not activated.

(ii) Note though prosody can still make a distinction between a declarative reading (with a ∀-reading of wh-words) and a yes-no question reading (with a ∀-reading of wh-words). (ii) (7b) vs. (8c): In Vietnamese, both morphological marking and ∃-closure (by default) are available in an if-clause. In Japanese, the morphological marking is the only way for a wh-word to get an ∃-reading; the ∃-closure does not apply at all. In an if-clause, without morphological marking, the sentence is simply ungrammatical because the Q-reading is systematically blocked.

2.3

2 Whether the so-called "Question particle -ka" has an interrogative mood marker or not is an issue beyond the scope of our presentation, cf. [START_REF] Deguchi | Prosody and wh-questions[END_REF]), Shomoyama (2006), [START_REF] Tomioka | Pragmatics of LF intervention effects: Japanese and Korean Wh-interrogatives[END_REF], [START_REF] Kuroda | Prosody and the syntax of indeterminates[END_REF], [START_REF] Hosono | Information Structure, Syntax and Intonational Properties of Multiple Wh-questions[END_REF], [START_REF] Uegaki | A unified semantics for the Japanese Q-particle ka in indefinites, questions and disjunctions[END_REF]. The labelling of -ka as a question particle is ambiguous. For some scholars, "question particle" means the morpheme indicating the interrogative force; while for others, it refers to the semantic property of -ka introducing an alternative set [START_REF] Shimoyama | Indeterminate Phrase Quantification in Japanese[END_REF][START_REF] Uegaki | A unified semantics for the Japanese Q-particle ka in indefinites, questions and disjunctions[END_REF]. [START_REF] Uegaki | A unified semantics for the Japanese Q-particle ka in indefinites, questions and disjunctions[END_REF] proposes an unified account of -ka: "When the ka-phrase is syntactically smaller than a CP, its semantic contribution is an existential quantifier (without the question force); when it is syntactically forms a CP, its semantic contribution is to form a question involving alternatives expressed by the wh-items/disjunction."

The verb seem

è A similar observation goes for the licensing context created by the verb seem.

è 

Ambiguous licensing contexts

è In an ambiguous licensing context, a wh-word can get several possible readings, each of which is licensed by a corresponding prosodic form.

Prosodic licensing

Morpho-syntactic licensing Rising (↑) for Q-reading Flat (→) for ∃-reading

Chinese Q x … wh x ∃ x …wh x ✘ Korean Q x … wh x ∃ x …wh x ✘ Vietnamese Q x … wh x ∃ x …wh x wh-DEM Japanese ✘ ✘ wh-ka Table 6
è Important: In the case of morpho/syntactic licensing in Vietnamese and in Japanese, prosody can make a distinction between a declarative reading (with a ∃-reading of wh-words) and a yes-no question reading (with a ∃-reading of wh-words). x?' (↑) (ii) ✘ ∃: ('His father is afraid that Hanako did something wrong.') (iii) ✘ Q∃: ('Is his father afraid that Hanako did something wrong?')

Negative context

(i) ✔︎ ︎ Q: 'What didn't Minsu eat?' (↑) (ii-a) ✔︎ ︎ NEG > ∃: 'Minsu didn't eat anything.' (→) (ii-b) ✔︎ ︎ ∃ > NEG: 'There is a certain something x such that Minsu didn't eat x.' (→) (iii-a) ✔︎ ︎ Q > NEG > ∃: 'Didn't Minsu eat anything?' (↑) (iii-b) ✔︎ ︎ ∃ > Q > NEG: '

Non-uniform licensing contexts. è Probability adverbs: ambiguous context in Chinese;

unambiguous context in Korean, Japanese and Vietnamese.

wh-subject (outside the c-command domain of the adverb)

Probability adverbs

wh-adjunct or wh-object (when it appears inside the ccommand domain of the adverb) Q ∃

Probably, maybe, certainly,

etc.

Q ∃ Chinese ✔︎ ︎ ✘ ✔︎ ︎ ✔︎ ︎ Vietnamese ✔︎ ︎ ✘ ✘ ✔︎ ︎ Japanese ✘ ✔︎ ︎ (with morphological licensing) ✘ ✔︎ ︎ Korean ✘ ✔︎ ︎ (without morphological licensing) ✘ ✔︎ ︎ Table 7
è Chinese: Probability adverbs constitute an ambiguous context in Chinese.

(I) A wh-word is ambiguous only when it appears within the c-command domain of the key element of a licensing context. The c-command domain of a probability adverb creates a real ambiguous context where a wh-word can get either a Q-reading or an ∃-reading with a corresponding prosodic form. è Chinese: Let us assume that wh-words move at LF (or the Q-operator which binds the whword as a variable that moves at LF) and the probability adverb does not move. Both wh-subject and wh-object can move to a position which is higher than the probability adverb; therefore, they are out of the scope of the probability adverb. As a result, the probability adverb cannot block the interrogative reading. In both cases, the Q-reading is available.

( è Japanese & Korean: the Q-reading is unavailable (28) Japanese (without morpho-syntactic ∃-licensing) * Dare-ga hyottoshite kuru.kamoshirenai who-NOM who.knows come.possibly (i) ✘ Q: ('Who will probably come?') (ii) ✘ ∃: ('Someone will probably come.') (29) Korean Nwu(kwu)-ka amato o-l-kes-i-ya who-NOM probably come-FUT-NOMZ-COP-INT (i) ✘ Q: ('Who will probably come?') (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Someone will probably come.' à Neither wh-subject nor wh-object/wh-adjunct can get a Q-reading within a context involving a probability adverb. This shows that whether a relevant wh-word is generated inside or outside the c-command domain of a probability adverb, it can never get a Q-reading. è Let us assume that in Japanese and in Korean, wh-words do not move at LF but probability adverbs do. Since probability adverbs systematically move to the highest scope position, they always take scope over wh-words, and therefore, the Q-reading is blocked. è Argument: A number of facts have been presented in favor of "anti-LF movement of whin Japanese and Korean" [START_REF] Deguchi | Prosody and wh-questions[END_REF], Tomioka 2007, etc). Possibility 1: The scope interaction probably depends on the timing of the relevant movement: which one moves first.

è
Possibility 2: The actual quantificational force of probability adverbs varies from one to another. For instance, with hwaksili 'certainly' in Korean, the Q-reading is not blocked.

(32) Nwu(kwu)-ka hwaksili o-l-kes-i-ya who-NOM probably come-FUT-NOMZ-COP-INT (i)✔︎ ︎ Q: 'Who will certainly come?' (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Someone will certainly come.'

Conclusion è Research questions and our answers:

Questions 1: Are wh-words ambiguous between an interrogative reading (Q) and an existential reading (∃)? Answer: -Chinese, Korean and Vietnamese: yes! -Japanese: no!

( 19 )

 19 Wh-adjunct inside the c-command domain of the adverb Ta yi-ge ren dagai hui qu shenme difang he one-CL person probably will go what place (i) ✔ Q: 'Where would he probably go alone?' (↑) (ii) ✔ ∃: 'He would probably go somewhere alone.' (→) (II) When a wh-word appears outside the c-command domain the key element of a licensing context, it can only get a Q-reading, which is the default Q-reading of the wh-word and does not need any prosodic licensing. The part outside the c-command domain of the key-element creates an unambiguous licensing context.(20) Wh-subject outside the c-command domain of the adverb Shei keneng hui lai who maybe will come (i) ✔ Q: 'Who will probably come?' (the inherent default Q-reading) (ii) ✘ ∃: ('Someone will probably come.') è Korean, Japanese & Vietnamese: Probability adverbs constitute an unambiguous context in these three languages; the Q-reading is generally unavailable for semantics reasons. Prosody is simply unnecessary.(I) Wh-adjunct inside the c-command domain of the adverb (21) Wh-adjunct inside the c-command domain of the adverb a. Vietnamese Nó có lẽ sẽ đi đâu (đó) một mình he probably FUT go where (DEM) one body (i) ✘ Q: ('Where would he probably go alone?') (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'He would probably go somewhere alone.' b. Korean Sue-nun amato honca eti-ey ka-l-kes-(i)-ya Sue-TOP probably alone where-LOC go-FUT-NOMZ-(COP)-PRT (i) ✘ Q: ('Where would Sue probably go alone?') (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Sue would probably go somewhere alone.' c. Japanese: with -ka Kanojo-wa hito.ri.de tabun doko.ka.ni it.ta.no.daroo she-TOP one-CL-with probably where-KA-LOC go-PERF.NOMZ.CONJ (i) ✘ Q: ('Where has she probably gone alone?') (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'She has probably gone somewhere alone.' d. Japanese: without -ka * Kanojo-wa hito.ri.with tabun doko.ni it.ta.no.daroo she-TOP one-CL-alone probably where-LOC go-PERF.NOMZ.CONJ (i) ✘ Q: ('Where has she probably gone alone?') (ii) ✘ ∃: ('She has probably gone somewhere alone.')

( 30 )

 30 Japanese and Korean a. Wh-subject (outside the c-command domain of Adv.) Syntax: wh subject …. Adv. à ✘ Q-reading (cf. 28-29) b. Wh-object/wh-adjunct (inside the c-command domain of Adv.) Syntax: Adv. ….wh object /wh adjunct à ✘ Q-reading (cf. 21b-d)

( 31 )

 31 Japanese and Korean a. Wh-subject (outside the c-command domain of Adv.) LF: Adv. … wh subject …. t Adv. ↑________________⏐ à ✘ Q-reading is blocked by Adv. b. Wh-object (inside the c-command domain of Adv.) LF: Adv. …. t Adv. ….wh object ↑_____⏐ à ✘ Q-reading is blocked by Adv.

Real interrogative particles Discourse particles which have no inherent interrogative force but compatible with questions

  

	3) Korean				
	a. Minswu-ka	mwues-ul	mek-ess-e	(↑, without stress on wh-)
	Minsu-NOM what-ACC eat-PERF-INT		
	✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Did Minsu eat anything?'		
	b. Minswu-ka	mwues-ul	mek-ess-e	(→)	
	Minsu-NOM what-ACC eat-PERF-INT		
	✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Minsu ate something.'			
	c. Minswu-ka	MWUES-UL mek-ess-e	(↑, with stress on wh-)
	Minsu-NOM what-ACC	eat-PERF-INT	
	✔︎ ︎ Q: 'What did Minsu eat?'			
	à Japanese: Prosody makes a distinction between a declarative reading (with an ∃-reading of
	wh-words) and a yes-no question reading (with an ∃-reading of wh-words). A
	neutral/flat intonation triggers a declarative reading and a rising intonation
	triggers a Q-reading.			
	(4) Japanese				
	a. Kare.wa nani-ka tabe.ta	(↑)	b. Kare.wa nani-ka	tabe.ta	(→)
	he-TOP what-KA eat.PERF	he-TOP what-KA eat.PERF
	✔︎ ∃: 'Did he eat anything?'		✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'He ate something.'
	è Particles system comparison in the four languages	
	Chinese	Yes-no question particle: ma	ne	
	Vietnamese	Yes-no question particles: ư, à	thế, hả, vậy, nhỉ
	Korean	✘		ni	
	Japanese	✘		no, ne, na, ka
			Table 2	
	2				

.2 Universal quantification (∀) è Common properties in Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean and Japanese: wh-words are

  

	intrinsically bound variables and they can get a ∀-reading when bound by a universal
	quantifier ∀.		
		Universal quantification
		Syntactic strategy	Morphological strategy
	Chinese	Adverb: dou 'all'	✘
	Vietnamese	Adverb: cũng 'too'	
		bất cứ 'no matter'	✘
	Japanese	✘	Morpheme: nan-demo 'what-ever'
	Korean	✘	Morpheme: mwues-itun/-tunci 'what-ever'
	English	no matter what	Morpheme: what-ever
	French	n'importe qui,	Morpheme: qui-conque
		qui que ce soit	

Existential quantifier triggered by if-conditionals Morpho-syntactic licensing

  

	Chinese	If…∃ x …wh x	✘
	Korean	If…∃ x …wh x	✘
	Vietnamese	If…∃ x …wh x	wh-DEM
	Japanese	✘	wh-ka

If-conditional è Common property of Chinese, Korean, Japanese and Vietnamese: In if-conditional clauses, wh-words can only get an ∃-reading. (Q-reading is blocked by semantics.) è Research question: How is the ∃-reading is licensed in if-conditionals?

Table 4 è

 4 ∃-closure strategy: Wh-words in Chinese, Korean and Vietnamese can only get an ∃-Vietnamese [Nếu ∃ x anh muốn ăn cái gì x ] thì nói với tôi if you want eat CL what then say with me 'If you want eat anything, then tell me.' Morpho-syntactic licensing: In Japanese, it is the existential morpheme -ka that binds the wh-word as a variable and provides it with an ∃-reading. In Vietnamese, it is the demonstrative đó that binds the wh-word as a variable. In both cases, if-clause does not play a role in

	c. Korean		
	[∃ x Ne-(nun)	mwues(-ul) x mek-ko siph-umyen] na-eykey malha-ela
	you-(TOP) what(-ACC) eat-want-COND	me-DAT say-IMP
	'If you want eat anything, then tell me.'
	è ∃-binding. 2
	(8) Morpho-syntactic licensing
	a. Vietnamese		
	Nếu anh muốn ăn (một) cái gì đó	thì nói với tôi
	if	you want eat one CL what DEM then say with me
	'If you want eat anything, then tell me.'
	b. Japanese: with -ka	
	(Moshi) kimi.ga	nani-ka.(o)	tabe.takat.tara,	watashi.ni itte
	if	you-NOM what-KA-ACC eat-want-COND me-DAT tell.RQT
	'If you want eat anything, then tell me.'
	c. Japanese: without -ka	
	* (Moshi) kimi.ga	nani-(o)	tabe.takat.tara, watashi.ni itte
	if	you-NOM what-ACC eat-want-COND me-DAT tell.RQT

reading in if-conditional clauses. (Q-reading is unavailable.) Ifclause can trigger the existential closure; the ∃ quantifier then binds the in-situ wh-word as a variable. (also cf. Heim 1982, Diesing 1996) (7) ∃-closure strategy a. Chinese [Ruguo ∃ x ni xiang chi shenme x ], jiu gaosu wo if you want eat what then tell me 'If you want to eat anything, tell me then.' b. è Comparison: (i) (7b) vs. (8a): Vietnamese has two strategies to get an ∃-reading. The ∃-closure applies in an if-clause only when the wh-word is not marked by the demonstrative. Both ways are available.

  Common property of Chinese, Korean, Japanese and Vietnamese: In contexts created by the verb seem, wh-words can only get an ∃-reading. (Q-reading is not available.) è Research question: How is the ∃-reading is licensed in seem-context? NOM what-ACC already eat-PERF seem.COP.QUOT 'It seems that he has already eaten WHAT?' (Echo question only!)

	Existential closure triggered by seem Morphological/syntactic licensing
	Chinese	seem…∃ x …wh x	✘
	Korean	seem…∃ x …wh x	✘
	Vietnamese	seem…∃ x …wh x	wh-DEM
	Japanese		✘		wh-ka
				Table 5
	(9) ∃-closure strategy		
	a. Chinese			
	Ta haoxiang chi-le	shenme
	s/he seem	eat-PERF what
	'It seems that s/he has already eaten something.'
	b. Korean			
	Ku-nun pelsse mwues(-ul) mek-un-kes-kath-ta
	he-TOP already what(-ACC) eat-PAST-NOMZ-seem-DECL
	'It seems that he has already eaten something.'
	c. Vietnamese		
	Hình-như nó đã	ăn	cái gì (nhưng tôi không nhớ)
	seem	s/he PERF manger CL what (but I don't remember what)
	'It seems that he has already eaten something (but I don't remember what).'
	(10) Morpho/syntactic licensing	
	a. Vietnamese		
	Hình-như nó đã ăn	(một) cái gì	đó
	seem	he PERF manger one CL what DEM
	'It seems that he has already eaten something.'
	b. Japanese with -ka		
	Kare-wa nani-ka mou	tabe.ta	minai(.da)
	he-NOM what-KA already eat-PERF seem(.COP)
	'It seems that he has already eaten something.'
	c. Japanese without -ka		
	Kare-wa nani-o	mou	tabe.ta	minai.da.tte
	he-			

  he NEG eat one CL what DEM Q yes-no'There is something x, is it the case that he didn't eat x?' ✘ Q: ('For what x, such that his father is afraid that he did x incorrectly?') (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'His father is afraid that he did something wrong.' ✔︎ ︎ Q: 'For what x (and x is wrong), such that her father is afraid that Hanako did

	c. Korean (18) Morpho-syntactic licensing	
	b. Japanese: with -ka Minsu-nun Sue-ka a. Vietnamese	mwues-ul sa-ss-ta-ko	sayngkakhay
		Kare-wa mada nani-ka tabete.i.nai Minsu-TOP Sue-NOM what-ACC buy-PRF-DECL-COMP think Bố nó sợ nó đã làm sai một cái gì đó
		he-TOP yet what-KA eat.RES.NEG (i) ✔︎ ︎ Q: 'What does Minsu think that Sue bought?' dad he afraid he PERF do wrong one CL what DEM (↑)
	(i) * Q: ('What hasn't he eaten yet?') (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃ > NEG: 'There is something x, such that he has not eaten x yet.' (→) (iii) ✔︎ ︎ Q > ∃ > NEG: 'Is there something x such that he has not eaten x yet?' (↑) (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Minsu thinks that Sue bought something.' (→) (iii) ✔︎ ︎ Q∃: 'Does Minsu think that Sue bought something?' (↑) (16) Morpho-syntactic licensing (i) b. Japanese: with -ka
	c. Japanese: without -ka a. Vietnamese Kare-no.otoosan-wa Hanako-ga	nani-ka warui.koto-o
		Kare-wa mada nani(.o) Mai nghĩ Lan đã he-GEN.dad-TOP Hanako-NOM what-KA wrong.thing-ACC tabete.i.nai ăn một cái gì đó rồi
		he-TOP yet Mai think Lan PERF eat one CL what DEM already what(.ACC) eat.RES.NEG shi.ta to shimpai.shite.iru
		(i) ✔︎ ︎ Q: 'What hasn't he eaten yet?' (i) ✘ Q: ('What does Mai think that Lan ate?') do-PERF-COMP afraid/worry.PROG
		(ii) ✘ ∃: ('He has not eaten anything yet.') (i) ✘ Q: ('For what x, such that her father is afraid that Hanako did x incorrectly?') (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ︎ ∃: 'Mai thinks that Lan ate something.' (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'His father is afraid that Hanako did something wrong.' (→)
		d. Japanese: with -mo b. Japanese: with -ka (iii) ✔︎ ︎ Q∃: 'Is his father afraid that Hanako did something wrong?' (↑)
		Kare-wa mada nani-mo tabete.i.nai Taro-wa Hanako-ga nani-ka(.o)	kat.ta.to	omotte.(i)ru
		he-TOP yet what-MO eat.RES.NEG Taro-TOP Hanako-NOM what-KA-(.ACC) buy-PERF-COMP think.PROG c. Japanese: without -ka
		'He has not eaten anything yet.' (i) ✘ Q: ('What does Taro think that Hanako bought?') Kare-no.otoosan-wa Hanako -ga donna.warui.koto-o
		(ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Taro thinks that Hanako bought something.' (→) he-GEN.dad-TOP Hanako-NOM what.sort.of.wrong.thing-ACC
		(iii) ✔︎ ︎ Q∃: 'Does Taro think that Hanako bought anything?' (↑) shi.ta to shimpai.shite.iru (.no)
		do-PERF-COMP afraid/worry-PROG.SFP
		c. Japanese: without -ka (i)	
		Taro-wa Hanako-ga	nani(.o)	kat.ta to	omotte.(i)ru
		Taro-TOP Hanako-NOM what(.ACC) buy-PERF-COMP think.PROG
		(i) ✔︎ ︎ Q: 'What does Taro think that Hanako bought.' (↑)
	(14)	CP (ii) ✘ ∃: 'Taro thinks that Hanako bought something.' (S-S)
	TP 3.3 The verb afraid		
	à	…		
	(Q) (17) Prosodic licensing	
	a. Chinese	DP	
		không Ta-baba pa	Lisi zuo-cuo-le	shenme
		(¬) he.dad afraid Lisi do-wrongly-PERF what đó (i) ✔︎ ︎ Q: 'For what x, such that his father is afraid that Lisi did x incorrectly?' (↑) (∃ x ) wh x (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'His father is afraid that Lisi did something wrong.' (→)
	3.2 Non-factive verbs b. Vietnamese	
	(15) Prosodic licensing Bố nó sợ dad he afraid he PERF do wrong CL what nó đã làm sai cái gì There is a certain something x, is it the case that Minsu didn't a. Chinese eat?' (↑) Zhangsan renwei Lisi mai-le shenme (i) ✔︎ ︎ Q: 'For what x, such that his father is afraid that he did x incorrectly?' (↑)
	Zhangsan think Lisi buy-PERF what (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'His father is afraid that he did something wrong.' (12) Morpho/syntactic licensing (i) ✔︎ ︎ Q: 'What does Zhangsan think that Lisi bought?' (↑) a. Vietnamese Nó không ăn một cái gì (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Zhangsan thinks that Lisi bought something.' (→) c. Korean đó Kunye-uy apeci-nun Sue-ka mwues-ul calmos-hay-ss-ulkkapwa kekcenghay-yo (→) he Neg eat one CL what DEM (i) ✘ Q: (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Mai thinks that Lan ate something.' (→) (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃ > NEG: 'There is something x, such that he didn't eat x.' (∃ > NEG) (i) ✔︎ ︎ Q: 'What does Mai think that Lan ate?' (↑) ('What didn't he eat?') Mai think Lan PERF eat CL what already (but I don't remember what it was) Mai nghĩ Lan đã ăn cái gì rồi (nhưng tôi không nhớ) b. Vietnamese she-GEN dad-TOP Sue-NOM what-ACC wrong-do-PERF-COMP worry-POLIT

è When three ∃-licensing elements co-occur in the same sentence in Vietnamese:

(13) Vietnamese: scope:

∃ (đó) > Q yes-no (à) > ¬ (không)

Nó không ăn một cái gì đó à (i) ✔︎ ︎ Q: 'For what x, such that her father is afraid that Sue did x incorrectly?' (↑) (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Her father is afraid that Sue did something wrong.' (→) (iii) ✔︎ ︎ Q∃: 'Is her father afraid that Sue did something wrong?' (↑)

  Let us assume that in Vietnamese, neither wh-words nor probability adverbs move at LF and that their syntactic order reflects their semantic scope.

	) Chinese	
	a. Wh-object (inside the c-command domain of Adv.)
	LF: wh object … Adv. ….t wh-object	
	↑______________⏐	à ✔︎ ︎ Q-reading is not blocked by Adv.
	b. Wh-subject (outside the c-command domain of Adv.)
	LF: wh subject ….t wh-subject … Adv.	
	↑________⏐	à ✔︎ ︎ Q-reading is not blocked by Adv.

è Vietnamese: (27) Vietnamese a. Wh-object/wh-adjunct (inside the c-command domain of Adv.) Syntax/LF: Adv. …. wh object à ✘ Q-reading is blocked by Adv. b. Wh-subject (outside the c-command domain of Adv.) Syntax/LF: wh subject …. Adv. à ✔︎ ︎ Q-reading is not blocked by Adv.

Table 8 è

 8 Question for further research: what happens if both wh-words and probability adverbs move?

	Summary		
		Movement at Logical Form (LF)?
		Wh-words	Probability adverbs
	Chinese	✔︎ ︎	✘
	Vietnamese	✘	✘
	Japanese	✘	✔︎ ︎
	Korean	✘	✔︎ ︎

èDistribution:

(22) Wh-object/wh-adjunct inside the c-command domain of the adverb Adv. ….wh object Chinese: ✔︎ ︎ Q-reading; ✔︎ ︎ ∃-reading (cf. 19) Kor., Viet., Jap.: ✘ Q-reading; ✔︎ ︎ ∃-reading (cf. 21) (II) Wh-subject outside the c-command domain of the adverb (23) Vietnamese a. without morpho-syntactic ∃-licensing Ai có thể sẽ đến who probably will come (i) ✔︎ ︎ Q: 'Who will probably come?' (ii) ✘ ∃: ('Someone will probably come.') b. with morpho-syntactic ∃-licensing (Một) ai đó có thể sẽ đến one who DEM probably will come (i) ✘ Q: ('Who will probably come?') (ii) ✔︎ ︎ ∃: 'Someone will probably come.' è Distribution of the Q-reading:

Vietnamese behaves on a par with Chinese in that the Q-reading of the wh-subject is not blocked by the probability adverb.

(24) Wh-subject outside the c-command domain of Adv.:

Vietnamese behaves differently from Chinese in that the Q-reading of the wh-object/whadjunct is blocked by the probability adverb.

(25) Wh-object/wh-adjunct (inside the c-command domain of Adv.): Adv. ….wh object Chinese:

è Two contrasts to be accounted for:

(i) Contrast 1: wh-subject and wh-object in Vietnamese (ii) Contrast 2: wh-object in Chinese and wh-object in Vietnamese.

è Assumption 1: Q-reading cannot be interpreted under the scope of a probability adverb, When a Q-operator and a probability adverb co-occur in the same sentence, the Q-operator must take scope over the probability adverb; otherwise the sentence is uninterpretable.

è Assumption 2: Wh-in-situ can move at Logical Form (LF) in certain languages, as initially proposed for Chinese in Huang (1982). Probability adverbs can also move at LF to reach a scope position, at least in certain languages.

Question 2: How to make a distinction between Q and ∃ readings of wh-words in ambiguous licensing contexts? Answer: -Chinese & Korean: prosody; -Vietnamese: morphology and prosody. Morphology is stronger than prosody.

-Japanese: morphology è Prosody plays the role of last resort only.