What all do we know about what all ?
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The talk investigates the various manifestationthefVhat all ...question construction in
four languages: Mandarin Chinese, German, Hungaaiath English. Some examples are:

(2) a.”Who all have you invited for tonight? (OK in&reErRENG. + some varieties
b. *Where all have you been this year? of &ANG.)
(2)  Was {alles} hast du {alles} gekauft? GERMAN

what all  have.2sg you all bought
‘What [are] all [the things that] you have bought?

(3) Tegnap ki mindenkivel beszéltél? HUNGARIAN
yesterday who everyone-with spoke.2sg
‘Who [are] all [the people that] you spoke withsyerday?’

(4)  Nidou qu-guo na-xie difaryg MaAND CHIN
you DOU go-exp which-pl place
‘Which places have you been to?’

| propose to unify the semantics for this constarctamily by extending Zimmermann’s
(2007) account of the Germaras allesconstruction to the others, and investigate thesr
linguistic (morpho)syntactic variability.

In Zimmermann’s analysis, the function of the qufaatlike element is to modify structured

guestion denotations by placing additional resorg (plurality and exhaustivity) on their

guestion domain. The widely attested plurality arbaustivity property of these questions is

built into the semantics of the quantifying questparticle ‘all’: (5), where Q stands for the

type of individual denoted by the particular quastpronoun.

5) we-all <P,Q>=<P,{x|x0Q&DV(X)&=[k[z>x&z0OQ&zOP] }>
plurality exhaustiveness

The divisibility operator ensures that only plud&noting expressions are appropriate
associate NPs, while the exhaustiveness subclaizsargees that these are questions
expecting an exhaustive answer. Thus the meaniftpdf for instance, is as in (4):

(4) <Ax.you invited x, {x| x 0 *PERSON & DIV(x) & = [[ z>x & z [ *PERSON & you invited z] }>
possible answerqYou invited A and B and nobody else; you invitecdAd C and
nobody else; .}.

As regards the attested spectrum of syntacticzagains:

* German makes use of a quantifier adjoined to tlantfied NP, from where the NP may
optionally excorporate — this is how they may epdemotely from each other.

* In English, no such excorporation is possible, kavit- all moves as a unit, invariably.

* Hungarian, where bare ‘restrictor’ pronouns morpgalally combine with various
guantifiers {d, [l free-choice:minden-ki [(J-PERY = ‘everyone’, vala-ki [(}PERY =
‘someone’, bar-ki [freech.PERY = ‘anyone’, cf. /-ki [O-PER = ‘wh0’)), uses a
compound quantificational pronoun to form the camgton under scrutiny, e.g/fki-



[minden-Kj] ‘who-everyone’, and places it in the usual whspion (= spec,FocP in this
language). Because of the morphological naturehefdompound, no excorporation is
possible, hence no remoteness effect of the Getypan

In Chinese, similar associations between bareictstrpronouns likeshei ‘x-PERSON,
shenméex-THING' and quantifiers like the U@ou, or a Q-op in spec,CP, have usually
been analysed as a syntactic dependency. | proposever, that such a dependency
would be ill-formed, and in fact hed®u modifies the clause as a clausal adverb, and adds
a modifying part to the restriction on the varialite the effect that only exhaustive
answers will be congruent with the question thumfad. Question-formation, meanwhile,
proceeds along the standard route: a Q-operatspen,C binds the variable provided by
thein situwh-pronoun) — independently of whidu does.



