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1 Introduction

How should we characterize the function of additive particles in natural lan-
guage? One promising proposal, explored in particular by Beaver & Clark (2008),
is that these particles contribute to the organization of discourse by signaling
that the current question under discussion has already received a partial an-
swer.1 In other words, we may say that an additive particle marks its containing
sentence as part of an incremental strategy for resolving the current question
under discussion.

While this perspective is very attractive, it hasn’t been developed in enough
generality. In particular, it is limited to additive particles appearing in declarative
clauses and can’t capture the peculiarities of additives in other sentence types. In
this paper, we will expand the focus to additives in interrogative clauses, which
will allow us to account for a distributional puzzle about English also as well as
also-like particles in other languages, such as German auch.

Also can appear in declaratives and polar interrogatives, as in (1), but its
distribution in wh-interrogatives is more restricted. Whether also is licensed in a
wh-interrogative, depends on the phrase with which the particle associates. If it
associates with a non-wh-phrase, as in (2), the use of also is acceptable; but if it
associates with the wh-phrase, as in (3a), the use of also is degraded.2 To express
additivity in this latter case, speakers typically employ else, as in (3b).

1 Closely related analyses in terms discourse organization can also be found in Jasinskaja & Zeevat
2009, Umbach 2012 and Grubic 2017. Moreover, additives have been investigated from other
angles, including, but not limited to, the anaphoric nature of their presupposition (a.o. Kripke
1991/2009, Heim 1992, Abrusán 2014, Ahn 2015, Grubic 2019), and their obligatoriness in certain
contexts (a.o. Kaplan 1984, Heim 1991, Krifka 1998, Saebo 2004, Eckardt & Fränkel 2012). In this
paper, we won’t have anything new to say about these latter topics.

2 To be precise, in assertions and polar questions, the acceptability of also depends on the
associated phrase as well: e.g., also cannot associate with universal quantifiers (#Bob also called
[everybody]F/[nobody]F). Intuitively, this is because universal quantifiers resolve the current
question under discussion in one fell swoop, and hence can’t be part of an incremental strategy.
Even though data points like this aren’t the main focus of the present paper, they will fall out
from the proposed account.



(1) John danced the waltz.
a. [Mary]F also danced the waltz.
b. Did [Mary]F also dance the waltz?

(2) Lots of people danced the waltz. But who also danced the [jive]F?

(3) John danced the waltz.
a. #[Who]F also danced the waltz?
b. [Who]F else danced the waltz?

However, we will see that under certain pragmatic circumstances also can
felicitously associate with a wh-phrase after all. The proposed account derives
this full distributional paradigm, thereby shedding new light on the way in
which the semantics of also interacts with the pragmatics of question use.

Along general lines, the account will be based on the insight that an incre-
mental discourse strategy is only feasible if the sentences that make up this
strategy address different parts of the question under discussion. This basic idea
has been made more precise in various forms (cf. Beaver & Clark 2008, Jasinskaja
& Zeevat 2009). For declaratives, e.g., it may be understood as the requirement
that individual sentences in the strategy must not entail each other. Here we will
generalize this condition to apply to declarative and interrogative sentences in a
uniform way.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the key data. Sec-
tion 3 provides some background on additive presuppositions and question-
under-discussion models. In Section 4, a generalized additive presupposition is
proposed, and in Section 5, it is demonstrated how this presupposition accounts
for the distribution of also in assertions, polar questions and different kinds of
wh-questions. The proposed account is couched in a question-under-discussion
model based on inquisitive semantics. Section 6 expands on the formal details
of of this model. Readers who are only interested in the account of additive
particles can safely skip this section. Section 7 addresses a problem that arises in
connection with multiple-wh QUDs. Section 8 concludes.

2 ‘Also’ in showmaster and summoning questions

We will start by looking at some data from German that have received attention
in the recent literature (Umbach 2012, Grubic 2017, see also Eckardt 2006). Even
though these accounts are concerned with the German additive particles auch

2



Witness Protection

and noch, they are immediately relevant for us, as the pertinent differences
between auch and noch correspond to those between also and else. In this section,
I will discuss a generalization about auch due to Umbach (2012) and challenge it
on the basis of previously unnoticed data.

2.1 Showmaster questions

Like English also, German auch is usually marked when it associates with the wh-
phrase in awh-interrogative.Umbach (2012)maintains that the only circumstance
under which auch can associate with the wh-phrase is if the interrogative is
interpreted as a showmaster question. This is a question the speaker asks in a
scenario where it is transparent that she already knows the answer. Such a
question is not information-seeking, but rather a speaker will typically ask it in
order to prompt the addressee to say the answer out aloud.

As an illustration, Umbach provides the example in (4), which involves three
people, little Lisa, Lisa’s mother, and Auntie. Auntie is asking a showmaster
question: since she has been to the zoo with Lisa, she knows the answer to (4);
she is merely trying to prompt Lisa to tell her mother the answer too.

(4) [Lisa tells hermomwhat happenedwhen she visited the zoowithAuntie.]
Auntie to Lisa: Und was ist im Zoo auch passiert?
Auntie to Lisa: And what also happened at the zoo? (Umbach 2012: p.1845)

Observe that auch is fully acceptable in (4), although it associates with the
wh-phrase. English also patterns with auch: the English translation of (4) receives
a showmaster interpretation and it seems to be this interpretation that makes
also acceptable.

There are other possible scenarios for showmaster questions, including oral
examinations, as in (5), or lively narrative discourses like (6). Again, both auch

and also are acceptable in these examples.

(5) [Examiner after student has given an incomplete answer:]
Gut, aber was ist 1776 auch passiert?
Good, but what also happened in 1776?

(6) Ich stand vor dem Eingang, und wer stand da plötzlich auch?
I was standing in front of the entrance, and who also stood there all of a sudden?

(Reis & Rosengren 1997, quoted from Umbach 2012: p.1850)
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If an additive particle associates with the wh-phrase in an ex-situ interrogative,
then it associates backwards. It has been noted that in many languages additives
can associate backwards, while other focus particles such as even and only cannot
(Krifka 1998). Erlewine (2014) provides an attractive semantic explanation of
this difference, arguing that the scalar presupposition triggered by even is more
demanding than the existential presupposition triggered by also:

Intuitively, [. . . ] even as well as only need to know which alternative is
the prejacent, whereas also simply needs to ensure that there are true
alternatives, and does not actually need to know which alternative is the
prejacent value. (Erlewine 2014: p.146)

As we will see, however, also does in fact require more than mere existence of
true alternatives, andwewill use this requirement to explain that the particle can
appear in wh-interrogatives only under certain pragmatic conditions. Erlewine
doesn’t mention these pragmatic conditions, but notably his examples of also
associating with a wh-phrase are all introduced by phrases like you’ll never guess
and most naturally receive an “embedded” showmaster reading:

(7) You’ll never guess [who]F I also met. (Erlewine 2014: p.146)

2.2 Extant accounts of additive particles in showmaster questions

Umbach (2012) and Grubic (2017) have suggested explanations for why auch

triggers a showmaster interpretation when it appears in wh-questions. I critically
discuss both proposals, starting with Grubic 2017.

2.2.1 Grubic (2017)

Grubic’s account is formulated in a question-under-discussion (QUD) framework
and treats auch as signaling that a previously addressed QUD gets re-opened
with respect to a larger wh-domain.3 According to Grubic, the showmaster effect
is pragmatic and stems from Gricean reasoning along the following lines. A

3 Only those features ofGrubic’s proposal are summarizedhere that are relevant for the showmaster
effect. Her full account uses situation semantics (Kratzer 2011) and captures a wider range of
differences between auch and noch. It treats auch as signaling that the QUD gets re-opened with
respect to the same topic situation but a different resource situation. Since Grubic additionally
assumes that QUDs cannot get re-opened with respect to the same topic situation and a smaller
domain, this means that for her auch signals a re-opening of a QUD with a larger domain.
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speaker will only re-open a QUD with respect to a larger wh-domain if she
has a reason to do so. A plausible reason is that the speaker thinks that in the
previously given answer relevant alternatives were forgotten or ignored.

A problem I see with this line of explanation is that it only derives a
relatively weak implicature, namely that the speaker considers the existing
answer incomplete—not that she already knows the answer to the auch-question.
This is problematic because a scenario in which the speaker merely thinks the
answer is incomplete doesn’t seem to license auch. For instance, in (8), if B merely
considers A’s answer incomplete but doesn’t know which exact books A read
over the summer, then it isn’t acceptable for B to use also.

(8) [Over the summer, every student has to read two books of their choice.
Back at school, A is reporting what she read:]
A: On vacation, I read Emma.

B: Okay, cool. #Und was hast du auch gelesen?
B: Okay, cool. #And what did you also read?

2.2.2 Umbach (2012)

Umbach’s explanation for the showmaster interpretation is based on Krifka
(1998)’s argument that if an additive particle associates backwards, its associated
phrase is a contrastive topic (cf., Jackendoff 1972, Büring 2003). Now, since auch
in the relevant questions associates backwards with the wh-phrase, Umbach
concludes that the wh-phrase must be a contrastive topic. According to Umbach,
contrastive topics need to be referential and wh-phrases are not referential in a
suitable way. She concludes that if auch associates with the wh-phrase, it coerces
a referential interpretation of the wh-phrase, and that this is the cause of the
showmaster interpretation:4

“. . . The wh-word is, as a rule, unsuited to serve as a contrastive topic
because it is not referential. However, in showmaster questions the
need for a contrastive topic imposes a referential interpretation on the

4 Umbach provides too little detail to judge how plausible this argument is. It remains unclear,
e.g., what exactly a referential interpretation of the wh-phrase is, and why familiarity with
the answer follows from such an interpretation. However, it is indeed an interesting question
whether wh-phrases can be contrastive topics (CTs), and if so, how this may be derived in a
theory of CTs. The problem might be similar to that posed by generalized quantifiers acting as
CTs (Rooth 2005; Constant 2014, Chapter 4).
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wh-word, which is why these questions presuppose that the speaker is
familiar with the answer.” (Umbach 2012: p.1858)

This means that Umbach’s account predicts a showmaster interpretation to arise
whenever auch backwards-associates with the wh-phrase. We are now going to
see data showing that this prediction is too strong.

2.3 Summoning questions

Not all questions in which auch associates with the wh-phrase receive a show-
master interpretation. A case in point are a certain class of questions, which to
my knowledge have not been discussed in the literature so far. I will refer to
them as summoning questions. A summoning question is a question that typically
is posed directly to a group of people, with the aim of finding out who of these
people have a certain property. The summoning question in (9), for instance,
could be posed by an instructor to a group of students at the beginning of a
semester.

(9) Who here is taking this course for credit? Raise your hands!

As shown in (10), summoning questions can host auch/also, and they do so
without triggering a showmaster effect. In (10a) and its English translation, for
instance, the question of who wants an ice cream can be genuinely information-
seeking: the speaker doesn’t suggest that she has anybody particular in mind,
contrary to what Umbach’s account would predict.

(10) a. Wer will auch ein Eis?
Who also wants an ice cream?

b. Wer ist auch dafür, zu gehen?
Who is also in favor of leaving?

c. Wer von euch ist auch bei Snapchat?
Who here is also on Snapchat?

By default the speaker will act as the antecedent for the additive particle in
summoning questions. In (10a), for example, the speaker is presupposing that
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she herself wants an ice cream.5 However, as illustrated in (11), it doesn’t seem
necessary for licensing auch/also that the speaker is the antecedent.

(11) Ich geh gleich ein Eis für Maria holen. Wer von euch will auch eins?
I’m getting an ice cream for Mary. Who of you guys also wants one?

Finally, let’s turn back to Grubic (2017). As suggested by Mira Grubic (p.c.), we
might be able to accommodate these data in her account. Recall that Grubic 2017
takes the speaker of an auch-marked wh-question to implicate that a previously
given answer to the question is incomplete. If we additionally assume that this
implicature only arises if the question is posed to the same interlocutor that
provided the existing answer, then we correctly predict that the implicature
doesn’t arise with summoning questions. This is the case because a summoning
question is posed to a group of people not including that interlocutor. However,
the additional assumption needed here doesn’t seem to hold up. On a theoretic
level, it is unclear why the implicature would only arise if the question is posed to
the same interlocutor. And empirically, we also find this implicature in examples
where the question is posed to an interlocutor different from the one who
gave the previous answer. In (12), e.g., the speaker themself asserts an answer
and then directs the question at the other interlocutor. Nevertheless, we get a
showmaster/incompleteness inference with auch.

(12) [Two students are poring over their homework, which asks them to name
two Roman emperors. One of them says:]
Okay, also Tiberius war ein römischer Kaiser. Aber das ist der einzige,
den ich kenne. Wer war noch/#auch ein römischer Kaiser?
Okay, Tiberius was a Roman emperor. But that’s the only one I know. Who {else

was/#was also} a Roman emperor?

2.4 Summary of the data

Let’s recap the empirical picture. We have seen that, while also can easily appear
in assertions and polar questions, it is only acceptable in canonical wh-questions
if it doesn’t associate with the wh-phrase. If it does associate with the wh-phrase,

5 It’s an interesting problem, though probably orthogonal to our purposes here, why additive
presuppositions in summoning questions can be accommodated so easily, whereas they have
been observed to resist accommodation in other environments (Kripke 1991/2009).
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Figure 1 Distribution of also/auch

also is only acceptable if the containing question is a summoning question or a
showmaster question. This distribution is summarized in Figure 1.

3 Background on additive presuppositions

Before turning to the positive proposal in the next section, we will review
some basic properties of additive particles and see how these properties can be
captured in a QUD framework.

3.1 Focus sensitivity

Additive particles are focus-sensitive, with their presupposition depending on
the focus structure of their containing sentence. For example, (13a), where dog is
focused, presupposes that Alice gave something other than a dog to Mary, while
(13b), where Mary is focused, presupposes that Alice gave a dog to someone
other than Mary.

(13) a. Alice also gave a [dog]F to Mary.
{ Alice gave something other than a dog to Mary.

b. Alice also gave a dog to [Mary]F.
{ Alice gave a dog to somebody other than Mary.
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This focus sensitivity can easily be implemented in alternative semantics (Rooth
1992): if also appears in a sentence (, then it presupposes that there is a true
alternatives ? in the focus semantic value of ( such that ? is different from the
ordinary semantic value of (. We will refer to the first part of this presupposition
as the existence condition and to the second part as the non-identity condition.
For example (13b) above, these conditions amount to the following.

(14) Alice also gave a dog to [Mary]F.
{ There’s a true ? ∈ ~Alice gave a dog to [Mary]F�F existence

such that ? ≠ ~Alice gave a dog to [Mary]F�O. non-identity

It has been suggested in the literature that this formulation falls short, though:
both existence and non-identity have been argued to be too weak to capture the
empirical picture.

3.2 Anaphoricity

Kripke (1991/2009) points out that additive presuppositions are different from
many other presuppositions: they can’t be accommodated or satisfied by common
ground knowledge. If they could be, then we would expect (15) to be acceptable
out of the blue—after all, it is well known that, any given night, several million
people have dinner in New York. So, if the existence condition was just an
existential statement, as in (14), the additive presupposition could easily be
accommodated.

(15) Sam is having dinner in New York tonight, too. (Kripke 1991/2009)

Kripke suggests that additive particles, rather than contributing a simple exis-
tential statement, are anaphoric: in (15), too seems to require that there has been
a salient preceding utterance establishing of some particular individual other
than Sam that they are having dinner in New York tonight.

3.3 Focus sensitivity via Current Question

There are different ways of capturing the discourse anaphoricity and focus
sensitivity of additive particles. Beaver & Clark (2008) use a question-under-
discussion-based framework based on Roberts 1996 for this purpose, and we
will follow them. In this framework, focus sensitivity can be modeled without
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directly making reference to focus semantic values. Instead, it is assumed that
every assertion addresses a so-called Current Question (CQ). This CQ can either
be an explicitly asked question or it can remain implicit. In the latter case,
it can be deduced from the focus structure of the assertion. This is possible
because of question-answer congruence, an observation dating back to Paul 1886:
if an assertion � answers a question &, then � has focus marking on that
constituent that corresponds to the wh-phrase in &. For example, (16) is taken to
be associated with the CQWhat did Mary give John?, whereas (17) is taken to be
associated with the CQWho gave John a dog?.

(16) [CQ: What did Mary give John?]
Mary gave John a [dog]F.

(17) [CQ: Who gave John a dog?]
[Mary]F gave John a dog.

This connection between focus marking and CQ allows Beaver & Clark to capture
the existence condition in terms of the CQ. Roughly, they take an additive particle
to signal that a positive partial answer to the CQ has already been given in the
discourse. For example, also in (18) is taken to mark that a positive partial answer
toWhat did John read? has already been given.

(18) [CQ: What did John read?]
John also read [Middlemarch]F.

3.4 Non-identity is too weak

The non-identity condition as formulated in Section 3.1 has also been subject
to criticism, with both Jasinskaja & Zeevat (2009) and Beaver & Clark (2008)
proposing a strengthened version of this condition. Beaver & Clark require that
the already established partial answer, i.e., the antecedent, is not entailed by
the prejacent of the additive particle. To motivate this decision, they point to
the oddness of discourses like those in (19), where the prejacent of the additive
particle entails the antecedent.

(19) a. Sam is [happy]F. #He’s also [ecstatic]F. (after Beaver & Clark 2008)

b. I called [Alice]F. #I also called [Alice and Mary]F.

c. Alice [sang]F. #She also [sang beautifully]F.
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Observe that with entailment in the opposite direction, however, the discourse
is degraded too:

(20) a. Sam is [ecstatic]F. #He’s also [happy]F.
b. I called [Alice and Mary]F. #I also called [Mary]F.
c. Sam has a [brother and a sister]F. #He also has [siblings]F.

Onemight think that these data can be explained as cases of redundancy. But the
degradedness seems to persist even if we take care to construct non-redundant
discourses, e.g., discourses that guide through a reasoning process step by step
or explain the meaning of a word:

(21) a. Sam is [ecstatic]F. This means that he is (?#also) [happy]F.
b. I called [Alice and Mary]F. This means in particular that I (#also)

called [Mary]F.
c. Sam has [a brother and a sister]F. This means that Sam (#also) has

[siblings]F.

Leaving out the additive particle does seem to improve acceptability, which
suggests that the problem is indeed caused by the particle. I conclude that the
non-identity condition needs to be strengthened into both directions: prejacent
of the additive particle and antecedent need to be logically independent, i.e.,
neither is permitted to entail the other.

Combining both Beaver&Clark’s CQ-based version of the existence condition
and a strengthened version of their non-identity condition, we arrive at the
following formulation of the additive presupposition.

(22) Additive presupposition (after Beaver & Clark):

If an additive particle occurs in a declarative (, this presupposes that:
(i) there is a salient preceding sentence establishing a positive partial

answer ? of the CQ, and existence

(ii) ? is logically independent of ~(�. non-identity

This presupposition can capture the contribution of additive particles in declar-
atives. In the following section, we will generalize it to also be applicable to
additives in polar and wh-interrogatives.

11



4 Generalizing the additive presupposition

4.1 Preview of the account

We will use a generalized version of the additive presupposition to derive the
distribution of also. The intuitive idea behind this account is as follows. The
additive presupposition requires that there already is a partial answer ? of
the CQ, and that the additional partial answer @ asserted by or invited by the
also-marked sentence is logically independent of the pre-existing answer. With
assertions and polar questions, which “mention” one concrete partial answer @,
this amounts to ensuring that ? and @ are independent. By contrast, with wh-
questions, ensuring the independence of ? and @ is more difficult—as we will
see, sometimes even impossible. This is because wh-questions don’t mention
just a single partial answer, but rather make a whole range of propositions
available as admissible answers. In order to ensure that ? and @ are logically
independent, all of these propositions must be logically independent of ?. With
canonical, unrestrictedwh-questions, this will turn out to be impossible, whereas
with summoning questions and showmaster questions we will see that it is
possible since the set of admissible answers is restricted such that it only contains
propositions that are logically independent of ?.

4.2 Resolutions and positive partial resolutions

Wewill implement the solution outlined above in inquisitive semantics (Ciardelli
et al. 2018). This choice is motivated by conceptual and technical reasons.
Inquisitive semantics is a framework specifically designed to deliver a uniform
notion of meaning for declarative and interrogative sentences. Adopting this
notion here will provide a stronger conceptual underpinning for the proposed
account and simplify the formal definitions. For the purposes of this paper, we
will introduce a simplified version of inquisitive semantics, which departs from
the most common version of the framework in that it does not assume sentence
meanings to be downward-closed.6

6 This is done purely for expositional reasons. Standard inquisitve semantics defines sentence
meanings as downward-closed proposition sets because, among other things, this additional
structure allows a straightforward algebraic treatment of sentence coordination and entailment
between questions. For the current paper, these motivations don’t play a role. If desired, however,
our account can be reformulated in standard inquisitive semantics. In particular, we would then
define a notion that allows us to talk about the maximal elements in a sentence meaning, usually
called alternatives. Most definitions would have to be recast in terms of alternatives.
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F01 F0

F1 F∅

(a)Amy left.

F01 F0

F1 F∅

(b)Did Amy leave?

F01 F0

F1 F∅

(c)Who left?

Figure 2 Examples of sentence meanings in inquisitive semantics.

4.2.1 Resolutions

In inquisitive semantics, the meaning of both declaratives and interrogatives is
construed as the same kind of semantic object, namely a set of propositions. By
uttering a sentence with meaning %, a speaker is taken to raise an issue whose
resolution requires establishing one of the propositions in %, while at the same
time providing the information that the actual world is contained in the union
of these propositions,

⋃
%. We call the elements of % resolutions of the sentence.

The difference between declaratives and interrogatives is that, by uttering a
declarative, a speaker raises a trivial issue, i.e., she provides enough information
in order to resolve the issue she raises. Uttering an interrogative sentence, by
contrast, typically raises a non-trivial issue.

For example, consider the following three sentences:

(23) a. Amy left.
b. Did Amy leave?
c. Who left?

Assuming a domain with exactly two individuals, Amy and Bill, these sentences
may be assigned themeanings depicted in Figure 2, whereFab andFa are worlds
where Amy left, Fb and F∅ are worlds where Amy didn’t leave, Fab and Fb are
worlds where Bill left, and Fa and F∅ are worlds where Bill didn’t leave. The
rectangles are the resolutions.
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4.2.2 Positive partial resolutions

For our account of additive particles, we won’t use resolutions simpliciter, but a
closely related notion that we will call positive partial resolutions.

Partial resolutions. A partial resolution is to a resolution what a partial answer
is to an answer: to be a partial resolution of a sentence (, a proposition ? doesn’t
have to resolve the issue raised by ( completely, but it is sufficient if ? rules out
some resolution in the meaning of (. For instance, while (24a) resolves the issue
raised by the question in (24) completely, both (24b) and (24c) only resolve it
partially: the former by virtue of ruling out the resolution that C will come, and
the latter by ruling out the resolution that nobody will come.

(24) Who (of A, B, and C) will come?
a. A will come. resolution
b. A or B will come. partial resolution
c. Someone will come. partial resolution

Note that every proposition that resolves an issue completely also resolves it
partially. This means that every resolution also is a partial resolution. The reverse
doesn’t hold.

To see why partial resolutions are the relevant notion when it comes to
modeling additive presuppositions, consider (25). In both examples, the use of
the additive particle is licensed by a merely partial resolution.

(25) a. Alice invited John orMary, I don’t remember which. She also invited
Bob.

b. Someone from your soccer team called. Your grandmother also
called.

Positive partial resolutions. Intuitively, a positive partial resolution is a resolu-
tion that partially resolves a given issue positively. In the case of an assertion or
a polar question, it is a resolution entailing a yes-reply. For instance, (26a) is a
positive partial resolution of issues raised by the assertion and corresponding
polar question in (26), while (26b) is not a positive partial resolution of these
issues.

(26) B will come. /Will B come?
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a. B will come. positive
b. B won’t come. not positive

A positive partial resolution of a wh-question is a partial resolution entailing
a somebody/something-reply. For instance, (27a) and (27b) are positive partial
resolutions of the issue raised by the question in (27), while (27c) and (27d) are
not positive partial resolutions of this issue.

(27) Who will come?
a. A will come. positive
b. One of A, B and C will come. positive
c. A won’t come. not positive
d. Nobody will come. not positive

To see why positive partial resolutions are needed for licensing also, consider (28).
In the first sentences of both examples, the CQ gets (partially) resolved, but not
positively. As a consequence, the use of also is not acceptable.

(28) CQ: Who called?
a. John didn’t call. #Alice also called.
b. Nobody called. #Alice also called.

4.2.3 Formal definitions

To give a formal definition of positive partial resolutions, we need a more fine-
grained notion of meaning than the one used in standard inquisitive semantics.
Some examples of notions thatwould (either directly orwith smallmodifications)
suit our purposes are: question meanings as defined in categorial accounts (e.g.,
von Stechow 1991, Krifka 2001, Xiang 2016, 2020), the notion of question abstracts

as developed in Groenendĳk & Stokhof 1984, and the notion of highlighting as
defined in Roelofsen & Farkas 2015. Underlying all of these accounts is the idea
that uttering a question makes certain semantic objects salient, which thereby
become available for anaphoric reference. Here, we will use Roelofsen & Farkas’s
implementation of this idea, as it applies to both questions and assertions in a
uniform way and integrates well with the conception of meaning pursued in
inquisitive semantics.

The notion of highlighting captures which semantic objects a sentence makes
salient. For example, both the polar interrogative in (29a) and the declarative
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in (29b) are taken to highlight the proposition that Ann watched Psycho,
i.e., �F.,(?)(0)(F). The single-wh-question in (29c) is taken to highlight the
unary property of having been watched by Ann, i.e., �G.�F.,(G)(0)(F), and
the multiple-wh-question in (29d) is taken to highlight the binary relation
�H.�G.�F.,(G)(H)(F).

(29) a. Ann watched Psycho. { �F.,(?)(0)(F) 0-place property
b. Did Ann watch Psycho? { �F.,(?)(0)(F) 0-place property
c. What did Ann watch? { �G.�F.,(G)(0)(F) 1-place property
d. Who watched what? { �H.�G.�F.,(G)(H)(F) 2-place property

We can generalize over these different cases by viewing propositions as 0-place
properties. All of the above sentence types then highlight an =-place property,
where = ≥ 0 is the number of wh-elements in the sentence.

With the notion of highlighting in place, we can now formally define the
set of positive partial resolutions of a sentence (. We do this in two steps, first
defining positive resolutions, then positive partial resolutions in terms of positive
resolutions.

(30) Let ( be a sentence. Let ~(� be the set of resolutions of ( and let
ℎ : �=

4 → �〈B,C〉 be the property highlighted by (.

a. The set of positive resolutions ~(�+ of ( is:7

~(�+ :=
? ∈ ~(�

������ ?∩ ⋂
®3∈�=

4

ℎ(®3) = ∅


b. The set of positive partial resolutions ~(�∪+ of ( is:

~(�∪+ :=
{ ⋃

'

��� ' ⊆ ~(�+ }
A positive resolution is any resolution entailing a yes/somebody/something reply,
that is, any resolution incompatible with a no/nobody/nothing reply. In the defi-

nition in (30a), the proposition
⋂
®3∈�=

4
ℎ(®3) corresponds to the no/nobody/nothing

reply. To see this, let’s consider two examples. First, assume that ( is amultiple-wh
interrogative with two wh-phrases, which means that ℎ is a 2-place property. Let

7 The overline notation indicates set complementation, i.e., for any - ⊆ ��, - = ��\-.
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�4 = {0, 1}. So,�2
4 = {(0, 1), (1, 0), (0, 0), (1, 1)}. The proposition ?neg =

⋂
®3∈�2

4
ℎ(®3)

amounts to ?neg = ℎ(0, 1)∩ ℎ(1, 0)∩ ℎ(0, 0)∩ ℎ(1, 1), that is, the proposition con-
veying that 0 doesn’t stand in an ℎ-relation to 1, 1 doesn’t stand in an ℎ-relation
to 0, and so on. Any resolution incompatible with ?neg is a positive resolution
of (.

For another example, assume that ( is a polar interrogative or a declarative.
Then ℎ is a 0-place property, that is, a proposition. In this case, the propo-

sition ?neg =
⋂
®3∈�0

4
ℎ(®3) simply amounts to ?neg = ℎ, that is, the proposition

conveying that ℎ doesn’t hold true. Any resolution incompatible with ?neg is a
positive resolution of (.

Finally, as defined in (30b), we obtain the set of positive partial resolutions by
closing the set of positive resolutions under union.

4.3 A generalized additive presupposition

We are now ready to formulate a generalized version of the additive presup-
position. Compared to the previous version in (22), the main difference lies in
the non-identity condition. Rather than requiring the propositional content
of ( to be logically independent of ?, we now require that every positive partial
resolution of ( is logically independent of ?.

(31) Generalized additive presupposition:

If an additive particle occurs in a sentence (, this presupposes that:
(i) there is a salient preceding sentence establishing a positive partial

resolution ? of the CQ, and existence

(ii) all @ ∈ ~(�∪+ (i.e., all positive partial resolutions of () are logically
independent of ?. non-identity

Sentence ( can be a declarative, a polar interrogative or a wh-interrogative. In the
remainder of this section, we will check which predictions the presupposition
makes for these different cases.

Declaratives. Let’s consider the example in (32). As we have seen in Section 3.3,
this sentence addresses the CQWhat did John read?. So, the existence condition
requires there to be a salient preceding sentence establishing a positive partial
resolution ? of What did John read?.
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(32) John also read [Middlemarch]F.

This sentence has just a single positive partial resolution, namely the proposi-
tion < that John read Middlemarch. The non-identity condition requires that
< is logically independent of ?. So, we predict (32) to presuppose that there is
a salient preceding sentence establishing a positive partial resolution ? of the
question what John read and that ? is logically independent of the proposition
that John read Middlemarch. This means that, for declaratives, the general-
ized version of the additive presupposition boils down to a classical additive
presupposition.

Polar interrogatives. Let’s consider example (33), the polar interrogative ana-
logue of (32). We will see that, in all relevant respects, it behaves like (32).

(33) Did John also read [Middlemarch]F?

First, in order to find an answer to the wh-question What did John read?, inter-
locutors can ask a series of polar questions of the form Did John read X?. Once all
of these questions have received answers, the wh-question is also resolved. In
other words, (33) is part of a strategy for resolvingWhat did John read?. Further, as
illustrated in (34), a principle similar to question-answer congruence is at work
here: the focus-marked constituent in the polar interrogatives corresponds to the
wh-phrase in the CQ. Taken together, these facts make it a natural assumption
that What did John read? is the CQ of (33). In Section 6, we will return to this
assumption and derive it from a general congruence principle.

(34) CQ: What did John read?

Did John read
[Emma]F?

Did John read
[Middlemarch]F?

. . .

An assertion and its corresponding polar question hence have the same CQ.
Because an assertion and its corresponding polar question also have the same
positive partial resolution, we find that for polar questions the generalized
additive presupposition amounts to exactly the same as for assertions. For
example, just like the assertion in (32), the polar question in (33) presupposes
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that there’s a saliently established positive partial resolution ? of What did John

read? such that ? is logically independent of the proposition that John read
Middlemarch.

Wh-interrogatives. Even though, as discussed earlier, the CQ often remains
implicit, it can of course also be asked explicitly. I will assume that this is what
wh-questions without an overt domain restriction usually do.8 For instance, I
will assume that the unrestricted wh-question in (35) is associated with the CQ
What did John read?, i.e., the wh-question itself specifies the CQ.

(35) [CQ: What did John read?]
What did John read?

I further assume that adding an expression like also, which doesn’t contribute to
the at-issue question meaning, doesn’t have an effect on the associated CQ. That
is, I take (36) to have the same CQ as (35).

(36) [CQ: What did John read?]
#What did John also read?

We can now explain why also is marked in (36). It triggers an additive pre-
supposition whose existence condition requires that there is a salient sentence
establishing a positive partial resolution ? of the CQ, i.e., of the question what
John read. The non-identity condition requires that ? is logically independent
of all positive partial resolutions @ of (, i.e., of all positive partial resolutions @ of
the question what John read. Because the CQ and ( are identical, it is impossible
to find a ? that satisfies both of these conditions: whenever a proposition ?

is a positive partial resolution of the CQ, it is trivial to find a positive partial
resolution @ of ( such that ? and @ are not logically independent, namely @ = ?.
This impossibility to satisfy the additive presupposition, I suggest, is the reason
why also is marked in (36).

On an intuitive level, we might think of the problem as follows. When an
additive particle appears in a wh-question and associates with the wh-phrase,
then the non-identity condition is muchmore demanding thanwhen the particle
appears in an assertion or polar question. This is because assertions and polar
questions highlight a concrete proposition, and non-identity only requires this

8 Wh-question with domain restrictions will be discussed in Section 5, and all stipulated CQ
associations will be taken up again and precisified in Section 6.
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one proposition to be independent of the antecedent proposition ?. By contrast,
a wh-question doesn’t highlight a concrete proposition, but rather an =-place
property with = ≥ 1. This means that for a wh-question there are usually several
different positive partial resolutions, all of which are required by non-identity
to be independent of ?.

To conclude this section, let’s take stock. So far we have accounted for the
markedness of also in canonical unrestricted wh-questions. What remains to
be done is to explain why also is acceptable in summoning and showmaster
questions.

5 Ways of rescuing non-identity

As we have seen, canonical unrestricted wh-questions coincide with their CQs,
which makes it impossible to satisfy the non-identity condition. In this section,
we will discuss how summoning and showmaster questions circumvent this
problem. The crucial difference will be that with these question types the overtly
asked question and the CQ are not identical, but the CQ is a proper superquestion
of the overtly asked question.

5.1 ‘Else’-questions and witness removal

Rather thangoing straight to summoning and showmaster questions,wewill start
this section with a brief investigation of else-marked wh-questions. This detour
will ultimately help us understand summoning and showmaster questions too.

Following Schwarz (2017), we will treat else as an additive particle. In the
context of the current paper, this choice is motivated by the fact that, just like
a bona fide additive particle, else in wh-questions gives rise to an additive
inference:9

(37) Who danced?

9 However, if else associates with an indefinite rather than a wh-phrases, this doesn’t seem to give
rise to the same inference, as demonstrated by the felicity of (i).

(i) John didn’t dance, but someone else did.

This suggests that else doesn’t conventionally trigger an additive presupposition. Here I treat else
as an additive particle for reasons of exposition: assuming else is maximally similar to alsomakes
it easier to discuss which difference between the two is relevant for their different behavior in
wh-questions. Nothing in the proposed account of also will hinge on the assumptions about else.
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a. John danced. Who else danced?
b. John didn’t dance. #Who else danced?

We are hence assuming that also and else contribute the same additive pre-
supposition. But what then is the relevant difference between the particles?
I suggest it is that else but not also modifies the wh-domain of its containing
question by removing the witness of the additive presupposition from that
domain (Romero 1998, Harris 2014, Schwarz 2017). For instance, in (38), Mary is
removed from the wh-domain. The resulting question is what Eckardt (2006)
calls a remnant question.

(38) A: Mary called.
B: Who else called? = Who other than Mary called?

Further evidence for this difference between also and else comes from the contrast
in (39), where the overt domain restrictor of the Beatles is acceptable only in the
else-marked but not in the also-marked version of the question, whereas with
the of you restrictor this pattern is reversed. To see why, first observe that the
witness of the additive presupposition is Paul McCartney. In (39a), else tries to
remove the witness from the wh-domain. With the of the Beatles restriction, this
is unproblematic because the witness is one of the Beatles. By contrast, with
the of you restriction, the witness removal fails because the witness is not in the
domain in the first place. I take this to explain why else is marked with the of
you restriction.10 Turning to (39b), the of you restriction is acceptable with also

because also doesn’t remove the witness from the wh-domain. Finally, the of the
Beatles restriction is marked with also for the reason discussed in Section 4.3
above: the non-identity condition can’t be satisfied.

(39) I know that Paul McCartney played the guitar. But. . .

a. Who else of
{
the Beatles

#you

}
played the guitar?

10 An analogous explanation can be given to the following example from Eckardt (2006: p.86). If
noch is like else in that it removes the witness from the wh-domain, then the markedness of (ib) is
predicted: the witness(es), namely the coffee drinker(s) from table 1, are not in the wh-domain,
and hence can’t be removed.
(i) Waitress first takes orders for coffee at table 1. Turning then to table 2, she asks:

a. Wer an diesem Tisch will AUCH Kaffee? (Who at this table wants coffee, too?)
b. #Wer an diesem Tisch will NOCH Kaffee? (Who at this table wants noch coffee?)
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b. Who of
{
#the Beatles

you

}
also played the guitar?

Let’s now have a look at why else, unlike also, can appear in canonical unrestricted
wh-questions. In a nutshell, it will be the witness removal that saves else in these
questions, because it by guarantees that the non-identity condition gets met.

In order to see what the generalized additive presupposition amounts to
for else-questions, first observe that an else-question is a subquestion of the
corresponding question without else (i.e., if one knows a complete answer to the
latter, one also knows a complete answer to the former). I will assume that an
else-question has the corresponding question without else as its CQ.

(40) CQ: What did John read?

John read
[Middlemarch]F.

What else

did John read?

. . .

Crucially, this means that for else-marked wh-questions—unlike for unrestricted
wh-questions—the CQ is different from the question itself. In particular, the an-
tecedent proposition ? is not a positive partial resolution of the else-question. This
fact makes it possible to satisfy non-identity. To see why, consider the question
What else did John read?, and assume that the domain consists of Middlemarch,
Emma and Frankenstein. According to the generalized additive presupposition,
else signals that there is a salient sentence establishing a proposition ? such that:

– ? is a positive partial resolution ofWhat did John read? (=Which of Middle-

march, Emma and Frankenstein did John read?), and existence

– all positive partial resolution @ ofWhat else did John read? (=Which of Emma

and Frankenstein did John read?) are logically independent of ?.
non-identity

Because Middlemarch is not in the domain of What else did John read, it is easy to
find a proposition ? satisfying the above conditions. We can simply choose ?
to be the proposition that John read Middlemarch. More generally, it is the
presence of the witness in the wh-domain of unrestricted wh-questions that
prevents non-identity from being satisfiable. So, since else removes precisely the
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witness from the domain, with else-questions it will always be possible to satisfy
non-identity.

5.2 Summoning questions and domain restriction

If witness removal can save non-identity, we would expect domain restriction
more generally to be able to do the same: also should be acceptable in wh-
questions whose domain has been restricted so as to not contain the witness.
Consider the example (41), where John is the witness. If we assume that John
is not in the addressee’s dorm, then the domain restriction from your dorm

ensures that the wh-domain doesn’t contain the witness. Indeed, adding this
overt domain restriction in (41), seems to improve the acceptability of also.
Similarly, adding other to the wh-restrictor in (42) excludes the witness from the
wh-domain, and indeed seems to improve the acceptability of also.

(41) John danced all night at Mary’s birthday party. Who #(from YOUR
dorm) also danced?

(42) A: Where can I get an Italian newspaper?
B: At Newstopia.
A: I’d rather not get it there—I really dislike the owner. Which of the
#(other) shops in town also sell Italian newspapers?

What is special about summoning questions is that a suitable restriction doesn’t
have to be spelled out overtly—because it is already supplied by the setup of the
context. If a speaker addresses a group using a summoning question, she restricts
the wh-domain to that group. In (43), for example, the of you guys restriction
doesn’t change the meaning of the question since the wh-domain would be
understood to consist of the addressees even without the overt restriction.

(43) I’m getting an ice cream. Who (of you guys) also wants one?

Crucially, since the speaker is the witness in (43), the wh-domain doesn’t contain
the witness. This means that non-identity can be satisfied. For this reason, also
is acceptable in summoning questions.
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5.3 Showmaster questions and speaker meaning

As we have seen, the mechanisms that allow non-identity to be satisfied in the
case of else-questions and summoning questions are closely related: they both
result in a wh-domain that doesn’t contain the witness. I will outline a possible
account of showmaster questions that also relies on domain restriction. The
difference will be that in this case the domain restriction isn’t implemented on
the level of semantic meaning, but rather on the level of Grice (1975)’s speaker
meaning.

5.3.1 Extreme domain restriction

It is the characteristic property of showmaster questions that the speaker already
has a particular answer or a particular set of answers in mind. One way of
modeling this property formally is to treat showmaster questions as cases of
extreme domain restriction, with the speaker restricting the wh-domain to just
that entity or those entities she will allow as an answer. George (2011) takes this
route for trivia questions like (44a), providing the following motivation:

(44) a. What was considered a sin in the 16th and 17th century?
b. Eating chocolate.

“[T]here are certainly many other things that were considered
sins in the centuries in question. . . . [W]e understand [(44a)] as
a question about which activity or activities in some suitably
restricted domainwas orwere considered sinful, but, in the context
of a trivia card, we have no way of knowing what this domain
might be – the question becomes a game not of testing our trivia
knowledge, but of asking us to guess which sin the author of the
question was thinking of.”

(George 2011: p.208f)

If we adopt George’s account, the acceptability of also falls out straightforwardly.
For example, recall the zoo scenario from Section 2.1 and assume that the
particular answer Auntie has in mind is that a giraffe stole Lisa’s hat. Then
the meaning of Auntie’s question contains just a single alternative, namely the
proposition that a giraffe stole Lisa’s hat:

(45) ~What also happened at the zoo?� = {giraffe-stole-lisa’s-hat }↓
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Hence, the non-identity condition for (45) boils down to the requirement that
the pre-existing answer is logically independent of a giraffe having stolen Lisa’s
hat. This condition is unproblematic to satisfy, which means that also is predicted
to be acceptable.

5.3.2 Against mixing speaker intentions and wh-domains

Although the extreme domain restriction account seems to work straight out
of the box, there are still some details we need to clarify. Most importantly,
what exactly is the status of the postulated domain restrictions? I will give two
arguments against taking showmaster domain restrictions to affect the semantic
meaning of the question and propose an to insteadmake them part of the speaker
meaning of the question.

Showmaster questions with overt domain restrictions. For the sake of argu-
ment, let’s assume that the extreme domain restriction of a showmaster question
affects the semantic meaning of the question. Then, also the wh-domain of a
multiple-choice question like (46) would be taken to consist of just the true
answer.11 This is neither in line with our intuitions about (46) nor with the
empirical picture. Intuitively, (46) makes its wh-domain fully explicit. It consists
of all of the options (A)–(D) listed as possible answers, not just the true answer
intended by the speaker. Empirically, this is reflected in how a speaker, after
having received a reply to (46), can react to this reply. If (46) receives one of
(A)–(D) as a reply, the speaker can either accept this reply by uttering (47a) or
reject it by uttering (47b). Crucially, it is not permissible to reject the reply by
uttering (47c). If (46) had a smaller wh-domain than (A)–(D), we would expect
(47c) to be acceptable here.

(46) Which of the following things was considered a sin in the 16th and 17th
century?
(A) eating chocolate
(B) hiding chocolate eggs
(C) making chocolate without the Queen’s permission
(D) feeding chocolate to a dog.

(47) a. Yes/True/That’s right/. . .

11 Thanks to [name redacted] (p.c.) for this observation and lovely example.
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b. No/False/That’s wrong/. . .
c. #Okay, that’s technically true, but that’s not what I had in mind.

So the existence of multiple choice questions shows that, also with showmaster
questions, we need a representation of the wh-domain that does not reflect the
speaker’s intentions or her knowledge. Arguably the easiest solution is to let
the wh-domain of the question’s semantic meaning be determined by overtly
spelled out domain restrictions. For the implicit domain restrictions associated
with showmaster questions, we will need to find another place. But before we
move on to doing this, let’s consider one more argument in favor of this solution.

Literal discourse effects. If we implement showmaster domain restrictions as
part of the semantic meaning, then the semantic meaning of those showmaster
questions where the speaker has exactly one specific answer in mind will contain
just a single resolution. This makes their semantic meaning indistinguishable
from that of assertions. This is problematic for work on discourse dynamics
that derives the discourse effects of an utterance (at least in the absence of
special marking) from its semantic meaning (see especially Farkas & Roelofsen
2017 for an account treating declaratives and interrogatives uniformly, but also
Condoravdi & Lauer 2012, Lauer 2013 for a closely related non-uniform account).
Work like this might assume, for instance, that by uttering a sentence (, a
speaker proposes that the addressee commits to one of the resolutions in ~(�.
So, if ~(� contains just a single resolution, as is the case for declarative (, then
the addressee is asked to commit to this resolution. By contrast, if ~(� contains
several resolutions, as is typically the case for interrogative (, the addressee is
asked to commit to one of them (cf., Condoravdi & Lauer 2012, Lauer 2013), or
in other words, to answer (.

If the meaning of, e.g., Auntie’s question contains just a single resolution,
then under this perspective, it will be predicted to have the same discourse
effects as an assertion. But this is not what we find empirically, since Auntie’s
question—at least on the literal level—proposes that Lisa commits to some answer
to the question, not that she commits to the specific answer Auntie has in mind.
If Lisa gives an unintended answer, which Auntie rejects, as in (48), then Lisa
can call Auntie out on her original question:

(48) Auntie: What also happened at the zoo?
Lisa: An elephant sneezed!
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Auntie: No, that’s not what I had in mind.
Lisa: Well, you asked me what happened at the zoo, and I told you.

In order to correctly derive the literal discourse effects of a showmaster question,
we need to derive them from the question’s unrestrictedmeaning. This is possible
if we assume that literal discourse effects get determined by semantic meaning
and if we, as already suggested above, implement implicit showmaster domain
restrictions on a different level.

5.3.3 Extreme domain restriction on the level of speaker meaning

In spite of their literal discourse effects, which, as we just saw, are those of an
ordinary unrestricted question, showmaster questions allow the speaker to reject
replies as true but not conforming to what she had in mind:

(49) Auntie: What also happened at the zoo?
Lisa: An elephant sneezed!
Auntie: Well, true, but that’s not what I had in mind.

So, showmaster questions seem to have two distinct discourse effects. On the one
hand, they have a literal discourse effect, on which the speaker can get called
out. This effect gets determined by the semantic meaning of the question. On
the other hand, showmaster questions communicate that the speaker wants
the addressee to commit to a specific answer (or to one out of a specific set of
answers). If the addressee fails to do that, then the speaker can reject this answer
because it isn’t what she had in mind, even if it satisfyingly answers the question
on its literal reading.

This contrast brings to mind Grice (1975)’s distinction between a sentence’s
semantic meaning and its speaker meaning. The semantic meaning is literal in
that it is compositionally computed from the sentence, and it determines those
discourse effects that the speaker can get called out on. For example, the semantic
meaning of (50) is that of a polar question. On our account, it would contain a
resolution corresponding to a yes-reply and one corresponding to a no-reply.
If the addressee replies to (50) with yes and doesn’t do anything further, she
might not be cooperative, but she is on the safe side. After all, the speaker asked
a question, and she answered it.

(50) Can you pass me the salt?
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By contrast, the speaker meaning of a sentence is determined by the semantic
meaning as well as the speaker’s intentions and contextual factors. In (50), these
factors conspire to produce as the speaker meaning a request to pass the salt.
We may say that those discourse effects intended by the speaker are derived from
the speaker meaning.

I suggest that extreme domain restriction, as introduced in Section 5.3.1,
should be part of the speaker meaning. More concretely, given an interrogative (
that is used as a showmaster question and that has the semantic meaning ~(�,
we take its speaker meaning ~(�sp to be ~(� restricted to just those resolutions
to which the speaker intends the addressee to commit. This restriction of a
question meaning is the only kind of difference between semantic meaning
and speaker meaning that we will consider in this paper. So, for our purposes,
semantic meaning and speaker meaning coincide for interrogatives that are
used as genuine questions as well as for declaratives. To generalize, we may
hence say that for any sentence (, we can obtain ~(�sp by restricting ~(� to those
resolutions that are not unintended by the speaker. For showmaster questions,
this amounts to those resolutions that are intended, while for genuine questions
and assertions, it amounts to all resolutions.

There is one final modification we need in order to account for also in
showmaster questions. Namely, the generalized additive presupposition needs
to be made sensitive to the speaker meaning rather than the semantic meaning
of a sentence:

(51) Generalized additive presupposition (speaker meaning version):

If an additive particle occurs in a sentence (, this presupposes that:
(i) there is a salient preceding sentence establishing a positive partial

resolution ? of the CQ, and existence

(ii) all @ ∈ ~(�∪+sp (i.e., all positive partial resolutions of the speaker
meaning of () are logically independent of ?. non-identity

With (51), also straightforwardly comes out as acceptable in showmaster ques-
tions, just as on the extreme domain restriction account in Section 5.3.1. The only
difference is that now the action takes place on the level of speaker meaning: the
question is restricted on that level, and the additive presupposition is sensitive
to that level. For genuine questions as well as for assertions, nothing changes,
since their semantic meaning coincides with their speaker meaning.
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5.3.4 Open problem: implicit admissibility criteria as a more general phe-

nomenon

Let’s critically examine the generality of the proposed solution proposed. As
we saw in the previous section, the speaker of a showmaster question can reject
a reply as technically correct but not meeting the implicit criterion of being
the answer she has in mind. Showmaster questions are not alone in giving the
speaker this option. In fact, virtually all questions without an overt domain
restriction allow the speaker to reject a reply as true yet unsuitable. This is usually
done by appealing to some additional criterion that was only implicit in the
original question. A speaker may, for instance, reject a reply to a mention-some
question because she doesn’t find this reply useful enough, as in (52), where the
speaker considers the suggested shop too far away.

(52) A: Where can I get an Italian newspaper?
B: At Newstopia.
A: Alright, but that’s so far from here. Anywhere else?

As with showmaster questions, it’s not permissible for the speaker to reject a
true but unintended resolution by uttering something along the lines of (53).

(53) A: #No/False/That’s wrong.

On the basis of these data, it seems that some representation of what counts as an
admissible resolution to a question is needed not only to account for showmaster
questions, but also in order to make sense of a much more general phenomenon.
In principle, Grice’s concept of speaker meaning seems to fit cases like (52) as
well: we took it to model the discourse effects intended by the speaker, and
getting a reply that conforms to her admissibility criteria is something the
speaker intends.

However, if we assume that the speaker meaning of (52) is restricted to only
places that are geographically close, then thiswould overgenerate the distribution
of also. Because thewitness, Newstopia, doesn’t satisfy the speaker’s admissibility
criterion of being close enough, B’s reply in (54) is not a positive partial resolution
of A’s second question. Hence, every positive partial resolution of this question is
independent of the already established positive partial resolution, which means
that non-identity is satisfied and also is wrongly predicted to be licensed.
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(54) A: Where can I get an Italian newspaper?
B: At Newstopia.
A: Alright, but that’s so far from here. #Where can I also get one?

In fact, the basic pattern of this example seems to be remarkably similar to that
of showmaster examples: the speaker rejects a reply because it doesn’t have a
certain property and asks for one that does have this property. So, what is the
relevant difference between (54) and showmaster questions? It doesn’t only seem
to be that with a showmaster question, the speaker has a particular resolution
in mind, but rather she must also be able to specify this resolution herself. To
see this, consider the contrast between (55) and (56). In both examples A has
a particular resolution in mind, which in both examples is different from the
resolution offered by B. Yet, only in (55), A would be able to resolve her own
question. So, it seems to play a role for licensing also that the speaker can list

the admissible resolutions, rather than merely describing them. I will leave an
explanation of this for future work.

(55) A: I bet you can’t guess which actress I saw on the subway yesterday! I’ll
give you a hint: what’s a typical old-fashioned name?
B: Eleanor.
A: No, that’s not the one. What’s also an old-fashioned name?

(56) A: I recently saw a movie with a great actress, but I can’t remember her
name. . . What’s a typical old-fashioned name?
B: Eleanor.
A: No, that’s not the one. #What’s also an old-fashioned name?

To conclude this section, we have seen different ways in which the non-identity
condition can be rescued when an additive particle appears in a wh-question:
through “splitting up” the wh-domain into speaker and addressees (in the
case of summoning questions), through removing the witness (in the case of
else-questions), and finally through implicitly restricting the wh-domain on
the level of speaker meaning (in the case of showmaster questions). What is
underlying all of these cases is a wh-domain that doesn’t contain the witness
and therefore guarantees the feasibility of the incremental discourse strategy
marked by the additive particle.
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6 Computing congruence

There is one important piece still missing from the account. So far, we have made
a number of assumptions about which CQs are associated with which sentences.
For instance, we assumed that the interrogative Did [Mary]F call? has the CQ
Who called?. While I take these assumptions to have been natural ones, in order
to obtain a predictive account we need to be more explicit: we need a formal
principle that determines whether a given interrogative or declarative sentence
can have a given question as its CQ. In this section, I will define such a principle
and work through a number of examples. In the context of the current paper, this
is done just to make the proposed account of additive particles more explicit. In
future work, I hope to explore the formal properties and further applications of
the resulting QUD model and compare it to existing implementations such as
Roberts 1996.

6.1 A unified notion of congruence for declaratives and interrogatives

We start by assuming that if a sentence—regardless if it’s a declarative or
interrogative—is not preceded by an explictly asked CQ, then speakers accom-
modate a CQ. We want to define a procedure that, given a sentence ( and a
question &, allows us to determine if & can get accommodated as the CQ of (.
If a question can get accommodated as the CQ of (, we will call this question
congruent with (. The proposed definition of congruence will be unified in that it
can be applied to both declarative and interrogative sentences in the same way.

6.1.1 Focus alternatives

In order to determine if a sentence ( is congruent with a question &, we first
need to compute the focus alternatives of (. Our way of doing this closely follows
Rooth 1985: we let the focus semantic value of an expression be a set of objects
of the same type as the ordinary semantic value of that expression. For instance,
the ordinary semantic value of a proper name is an individual, and hence the
focus semantic value of a proper name is a set of individuals. In inquisitive
semantics, interrogative and declarative sentences have the same semantic type:
their ordinary semantic value is a set of propositions. Hence, in our system their
focus semantic values are also of the same type. The focus semantic value of both
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interrogative and declarative sentences is a set of proposition sets.12 In short, we
assume for every sentence (:

(57) ~(�O ∈ �〈BC,C〉
~(�F ∈ �〈〈BC,C〉,C〉

Throughout this section, we will use ( =Did [Mary]F call?, a polar interrogative
with narrow focus onMary, as a running example. As we know from Section 4.2,
( has as its ordinary semantic value ~(�O a set of resolutions. Consequently, the
focus semantic value ~(�F is a set of sets of resolutions. Here, ~(�F, as sketched
in (58), is the set of denotations of all those polar interrogatives that are identical
to ( except in the focus-bearing expression Mary, which can be replaced by
other individual-denoting expressions. As is standardly assumed, ~(�O itself is
among its own focus alternatives, i.e., ~(�O ∈ ~(�F.

(58) ~(�F =


~Did Mary call?�O,
~Did Alice call?�O,
~Did John call?�O,

. . .


In broad strokes, the compositional computation of focus semantic values
proceeds as follows. To compute ordinary semantic values, we adopt the compo-
sitional framework developed in Ciardelli et al. 2017, which allows us to compose
inquisitive sentence meanings using ordinary functional application and predi-
cate abstraction rather than the pointwise counterparts of these operations. For
an introduction to the framework, the reader is refered to that paper.

On the level of focus semantic values, however, we do assume that composi-
tion proceeds in a pointwise fashion, as in standard focus semantics. This allows
the focus alternatives of sub-sentential expressions to percolate upward and
“grow into” alternatives at the sentence level.

For instance, without going into details, the composition of ~(�F in (58)
would proceed as in (59). The nodes of the derivation tree are annotated with

12 Note that this differs from a prevalent view that was originally proposed by Beck (2006) and
sustained in much subsequent work (a.o., Cable 2010, Constant 2014, Romero 2015, Kotek &
Erlewine 2016, Uegaki & Sudo 2019). Under this view, essentially, the focus semantic value of
interrogatives is identified with their ordinary semantic value. It has been pointed out, however,
that theories keeping focus alternatives and question alternatives apart can cover a wider range
of data (Eckardt 2007, Li & Law 2016), and they certainly seem closer in spirit to the original
conception of focus alternatives as “things that could have been said instead.”
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the focus semantic values of the respective constituents, where the | · | notation
is used to signify truth sets. It’s further assumed for illustration that the only
individuals in the domain are Mary, John and Alice. We can see from (59) that
the focused constituent,Mary, has a non-singleton set as its focus semantic value,
{m, j,a}. This set combines via pointwise application with the focus semantic
value of called, yielding a set of three sentencemeanings, {{|�m|}, {|�j|}, {|�a|}}.
Each of these corresponds to the denotation of a declarative clause (Mary called,
John called, Alice called). Finally, the question operator ? (cf. Hoeks & Roelofsen
2019) applies to this set, turning each of its members into the denotation of the
corresponding polar interrogative (Did Mary call?, Did John call?, Did Alice call?).
We hence arrive at the desired result, namely a set of sentence meanings that
contains the denotations of (’s focus alternatives.

(59) Computation of ~Did [Mary]F call?�F:

{ {|�m|, |¬�m|}, {|�j|, |¬�j|}, {|�a|, |¬�a|}}
= { ~Did Mary call?�O, ~Did John call?�O, ~Did Alice call?�O}

?

{�%〈BC,C〉 .%∪¬%}
{{|�m|}, {|�j|}, {|�a|}}

[Mary]F
{m, j,a}

called
{�G4 .{|�G |}}

Finally, we define an auxiliary notion that will be useful later. Often the set of a
sentence’s focus alternatives, ~(�F, will be rather large and for practical purposes
we might be only interested in subsets of it. But not all subsets of ~(�F will be
equally useful to consider. On the one hand, there are subsets that contain ~(�O
itself and at least one other focus alternative. These subsets are useful for us
as they still contain the original sentence meaning ~(�O and, intuitively, retain
information about the nature of the alternatives in ~(�F, in the sense that they
still reflect information about the focus marking in (. We will call these kinds
of subsets insightful subsets. On the other hand, singleton subsets of ~(�F and
the empty subset have lost all focus-related information encoded in ~(�F. They
don’t count as insightful subsets.
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(60) Given a set of focus alternatives ~(�F, we call a subset P ⊆ ~(�F an
insightful subset of ~(�F just in case:

(i) ~(�O ∈ P, and
(ii) |P| ≥ 2.

6.1.2 Congruence in terms of discourse strategies

Having computed the focus alternatives of a sentence, we can nowwork towards
defining congruence. We’ll take inspiration from Beaver & Clark (2008)’s im-
plementation of Roberts’ QUD model, which employs two principles: for any
given sentence, the Discourse Principle ensures that the sentence is relevant to
the CQ (where, roughly, a sentence can be relevant by being a complete answer,
partial answer or subquestion of the CQ), and the Focus Principle ensures a match
between the focus marking of the sentence and the CQ. We will follow Beaver
and Clark in imposing requirements to this effect, but in our system the division
of labor will be slightly different. Focus marking, instead of being constrained
by a designated focus principle, will only play a role in so far that it indicates
possible discourse strategies that a sentence could be part of.

Let’s start by thinking about what it takes to be a strategy for resolving a
question &. A strategy P is a set of sentence meanings (i.e., a set of proposition
sets) where each % ∈ P must be relevant to &, i.e., each % must partially or
completely resolve & or be a subquestion of &.

(61) A sentence meaning % is relevant to a question & iff % is a subquestion
of & or a partial resolution of &.

(62) Relevance requirement for strategies:

If P is a strategy for resolving &, then all % ∈ P are relevant to &.

For example, each of the % ∈ ~(�F in (58) is relevant to the question & =

Who called?, as they are all subquestions of &. Likewise, the corresponding
declarative meanings (~Mary called�, ~Alice called�, . . . ) are relevant to &, as
they are all partial resolutions.

However, the relevance requirement isn’t sufficient for being a strategy—it’s
merely a ban on irrelevant sentence meanings. What we need in addition is a
positive requirement ensuring that a strategy contains enough relevant sentence
meanings. To see this, consider themost open question of all, the one that Roberts
dubs the Big Question:What’s the way that things are? Every sentence is relevant to
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this question. So, each element of ~(�F in (58) is relevant to the Big Question.
Yet, we wouldn’t want to say that ~(�F on its own is a strategy for resolving
the Big Question. This is because almost certainly other things happened in the
world besides people calling. So even if we find out for every individual whether
they called or not, we are still far from having resolved the Big Question.

To account for this, we assume a second condition on being a strategy for &.
Roughly, we require that it must be possible to establish every resolution of & by
deciding on all % ∈ P. To flesh this out, we’ll need some additional definitions.
First, to decide on a sentence meaning % means to either resolve %, i.e., establish
one of the ? ∈ %, or to establish that % cannot be truthfully resolved, i.e., establish
that none of the ? ∈ % are true. More precisely, we use the notion of decision set

from inquisitive semantics (Ciardelli et al. 2018, p.53ff). The decision set of %
contains exactly those propositions that decide on %:

(63) The decision set of %, dec(%), is the set {? | ? ∈ % or ? =
⋃
%}.

For instance, if % is the denotation of the polar interrogative Did Mary call?, then
deciding on % amounts to establishing that Mary called or establishing that she
didn’t call. If % is the denotation of the declarative Mary called, then deciding
on % amounts to establishing the only resolution of %, i.e., that Mary called, or
establishing that this resolution isn’t true, i.e., that Mary didn’t call. So, deciding
on a polar question and its corresponding assertion amount to the same.

Given a set of sentencemeaningsP, we can nowdefine the notion of a deciding
proposition of P. Intuitively, such a proposition encodes one particular way of
deciding on all the sentence meanings in P and it contains only the minimal
amount of information needed to establish this particular way of deciding on
them. Formally, this means the following.

(64) A proposition ? is a deciding proposition of P iff ? =
⋂
', for some set

of propositions ' such that:
(i) for all % ∈ P, there is an A ∈ ' such that A ∈ dec(%),
(ii) there is nothing else in '.

For instance, take again our running example, the set of polar question mean-
ings ~(�F in (58). Let’s also assume that Mary, John and Alice are the only
individuals in the domain. Then one example of a deciding proposition of ~(�F
is ?1 = {F | Mary and Alice called in F and John didn’t call in F}, another ex-
ample is ?2 = {F | Alice called in F and John and Mary didn’t call in F}.
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With these notions in place, we can now express the second condition for
being a strategy. Recall that what we wanted was a suffiency condition: in
order for P to be a strategy for resolving &, we must be able to establish every
resolution of &, i.e., every ? ∈ &, by doing nothing more than to establish one of
the deciding propositions of P. We call this the cover requirement. Adding it to
the relevance requirement, we arrive at the following definition of strategies:

(65) A set of sentence meanings P is a strategy for resolving & iff:
(i) Relevance requirement:

each % ∈ P is relevant to &,
(ii) Cover requirement:

for each ? ∈ &, there exists a deciding proposition @ of P such that
@ ⊆ ?.

This definition gives us the desired results: ~(�F in (58) doesn’t come out as
a strategy for the Big Question, as it violates the cover requirement: take any
? ∈ ~Big Question� that conveys information not only about who called, but
also about, e.g., what the weather is like. For such a ?, there is no deciding
proposition of ~(�F that entails ?. By contrast, ~(�F does come out as a strategy
for & = ~Who called?�, as it satisfies both relevance and cover requirement: first,
as we’ve already seen above, every % ∈ ~(�F is relevant to Q. Second, each of
the deciding propositions of ~(�F specifies for every individual whether they
called or not, and for each possible combination of callers, there is one deciding
proposition. In other words, for each ? ∈ &, there exists a deciding proposition
of ~(�F that entails ?.

With the notion of strategy in place most work is done, since we can directly
use it to define congruence. For a sentence ( to be congruent with a question &,
we require that some insightful subset of (’s focus alternatives is a strategy for
resolving &.

(66) A sentence ( is congruent with a question & just in case there is an
insightful subset P of ~(�F such that P is a strategy for resolving Q.

For example, take again ( = Did [Mary]F call? and & = ~Who called?�. As de-
sired, we predict that ( is congruent with&, since the insightful subset P = ~(�F

is a strategy for&. Note that, in addition, ( is congruent with two other questions
that have smaller wh-domains, namely&1 = ~Which of Mary and John called?�
and &2 = ~Which of Mary and Alice called?�. To show this, we would have to
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choose P as proper subsets of ~(�F, namely P = {~Did Mary call?�,
~Did John call?�} for&1 andP = {~Did Mary call?�, ~Did Alice call?�} for&2.13

For illustration, let’s also consider some questions with which ( is not con-
gruent and see how this lack of congruence is predicted. In particular, we want to
make sure that ( doesn’t come out as congruentwith&3 = ~What did Mary do?�.
The most suitable subset P ⊆ ~(�F we can choose as a potential strategy for&3 is
the singleton P = { ~(�}, since all other elements in ~(�F would not be relevant
to &3. But because P is a singleton set, it is not an insightful subset of ~(�F and
hence ( isn’t congruent with &3.

Similarly, ( isn’t congruent with &4 = ~Which of Alice and John called?�.
The most suitable P ⊆ ~(�F we could choose here is P = {~Did Alice call?�,
~Did John call?�}, since ~Did Mary call?� isn’t relevant to &4. But this P isn’t
an insightful subset of ~(�F, either, as it doesn’t contain ~(�O itself.

6.1.3 Accommodating a CQ

As we have seen, a sentence ( can be congruent with several questions, which
differ in their wh-domain. For instance, if ( =Did [Mary]F call?, then it’s clear
from the focus structure of this sentence that ( addresses a CQ of the formWhich

of D called?, but there might be some uncertainty about the exact domain � of
that CQ. In our example, � could be any set containing Mary and at least one
other individual among Alice and John.

It seems plausible that throughout a conversation interlocutors entertain
assumptions about the current discourse goals, salient domains, etc., and that
based on these assumptions they decide which of the potentially many different
congruent questions to accommodate as the CQ. Interlocutors can also take
discourse-internal constraints into account to determine a CQ. For example,
assume that a sentence with an additive particle gets uttered and that this
sentence is congruent with two questions differing just in their wh-domains. If
only the question with the larger domain satisfies the additive presupposition,
an interlocutor will choose to accommodate this question over the other one, to
avoid presupposition failure.

13 In general, it will usually be the case that P ⊂ ~(�F rather than that P = ~(�F. This is because,
in line with Rooth, we assume that ~(�F is obtained by substituting the focused expression by
all expressions of the same semantic type, whereas wh-domains of questions are usually further
restricted. So, if we required the whole set ~(�F to be a strategy for &, this would be a too strong
condition: because of the domain restriction on &, there would be % ∈ ~(�F that are not relevant
to &.
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6.2 Examples

For the remainder of this section, we will work through more examples of
predicted congruence relations. An overview of the results is given at the end of
the section.

6.2.1 Polar interrogatives

Above we’ve already seen an example of a polar interrogative with narrow focus,
namely Did [Mary]F call?. Another case to consider is a polar interrogative with
default prosody, i.e., without narrow focus. In this case, we assume that focus is
sentence-wide. The focus semantic value hence is the set of all possible sentence
meanings,�〈BC,C〉. For instance, if ( = [Did Mary call?]�, then ~(�F =�〈BC,C〉. There
are many insightful subsets of ~(�F that can serve as possible strategies, and
each of them corresponds to a possible CQ. To give an arbitrary example:

(67) P =

{
~Did Mary call?�,

~Which train did John take?�

}
The CQ corresponding to this strategy P can be expressed as a conjunction of
questions, Did Mary call and which train did John take?. More generally, we predict
that ( is congruent with any superquestion of (. As a boundary case, if we
choose P = ~(�F, this gives us a strategy for the Big Question, the most general
possible CQ. Depending on the discourse context, interlocutors may be able to
accommodate more specific CQs as well, but it seems natural to think of the
Big Question as a default fallback: in absence of a reason for accommodating a
specific CQ, interlocutors can always accommodate the Big Question.

6.2.2 Wh-interrogatives

With wh-interrogatives, there are several cases to distinguish: wh-interrogatives
with sentence-wide focus, wh-interrogatives with narrow focus that falls within
the wh-phrase, and wh-interrogatives with narrow focus outside the wh-phrase.

Sentence-wide focus. The results for wh-interrogatives with sentence-wide
focus completely mirror those for polar interrogatives. A wh-interrogative with
sentence-wide focus is congruent with all its superquestions, of which the Big
Question is always the most general.

38



Witness Protection

With narrow focus inside the wh-phrase. As an example of an interrogative
with a complex wh-phrase that contains a focused constituent, we’ll use ( =

Which of the [students]F replied?. The focus semantic value of this sentence is as
indicated in (68).

(68) ~(�F =


~Which of the students replied?�,

~Which of the faculty members replied?�,
~Which of the grandparents replied?�,

. . .


There are several insightful subsets of ~(�F that, when paired with a suitable
question, satisfy both relevance and cover requirement. For instance, if we choose
the whole set of focus alternatives as our subset, i.e., P = ~(�F, this is a strategy
for resolving & = ~Who� replied?� (where we assume that the wh-domain � is
unrestricted). Similarly, we can choose a smaller set of focus alternatives, as long
as it is an insightful subset (i.e., as long as it contains ~(�O and at least one more
element). For instance, we may choose:

(69) P =

{
~Which of the students replied?�,

~Which of the faculty members replied?�

}
This P is a strategy for & = ~Which of the students and faculty members
replied?�. Note that here the wh-domain of & is the union of the wh-domains
of the questions in P. More generally, we predict ( to be congruent with any
question that inquires about who from a certain domain � replied, where � is a
proper superset of the domain of (.

Withnarrowfocusoutside thewh-phrase. Asanexampleof awh-interrogative
with a focused constituent outside thewh-phrase, let’s consider(=Who called [Mary]F?.
The focus semantic value of this sentence is as indicated in (70).

(70) ~(�F =


~Who calledMary?�,
~Who called John?�,
~Who called Alice?�,

. . .


Again, there are several insightful subsets of ~(�F that, when paired with a
suitable question, satisfy both relevance and cover requirement. If we choose
P = ~(�F, this is a strategy for resolving & = ~Who called who�?� (where we
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assume that the wh-domain � of the object wh-phrase is unrestricted). We can
also choose smaller insightful subsets of focus alternatives, such as:

(71) P =

{
~Who calledMary?�,
~Who called Alice?�

}
In this case P is a strategy for & = ~Who called who{m,a}?� (where the wh-
domain of the object wh-phrase consists of Mary and Alice). More generally, we
predict ( to be congruent with any question of the form who called who� , where
the wh-domain � of the object wh-phrase contains at least Mary and one other
individual. While this seems to be a desirable prediction, we will see in Section 7
that it gives rise to a certain problem in connection with additive particles.

6.2.3 Declaratives

The predictions for declaratives exactly parallel those for polar interrogatives.
Let ( be a declarative and ?( the corresponding polar interrogative. We find that
for any question &, ( is congruent with & just in case ?( is congruent with &.
Intuitively this holds for the following reasons. First, ~(� is relevant to & by
virtue of being a partial resolution just in case ~?(� is relevant to & by virtue of
being a subquestion. So, given a set P of declarative sentence meanings and a
set P′ of the corresponding polar interrogative sentence meanings, these sets
will satisfy the relevance requirement for exactly the same questions. Second,
recall that the cover requirement invokes the notion of deciding propositions,
which is defined in terms of decision sets. Because ( and ?( have the same
decision set, P and P′ will also satisfy the cover requirement for exactly the
same questions.

Concretely, this means that a declarative with narrow focus, e.g., ( =

[Mary]F called, comes out as congruent to & = ~Who called?� (where the wh-
domain needs to contain Mary and at least one other individual). A declarative
without narrow focus, e.g. ( = Mary called, comes out as congruent with all
superquestions of its corresponding polar question ~?(� = ~Did Mary call?�.
Again, the Big Question is the most general one of these.
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focus structure example congruent with. . .

polar interrogatives

narrow focus ( = Did [Mary]F call? Who� called?,
where {m} ⊂ �

wide focus ( = [Did Mary call]F? any proper superquestion of ~(�

declaratives

narrow focus ( = [Mary]F called Who� called?,
where {m} ⊂ �

wide focus ( = [Mary called]F any proper superquestion of ~?(�

wh-interrogatives

narrow focus
. . . within wh-phrase ( = Which of the Who� called?,

[students]F called? where ~the students� ⊂ �

. . . outside wh-phrase ( = Who called [Mary]F? Who called who�?

where {m} ⊂ �

wide focus ( = [Who called]F? any proper superquestion of ~(�

Table 1 Predicted congruence relations

6.3 Overview of predicted congruence relations

An overview of the predicted congruence relations is given in Table 1.14

6.4 Predictions for also

Finally, let’s return to the generalized additive presupposition and check if the
congruence relations predicted here allow us to obtain the results that were
anticipated earlier in the paper.

14 A few remarks on the notation: if ( is declarative, then ?( is the polar interrogative corresponding
to (. Where relevant, wh-phrases are subscripted with their domains. We use ⊂ to indicate
proper subsethood. That is, e.g., for {m} ⊂ � to hold, � must contain at least one element that is
different fromm.
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Declaratives. First observe that in the cases we are interested in, also associates
with a subsentential focused phrase. This means that we can disregard the case
of sentence-wide focus. The CQs we predict for declaratives with narrow focus
are the same that classical QUD systems would predict as well. As shown in
Section 4.3, given such CQs, the generalized additive presupposition simply
replicates the classical results for declaratives.

Polar interrogatives. We assumed in Section 4.3 that polar interrogatives with
narrow focus are associated with a CQ whose wh-phrase corresponds to the
focused phrase in the polar interrogative. Since this is exactly the prediction
we get from the proposed congruence definition, the generalized additive
presupposition yields the anticipated results for polar interrogatives.

Wh-interrogatives. For the purposes of this paper, we are especially interested
in the case where also associates with the whole wh-phrase or a part thereof.
Recall the predictions we want to make: also is licensed if it associates with
an overtly restricted wh-phrase, as in (72a), while it cannot associate with
an unrestriced wh-phrase, as in (72b), unless the interrogative is used as a
summoning or a showmaster question. We argued that summoning questions
involve contextual domain restriction to the group of addressees, as indicated
in (72c), and that the wh-domain of showmaster questions is restricted on the
level of speaker meaning to just the answers that the speaker had in mind, as
indicated in (72d).

(72) a. John is the only faculty member who signed up. Which of the
[students]F also signed up?

b. #Who also danced?
c. I’m getting an ice cream. Who (of you) also wants one?
d. What (things that I have in mind) also happened at the zoo?

Let’s start with example (72b), where also associates with an unrestricted wh-
phrase. Let � be the wh-domain. The focus alternatives of (72b) are obtained
by replacing who with other suitable wh-phrases such as which of the students or
which of the faculty members.15

15 In Ciardelli et al. 2017, on which we base our account, who is treated as a generalized quantifier.
Since we assume that a focused expression can be substituted by all expressions of the same
semantic type, we would in principle expect that who can be substituted by other generalized
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Notably, all of these focus alternatives give rise to questions with wh-domains
�′ ⊆ �, i.e., with smaller wh-domains than that of the original unrestricted
question. So, by asking just (72b), we can inquire about all individuals in �,
whereas by asking any of its focus alternatives, we can inquire merely about the
individuals in some subset of �. In other words, by asking (72b), we can cover
as much ground as by picking a larger strategy. No matter which insightful
subset P ⊆ ~(72b)�F we pick, it will be a strategy for only ~(72b)� itself. Hence,
(72b) comes out as congruent to only itself. This exactly corresponds to the
assumptions made about unrestricted wh-interrogatives in Section 4.3, and as
laid out there, we predict also to be unacceptable in (72b).16

By contrast, if an interrogative has an overtly restricted wh-phrase containing
a narrowly focused constituent, we predict that the interrogative is congruent
with several questions. For instance, (72a) comes out as congruent with the
question Who� signed up?, where the wh-domain � contains all students as
well as at least one other individual. This corresponds almost directly to the
assumptions made in Section 4.3, where we postulated that the CQ of a restricted
wh-question is the unrestricted counterpart of this question. Here, we make
somewhat more flexible predictions: a restricted question isn’t only congruent
with its completely unrestricted counterpart, but also with questions that have
restricted wh-domains—as long as these domains are proper supersets of the
original domain. This more flexible result is sufficient for making the desired

quantifiers such as everyone or nobody. For a truly unified QUD framework, in which strategies
can contain a mix of assertions and questions, this indeed seems desirable. Since it would
add considerable complexity to the resulting system, though, we will make the simplifying
assumption that wh-phrases only get substituted by wh-phrases.

In a similar vein, it would in principle be possible to substitute whowith what, since these
expressions have the same semantic type in our framework. For now, however, we exclude this
option and leave it for future work to investigate how grammaticalized sortal restrictions of
wh-phrases should be handled in a QUD framework.

16 Does this argument still go through if the wh-domain � of the original interrogative is implicitly
restricted? I think it does. E.g., a who-question may sometimes be restricted to people that
both speaker and addressee know. It seems that in this case also the wh-domains of all focus
alternatives should be understood as thus restricted. This means that, even if we start out with a
restricted domain �, we still find that the domains of all focus alternatives are subsets of �, and
the argument goes through.

However, thismeanswe are forced to assume that there are different kinds of implicit domain
restrictions (cf. Section 5.3.4): on the one hand, there are restrictions like the one mentioned here,
which carry over to focus alternatives. These are usually restrictions to “relevant” answers, such
as salient people or places nearby. On the other hand, there are domain restrictions like those in
summoning questions and showmaster questions, which don’t carry over to focus alternatives.
Further examination of these different kinds of domain restrictions must be left for future work.
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predictions. All that is required for satisfying the non-identity condition is that
the CQ has a larger wh-domain than the interrogative containing the additive
particle. We hence predict also to be acceptable in (72a).

Finally, what about summoning and showmaster questions such as (72c)
and (72d)? Since their wh-domains are restricted as well, the argument proceeds
similarly as for overtly restricted wh-phrases like (72a). Again, let � be the
wh-domain of the original question. Since also associates with the wh-phrase, the
wh-phrase or part thereof is focused. This means we obtain the focus alternatives
by replacing the whole wh-phrase or some part of it. Either way, this will yield
some focus alternativeswithwh-domains�′ *�. Ifwe include these in the subset
of focus alternatives P that we pick, then this gives us strategies for resolving
questions that have a larger wh-domain than (72c)/(72d). Hence, (72c)/(72d)
come out as congruent with questions with larger wh-domains. Concretely, (72c)
itself is restricted to just the addressees, but it is congruent with, e.g., the question
whose domain contains everybody present.17 As shown in Section 5, this is
sufficient for satisfying the non-identity condition, and we predict also to be
licensed.

This concludes our discussion of predicted congruence relations. In the
following section we will turn to another possible configuration, namely wh-
interrogatives in which the associate of also lies outside the wh-phrase.

7 Wh-interrogatives with multiple-wh CQs

We have seen above that a wh-interrogative with narrow focus outside the wh-
phrase, such asWho called [Mary]F?, is congruentwith amultiple-wh interrogative
that can be obtained by replacing the focused constituent with a wh-phrase:Who

called [Mary]F? is congruent with Who called who?. While this seems to correctly
reflect our intuitions about QUD hierarchies, it leads to problematic predictions
with respect to additive particles. In this section, we first point out the problem,
then solve it by amending our formulation of the additive presupposition.

17 As also remarked in Footnote 16, the implicit domain restriction in summoning and showmaster
questions doesn’t seem to carry over to focus alternatives. By contrast, the “vanilla” domain
restriction to a salient set of individuals does seem to carry over from a question to its focus
alternatives. I acknowledge that a fully explanatory account would have to make sense of this
difference.

44



Witness Protection

7.1 The problem

Consider the discourse in (73), where also is unacceptable, and observe that the
also-containing sentence is a wh-interrogative with narrow focus outside the
wh-phrase. We predict that it is congruent with the multiple-wh questionWho

did what?. The account proposed so far wrongly predicts that also is acceptable
in (73). Intuitively, this is because the multiple-wh CQ is too general in order to
guarantee a match between the predicate of the first and second sentence in (73).
The first sentence, John sang, supplies a positive partial resolution of the CQ
and hence satisfies the existence condition. The non-identity condition is met as
well, because all positive partial resolutions of Who danced? are independent of
John sang. So, the additive presupposition is satisfied.

(73) [CQ: Who did what?]
[John]F sang. But who (#also) [danced]F?

Who is the culprit here? There doesn’t seem to be anything wrong with
the prediction that the wh-interrogative in this example is congruent with a
multiple-wh question. To the contrary, this is exactly what we would expect
from a hierarchical discourse model in the style of Roberts 1996. Rather, the fault
must lie with the additive presupposition, which in this case turns out to be too
lenient.

7.2 Prohibiting intervening CQs

Our diagnosis of what goes wrong in (73) is as follows. The first sentence, [John]F
sang, doesn’t address the CQ directly, in the sense that, while it is a positive
partial resolution of the CQ, it is not congruent with the CQ. We may think of
the problem as there being an intervening question in the QUD hierarchy:

(74) Who did what?

Who sang?

[John]F sang

Who also [danced]F?

We define what it means for a sentence to directly address a question as a
combination of positive partial resolution and congruence:
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(75) A sentence ( directly addresses a question & iff ~(� is a positive partial
resolution of & and ( is congruent with &.

Given this new notion, we can strengthen the existence condition of the additive
presupposition. Rather than requiring that there be a salient sentence establishing
a positive partial resolution of the CQ, we now require that this sentence directly
addresses the CQ. This rules out configurations like (74), as there can’t be
any questions intervening between the antecedent sentence and the CQ. The
non-identity condition remains unchanged.

(76) Generalized additive presupposition (final version):

If an additive particle occurs in a sentence (, this presupposes that:
(i) there is a salient preceding sentence ( that directly addresses the

CQ, and existence

(ii) all @ ∈ ~(�∪+sp (i.e., all positive partial resolutions of the speaker
meaning of () are logically independent of ~(�. non-identity

To see, how this new version makes the right predictions for (73), simply recall
that Who [danced]F? is associated with a CQ of the form Who did what?. The
preceding sentence, [John]F sang, isn’t congruent withWho did what?, however.
This means that it doesn’t directly address the CQ of Who [danced]F?. Hence, the
existence condition isn’t met, and we predict also to be unacceptable.

8 Conclusion

The current paper makes contributions on three fronts. First, it considers novel
data about the distribution of also-like additive particles: contrary to what has
been assumed, these particles are not only licensed in showmaster questions,
but can also appear in summoning questions, whose speaker typically doesn’t
know the answer. This gives rise to the puzzle what it is about showmaster
and summoning questions, two at first blush very different kinds of questions,
that licenses also-like particles. It is suggested that the mechanism responsible
for licensing these particles is the same for both kinds of questions: the wh-
domain is restricted such that it does not contain the witness of the additive
presupposition. This has the effect of ensuring that the non-identity condition
of this presupposition can be satisfied.

Second, the paper develops an account of additive particles that is unified in
that it captures the contribution of these particles in declaratives as well as in
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different kinds of interrogatives. This is achieved by assuming that declaratives
and interrogatives make the same kind of semantic objects available for additive
particles to operate on. The conceptual backdrop that makes this move possible
is adopted from inquisitive semantics.

Third, the proposed account contributes to our understanding of the role that
questions can play in organizing discourse. It connects the fine-grained semantic
content of questions to a higher-level representation of discourse structure, in a
way analogous to how this was done by Beaver & Clark (2008) for assertions.
Essentially, Beaver & Clark analyzed also as marking that the propositional
content of its containing sentence contributes a partial answer to an incremental
discourse strategy for resolving the CQ. The current paper generalizes this idea:
interrogative sentences, just like declarative ones, are associated with a CQ and
can contribute to an incremental strategy for resolving this CQ.

Beaver & Clark’s account, as well as most work utilizing Roberts (1996)’s
seminal QUD-model, in principle aspires to capture two distinct conceptions of
questions at the same time. On the one hand, questions are treated as analytic
tools for describing discourse structure. But on the other hand, it is usually also
granted that these tools, these questions, can be asked aloud, which makes them
linguistic objects, with interesting linguistic properties. In practice, however, this
latter conception of questions as linguistic objects has played only a minor role
in work that uses QUD-models. I believe it is a worthwhile enterprise to develop
a QUD-model that takes the linguistic properties of questions seriously. By
generalizing the notion of congruence to apply to declarative and interrogative
sentences alike, the current paper has taken a first step in this direction. In future
work, I hope to investigate both formal properties and further applications of
the resulting QUD model.
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