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Abstract

This article proposes a new analysis of modal expressions which (i) explains the differ-
ence between necessity and possibility modals with respect to the licensing of Free Choice
anyand (ii) accounts for the related phenomena of Free Chaigjanctionin permissions
and other possibility statement&ny andor are analyzed as operators introducing sets of
alternative propositions. Modals are treated as quantifiers over these sets of alternatives. I
this way they can be sensitive to the alternatiegandor introduce in their scope.

1 Introduction

This article discusses the distribution and interpretation of Free Choice (henceforiny&tid
or in modal statements (cf. Horn 1972, Kamp 1973). Consider the following examples.

(1) a. Anyone may come.

b. *Anyone must come.

(2) a. John or Mary may come.=- b. John may come and Mary may come.

¢ John or Mary must come.# d. John must come and Mary must come.

In (1a) we have an example of F@y. In this contextanyyields a universal-like interpretatior
The sentence can be paraphrased as ‘whoever you choose, (s)he may come’.

In (2a), we can interpredr as FC disjunction, that is disjunction with a conjunction meani
The sentence has a reading where it entails (2b). On this reading the sentence has the s
choice flavor (‘whichever you choose’) that we find in example (1a).

Possibility and necessity statements differ, however, with respect to licensing FC constru
Example (1b) is out, and sentence (2c) never entails (2d).

The phenomena in (1) and (2) constitute a problem for prominent theories of free choice
and modals. Kadmon and Landman’s (1993) elegant analysiayods an indefinite, if com-
bined with the standard account mfyandmust fails to predict the felicity of (1a). Further
more, the standard analysis of modals andeaves the facts in (2) unaccounted for. Rec
approaches have attempted to solve these problems by anamynagndor as inherently
modal operators, while maintaining a standard accoumajfandmust In this article | will

follow a different strategy. | propose to maintain K&L's simple analysisioy as an existen-
tial quantifier @), and the standard treatmentafas logical disjunction\{). However, | will

*I would like to thank Alastair Butler and Paul Dekker for insightful comments.
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assume an independently motivated ‘Hamblin analysis3fandV as introducing sets of alter
native propositions. Modals are then taken to be operators over these sets of alternativi
resulting analysis will give us a unified account of the phenomena in (1) and (2).

The article is structured as follows. The next section discusses existing theories of FC itel
modal expressions and their problems. Section 3 presents a semantics, inspired by the
of questions, which accounts for the alternative propositions introducetldmd\/. Section
4 proposes an analysis of modals as quantifiers over these alternative propositions. St
discusses a number of applications, and section 6 concludes the article mentioning a nui
further lines of research.

2 Some background
2.1 Any as indefinite: Kadmon and Landman (1993)

English employsanyin two different ways.Anycan function as a negative polarity item anc
can obtain a free choice interpretation. In a convincing article, Nirit Kadmon and Fred |
man have proposed a unified analysis of Polarity Sensitive (henceforth PS) aard,Féhere
a phraseany CN is uniformly treated as an indefinite expression with two additional ser
tic/pragmatic characteristics.

The first characteristic adinyis that it contributes to the indefinite a reduced tolerance of
ceptions as illustrated in (3).

(3) A: Do you have dry socks?

B: 1 don't have ANY socks.

As Kadmon and Landman observe, what B is saying in this dialogue is that she doesn
socks and that wet socks are no exception to this claim. This reduced tolerance is expre
the widening condition.

Widening Anywidens the interpretation of the common noun along a contextual parame

On this accountany is an existential quantifier which widens the domain which otherv
would be associated with it by the context of utterance. This widening must come for a r
though and this explains whgnyis so picky in its distribution. The reason that K&L propo
for the domain widening adinyis strengthening of the statement made. In conversation, if g
a choice, we normally go for the most informative candidates. It is only in structures in v
domain widening leads to a stronger statementdhgts allowed. This leads us to the seco
characteristic oany.

Strengthening Anyis licensed only if the widening that it induces creates a stronger statet

The strength of a sentence is defined in terms of entailment. Strengthening mears/ika
licensed only if the statement on the wide interpretation entails the statement on the 1
interpretation.

Let us see now how K&L's analysis successfully captures the basic generalizationsapou

The first example concerns an episodic sentenceAlagtdB be contextually selected quantif
cational domains such thAtD B.
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(4) a. *John talked to any student.
b. wide FaxX(S(X)AT(X,])) - narrow. JeX(S(X) AT(X,]))

K&L correctly predict thatanyis not licensed in example (4), because enlarging the doma
the existential in this construction leads to a loss of information.

In negative contexts, we get the opposite. Since negation reverses entailment, domain w
leads to stronger negative sentences and, therefore, we correctly predict that (5) is grami

(5) a. John did not talk to any student.
b. wide —3ax(S(X)AT(X,])) = narrow. —3eX(S(X)AT(X,]))

Under negationanyis licensed and we talk in these contexts of a ‘negative’ polarity interpr
tion.

The last example concerns B@yin a generic sentence. Let GkBtand for a generic operato
the interpretation of which is assumed to change the quantificational foBsaroits scope from
existential to universal in much the same way as in standard dynamic analyses of (un)se
binding (e.g. Dekker’s (1993) analysis of adverbial quantification).

(6) a. Any dog hunts cats.
b. wide GEN(3axD(x);HC(x)) = narrow. GEN(3gxD(x); HC(X))

In this example domain widening leads to a stronger statement because of the effect
generic operator which givemy universal force. Therefore K&L correctly predict the felici
of (6).

To conclude, in the K&L analysis, PS and R@yare uniformly treated as existential quantifie
The universal effect of F@ny is the result of binding by an operator with universal for
for example a generic operator. On this analysis,af@is basically an indefinite interprete
generically.

Let us see now what are the predictions of this theoryaforin modal contexts. Before doin:
this let us review whatnayandmustare normally taken to mean.
2.2 May and must the standard account

On a standard account of modal expressiangy (or can) (<) andmust(0) are analyzed in
terms of compatibility and entailment with respect to a set of possible worlds which v
relative to the sort of modality under discussion (epistemic, deontic, ...) and other prac
factors (see Kratzer 1977).

(i) Coistrue inwiff @is compatiblewith the relevant set of worlda,;
(i) Dois true inwiff @is entailedby Ay.

Two problems arise if we assume this analysis. First of all, in combination with the K&L th
of any, it fails to predict the felicity of example (7a). Domain widening never strengthen
existential possibility statement disregarding wheth&akes narrow or wide scope over

(7) a. Anyone may come.
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b. &3xC(x) widening+4- strengthening
c. IxOC(X) widening=- strengthening

Furthermore, this analysis of modals leaves FC disjunction in possibility statements
counted for. Sentence (8c) which analyzes (8a) does not entail (8d) which analyzes (8b)

(8) a. John or Mary may come.=- b. John may come and Mary may come.
c. O(C(j)veC(m)) # d. OC(j) AOC(m)

A number of authors have tried to account for these data by proposing original analyaey 1
andor as inherently modal operators, while maintaining the standard accooray@Endmust

For example, Dayal (1998) and Giannakidou (2001) propose to analyaey&s an intensiona
guantifier, that is, a quantifier ranging over intensional objects rather than individuals, v
therefore, requires an intensional context in order to be felicitous (the quantifier requires a
operator which binds its world variable). In an inspiring article, Zimmermann (2000) prof
to analyze disjunctiond or B, as conjunctions of epistemic possibilitigsA A CB. If mayis

interpreted epistemically, the equivalence between (8a) and (8c) follows then by gener:
of epistemic logic.

Although these theories are interesting and might be on the right track, the analysis |

like to defend here follows a different strategy. | propose to maintain K&L's uniform ana
of anyas an existential quantified and a standard analysis of as logical disjunction\().

| will however assume an independently motivated analysis afhd\ as operators possibl
introducing sets of propositional alternatives, and a new analysis of modals as quantifie
these sets of propositions. In this way a unified solution for the problems in (7) and

obtained.

There are a number of methodological advantages to my strategy that are easy to see anc
like to list them heré. On my account,

(i) We have a uniform treatment for F&hyandor in modal contexts.

(i) We maintain K&L's unified analysis of PS and F&hy, while Dayal and Giannakidot
have to postulate the existence of two differans. In modal contexts, owany will
automatically behave as a modal quantifier, without the need of a postulate.

(i) We have a uniform account of FC disjunction in possibility statements. Zimmerme
analysis instead, which brilliantly explains the epistemic case, extends to permi
only at the cost of a number of extra assumptions.

We can now have a closer look at my proposal.

3 Alternatives

The starting point of the present analysis is the observation of a common charaatgraoid
or reflected by their formal counterpadisandV. As it is clear from the following specificatiol
of the truth conditions of these constructions, existentially quantified sentences and disjut
tell you that at least one element of a larger set of propositions is true, but do not tell you v
(By [9]mwg and[@]m.g | denote the extension (truth value) and intension (proposition, i.e
of possible worlds) o in modelM with respect to (worldv and) assignmerg respectively.)

LA proper comparison of the predictions of my analysis and those of Dayal, Giannakidou and Zimmern
needed, but must be left to another occasion.
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[BxAlMwg =1 < 3pe {[Almgpa [deD}:wep;
[AVBMwg=1 < 3pe {[Almg [Blmg}:wep.

Both IxA and AV B can be thought of as introducing a set of alternative propositions
indirectly, raising the question about which of these alternatives is true. In this section,
a formal account of the sets of propositional alternatives introduced by these construct
will then show how this logic of alternatives is needed for a proper analysis of interroc
sentences.

| recursively define a functiofe|u g which maps formulaeto sets of pairgw, s) consisting of
a possible worldv and a sequence of valugsvhere the length of is equivalent to the numbe
n(@) of surface existential quantifiers i — for atoms and negations(@) = 0; for @ = 3IxY,
n(@) = 1+ n(Y), and fore= Y1 A P2, n(¢@) = n(Y1) + n(P2) (see Dekker 2002).

Definition 1

- [P(te, s tn)Img = {(O.wW) [ ([t2lmawg: - [tnlmwg) € [PImwg}:
- [tr=t2Jmg ={(0,W) | [t2lmwg = [t2]mwg};

[F@lmg = {{(0W) [ -Ts: (s;W) € [@lmg};

. [Ix@mg = {{dsW) | (SW) € [@lm gix/a] 1

(@A YImg = {(s1%2.W) | (52, W) € [PIm,g & (51, W) € [W]m,g}-

o A W N P

DisjunctionV, implication— and universal quantificatioriare defined as standard in terms
-, A and3.

In this semantics, a formula is associated with a set of world-sequence pairs, rather tl
usual, with a set of worlds. This addition is essential to derive the proper sef@h] of
alternative propositions induced by form@awhich is defined as follows.

Definition 2 ALT (@)m.g = {{wW| (S W) € [@m g} | S€ D@},

As an illustration consider the two cases of an afewand of an existential sentenggPx

Formula Content Alternatives

P() {(0:w) [ [POIImwg = 1} {IPO)Im.g}

XP(x) | {({d),w) [ [PO)Imawgix/a) = 13 | {IP(X)]Im,gix/a) | d € D}

The informational content of the two formulae in the first column, expressed by means of ¢
world-sequence pairs, is displayed on the second column. Note that the length of the seqt
equivalent to the number of surface existential quantifiers of the sentence, 0 and 1 respe

These contents uniquely determine the sets of propositions displayed on the third column
Pxinduces a singleton set, containing the proposition ‘that the individuabthasigns toc is
such thaf’. The existential sentencé&xPxinduces a set of genuine propositional alternativ

2Eventually, in order to express domain widening, we will have to assume that quantifiers are index
contextually selected domain (see Westers1984).
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{thatd; is P, thatd, is P, ...}, containing as many elements as there are possible values fi
gquantified variablex (see Hamblin 1973).

In this semantics, the propositional alternatives introduced by a sentence are defined il
of the set of possible values for an existentially quantified variable. To properly accoun
for the alternatives introduced by disjunctions, | propose to add to our language, vapadle
ranging over propositions, so that, for example, we can wifite¢p A “p = A) for A, where the
operator’ receives the standard interpretation so fpfm gw = 1 iff w € g(p). In interaction
with 3 or v, this addition, otherwise harmless, extends the expressive power of our langu
a non-trivial way. Although the (a) and (b) sentences below are truth conditionally equiv
the sets of alternatives they bring about, depicted on the right column, are not the same.
the (a) representations introduce singleton sets, the (b) representations induce genuine
alternatives.

(9) a. Ip(‘pAVp = IXA(X)) — IxA(X)
A(d)
b. Ip("pA IX(p=A(X))) — A(dp)
(10) a. dp(‘pAVp=AVB) — AVB
A

b. Ip(‘pA (p=AV'p=B)) —

On this account, a sentence, beyond having truth conditions, also introduces a set of p
tional alternatives. This extra structure seems to be needed for a proper account of interr
sentences. If we take interrogativegt® denote the sets of alternatives inducedpbthe sets
induced by (9a) and (9b) above can serve as denotations for polar existential questions (e
(11)) and constituent questions (example (12)) respectively.

(11) a. Does anybody smoke?

b. Ap("pAYp = IXAX)) b’. [3xAX)

(12) a. Who smokes?

b. Bp(‘PAX(P=A(X))) b’ ["A(dy)

In order for this account to make sense, a question meaning (e.g. the sets of propositi
picted in (11b’) or (12b’)) should not be taken to represent the set of possible answers
guestion, as for example in Hamblin, but rather as the set of propositions for which the
value is under discussion. Otherwise, for example, we would predict that question (11a
not have a negative answer.

Interestingly, this analysis of questions allows for a perspicuous representation of the am
of ‘disjunctive’ questions like (13a), between a polar reading (expected ansyesrso) and an
alternative reading (expected answearstfedtea) (see von Stechow 1990).

(13) a. Do you want coffee or tea?
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b. Ap(‘pAYp=AVB) b’. [AVB (polar reading)

A
B

c. Ap("pA(p=AVVp=B)) c. (alternative reading)

In example (13a), intonation seems to play a disambiguating role. In alternative que:
the alternatives are normally stressed. This suggests an interesting parallelism, which d
further investigation, between the representations in (13b) and (13c), and the possibl
structures of sentence (13a) (see Aloni and van Rooy 2002).

To summarize, in this section we have presented a logic of the propositional alternatives
duced by a sentence that is inspired and motivated by the analysis of interrogative ser
Of all the constructions, only a relatively small number introduce sets of genuine altern:
namely constructions like (9b) and (10b) which crucially contain occurrence®of/, which
are precisely the formal representations of our FC itamgsandor.

4 Modals as operators over alternatives

| propose to treat modal expressions as operators over sets of propositional alternatives
way they will be sensitive to the alternatives introducedaby (3) andor (V) in their scope. |
propose the following analysis afay(or can) (<) andmust(O).

Definition 3 [Modals]
[C@mg={((),w) | Ya € ALT(@)m,g: IW € Ay : W € a};
[O@mg={((),w) | Ja € ALT(@mg: YW € Ay: W € a}.
Intuitively, n($@) = n(dg) = 0 and

() ©@is true inw iff everyalternative induced by is compatiblewith the relevant sets o
worlds Aw;

(i) Oegis true inwiff at least onaalternative induced by is entailedby A,.

With this accountmayandmustare still analyzed in terms of compatibility and entailment w
respect to a relevant set of worlds, but the former invalaésersalquantification over a se
of alternatives, whereas the latter existentialone. This is in accordance with the intuitic
that possibility statements are generic statements, whereas necessity statements are it
ones. As an illustration consider permissions versus obligations. According to Kamp (:
the function of a permission statement is to lift a prohibition, that is, to render permissi
class of possible actions. Obligations instead can only concern individual actions. My prc
can be seen as a formalization of Kamp’s insights about permissions and obligations .
generalization to other sorts of modals, in particular, epistemic ones. It has often been ok
that there is a parallelism between epistemic possibility statements and questions. For e
one of the effects of uttering a sentence like ‘It may be raining’ is the introduction of the que
‘whether it is raining’. Our analysis of modals as operators over sets of alternatives, ste
for propositions for which the truth value is under discussion, captures this parallelisn
perspicuous way.

On this account of modal expressiods,and cease to be one the dual of the other. Co
terexamples to dualism are given by cases in which the embedded sentence introduces
sets of alternatives. As we will see in the following section this failure is supported by
intuitions.
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5 Applications

In this section we show how the analysis presented in the previous pages gives us a pers
explanation of the examples we discussed in the introductory part of the article.

Let us start with an example of interaction betweemndmay.

(14) a. John or Mary may come.

b. O3p("pA (p=AV'p=B)) b g‘

c. oIp(\pAYp=AVB) c. [AVB

Example (14a) is ambiguous between the two analyses in (14b) and (14c). These two se
express universal quantifications over the two sets of alternatives represented in (14l
(14c’). Sentence (14Db) is true iff each proposition in set (14b’) is compatible with the rel
modal base. On this reading, the sentence then entails that ‘John may come and Ma
come’.

(15) SIp(pA (p=AVVp=B)) = CAACB

The second reading of the sentence lacks this entailment because the relevant set of all
is now the singleton set in (14c¢’). Sentence (14c) still entails ‘John may come or Mary
come’, as is expected.

(16) a. odp(pAVp=AVB) # COAACB
b. oIp(‘pAVp=AVB) = CAVOB

This second reading can be paraphrased as ‘John or Mary may come, but | don’t know w
In the following exampleor interacts withmust

(17) a. John or Mary must come.

b. O3p(‘pA (p=AV'p=B)) b

A

| B
c. O3p(pAYp=AVB) c. [AVB
Also this example is ambiguous between two readings. On the first reading, represel
(17b), the sentence is true iff at least one of the two propositions in the set displayed in (1
entailed by the relevant modal base. Note that on this reading, the sentence does not e
conjunction ‘John must come and Mary must come’, but it has the weaker entailment that
must come or Mary must come’.

(18) a. Odp(‘pA(p=AVYp=B)) A OAAOB
b. O3p(‘pPA (p=AVYp=B)) = TAVOB

The second reading of the sentence, represented in (17c), also lacks this weaker entailnr
this reading, the sentence remains unspecific as to the exact person who must come.

3As recognized by Zimmermann himself, his modal analysis of disjunction fails to capture this second r
of sentence (17).
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(19) O3p(‘pAVp=AVB) # OAVOB

Let us now turn to our predictions concerning the interactions of modalsiayd_et us start
with anyin a possibility statement.

(20) Anyone may come.

In (21) we have the three different ways in which an existential quantifier and a modal op
can interact (other possible combinations being logically equivalent).

A(dy)
(21) a. oIp(pAIX(p=A(X))) a’. [ Aldy) widening=- strengthening
b. IxCIp(pAVp=A(X)) b'. widening# strengthening
c. OIp(pAYp=IXA(X)) C. [ 3IxAX) widening# strengthening

Only (21a) can serve as a representation for sentence (20), because it is only in this cc
tion that domain widening does not lead to a loss of information. (21a) is true iff each ¢
propositions in (21a’) (thad; comesd, comes, etc) is compatible with the relevant modal be
Representation (21a), therefore, entails the universal sentence ‘For each individual, (s)!
come’.

(22) SIp(PAX(P=A(X))) = YXOCA

The other two possible representations (21b) and (21c), which involve quantification ove
gleton sets of propositions and cannot serve to represent (20) (strengthening is not sa
can be used to express the specific and non-specific reading for sentences like (23) or (z

(23) A philosopher may come.
(24) Some philosopher may come.

Example (23) can receive all three logical analyses in (21), the universal-like interpretatior
expressing the generic reading of the sentence.

Representation (21a), however, should not be available for example (24) which never
a universal-like interpretation. Note thadme(like any, but unlikea) is picky in its distri-
bution. For example, it cannot occur within the immediate scope of negation or as a ge
| expect that an explanation of why representation (21a) is ruled out for (24) should f
from a proper theory of the distribution of this marked indefinite expression (e.g. Farkas
Szabolcsi 2002).

To conclude let us considanyin a necessity statement.
(25) *Anyone must come.

As it is easy to see, we correctly predict that example (25) is out because domain widenin
not lead to a stronger statement on any of its possible readings in (26).

(26) a. OFp("pAIX(p=A(X))) a'. [A(dy) widening# strengthening




Maria Aloni Free Choice in Modal Contexts

b. IXOIp("pAYp=A(X)) b'. [AKX) widening# strengthening
c. O3p("pAYp = IXA(X)) c. [3IxAX) widening#4 strengthening

In our analysismust in contrast withmay, does not have the ability to change the quantifi
tional force of an indefinite in its scope, therefore, we seem to predict that, in necessity
ments, an indefinite with cannot receive a generic interpretation angis not allowed. There
are however examples of necessity statements in wehazim be interpreted generically aady

is licensed. Consider the following sentences:

(27) a. A car must have security belts. (generic reading availe

b. Any car must have security belts.

The (a) example can receive a generic interpretation and the (b) example is grammatical.
fore, if their possible analyses are as in (26), they seem to constitute counterexamples to
ory. ‘Having security belts’ is an examples of a so-called ‘individual-level’ predicate. Indivic
level predicates have been argued to be inherently generic, that is, they are required to ¢
the scope of a generic operator in order to be felicitous (e.g. Chierchia 1995). A possible
tion for (27) would then be that it is the generic operator, andmast which allows a generic
interpretation ofa and licensesny in these examples. The sentences in (27) would thel
analyzed as follows:

(28) OGEN(3IXC(x); HSBX))

This analysis is confirmed by the fact that if we leaveroustfrom the sentences in (27) nothir
changes with respect to their licensing universal-like interpretations.

(29) a. A car has security belts. (generic reading availa

b. Any car has security belts.

Example (29a) can have a generic interpretation and (29b) is grammatical. Their anal
(30) accounts for these facts:

(30) GEN(3XC(x);HSBX))

There is however a loose end that | should attend to before closing this section. Consi
following pair. Example (31a) is from (Heim 1982).

(31) a. A car must be parked in the garage. (generic reading avail

b. (?) Any car must be parked in the garage.

Example (31a) can be interpreted generically and (31b) is acceptable (at least to some sp
Note that the solution described for (27) is not available here. If we assumed the analysis
for the sentences in (31), then we would make the wrong predictions about the following

(32) a. Acaris parked in the garage. no(generic reading available

b. *Any car is parked in the garage.
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Interestingly,mustin examples (31a) (on its generic reading) and (31b) can only be interp
deontically, whereas (27a) (on its generic reading) and (27b) allowed also an epistemic
pretation. | am not sure how we should account for these facts. The universal eféeahdf
anyin (31) is the result of binding by an operator with universal force. If we want to mair
my analysis ofmustas an existential quantifier, we will have to assume the presence of ar
operator here, e.g. a generic operator as above. We need however evidence for this.
know, the predicate ‘being parked in the garage’ is stage-level and stage-level predicates
require generic operators. We could maybe assume that deoasitbut crucially not epis-
temic must has the ability, under specific circumstances, to transform a stage-level pre
into an individual-level predicate. The examples in (31) could then receive roughly the fo
ing analysis, which would account for their possible universal-like interpretations (and v
not contrast with the facts in (32%):

(33) GEN(3XC(x); OPG(X))

A possible explanation for why this analysis does not support an epistemic interpretation
be that, as has been argued for example by von Fintel (2002), epistaisicannot occur in
such an embedded position (according to their Epistemic Containment Principle, a quz
cannot have scope over an epistemic modal).

6 Conclusion and further research

| have proposed an analysis wfay and mustas operators over sets of propositional alter
tives. This gave us an account of their sensitivity to the alternatives introduced @any(
andor in their scope. The interpretation nfayinvolved universal quantification over altern
tivesa taking wide scope over existential quantification over possible wavlffga3w). Must

combined existential quantification over alternatives with universal quantification over w
(Havw). It is tempting to extend this analysis to other (modal) operators. If we follow
line, all FC licensing operators could then be treated as universal quantifiers ranging ov
of propositional alternatives. For example, the generic operator, GEN, would inyoiver-

sal quantification over both alternatives and worles'{w). Possibility adverbs likenaybeor

perhapswould instead be examples of expressions invoh@rigtentialquantification over al-
ternatives and worldsiti3w). This is supported by the fact that they do not liceasgin their

scope.

(34) *Maybe/Perhaps anyone comes.

An interesting question is whether an analysis along these lines of embedding vemvariike
believeor know beyond explaining their (in)ability of licensing FC items, could shed some |
on others of their linguistic properties, e.g. locality effects (see Butler 2003).

Other phenomena that deserve further attention include modals in subjunctive mood, e
contrast between possibility and necessity with respect to licensing FC items is less sharg
case; and the variety of indefinite expressions in English and other languages, e.g. ind
nate pronouns in Japanese jgendeinin German, which have also be argued by Kratzer i
Shimoyama (2002) to require a Hamblin semantics.

At last | would like to mention one observation which originally motivated my interest in
choice phenomena. The observation concerns the relation between an apparent break

4The sentences in (31) seem to quantify over cars which must be parked rather than over all cars.
‘topical’ domain restrictions are disregarded in representation (33).
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exhaustivity as we have in so callaetention-soménterpretations of questions and free choi
readings ofanyandor. Questions normally obtain exhaustive interpretations. Question (
can only be completely answered by giving an exhaustive list of the invited persons.

(35) a. Who did John invite?

b. Bill. (<& Billand nobody else)

Sometimes, however, a wh-question can be completely answered by mentioning just
the positive cases. A famous example, due to Groenendijk and Stokhof, is the following,
(36b) seems to completely resolve question (36a), but still does not imply the exhaustive €

(36) a. Where can | buy an Italian newspaper?

b. At the station. £ Atthe station and nowhere else)

The hypothesis | propose, supported by the following facts, is that an interrog@toen have
a mention-some reading onlygfis a FC licensing context.

(37) a. Where can | buy an Italian newspaper?

b. You can buy an Italian newspaper at the station or at the masket.

You can buy an Italian newspaper at the station and you can buy an Italian news
at the market.

c. You can buy an Italian newspaper anywhere.
In contrast with:

(38) a. Who did John invite?

b. John invited Bill or Mary<
John invited Bill and John invited Mary.

c. *John invited anybody.

If this hypothesis is confirmed, | expect my analysis of free choice to be able to shed son
light on themention-somfnention-allcontrast and, eventually, contribute to an account of
phenomena discussed in this final paragraph.
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