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The Syntax behind the Concealed Question
Taisuke Nishigauchi

Kobe Shoin Women’s University, Kobe, Japan

gauchi@shoin.ac.jp

Abstract: The present paper argues that the specificational sentence (SPC) and the 

concealed question (CQ) derive from what we call the Functional Noun Phrase (FuncNP) 
which has the specific structure in which the head FuncN denotes a relation between 

its two arguments, where the outer argument delimits the semantic domain (range) of 

FuncN R, and the inner argument exhaustively specifies the semantic domain of FuncN 
delimited by the outer argument. With the inner argument moved to SpecFocP, we 
obtain the SPC. The present paper derives the CQ in a fashion strikingly parallel with 
the derivation of the SPC: We posit Op as the inner argument of the FuncNP, which is 
moved to SpecDP.

Keywords: concealed questions; specificational sentences; island violations; connectivity

1. Introduction
The present article considers the linguistic expressions such as the following.

(1) (a) the capital of Japan

(b) the cause of the riot

(c) John’s dream

These expressions can form specificational sentences with expressions denoting the 
value as their focus.
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(2) (a) Tokyo is the capital of Japan. 

(a′) The capital of Japan is Tokyo.

 (b) A picture on the wall was the cause of the riot. 

 (b′) The cause of the riot was a picture on the wall.

 (c) To better himself is John’s dream. 

 (c′) John’s dream is to better himself.

In (2a), for example, Tokyo, the focus of the whole sentence, can be considered as the 

value of the capital of Japan, if the latter is considered as some kind of function.

The expressions in (1) can be interpreted as concealed questions in the complement 
position of verbs like figure out.

(3) We finally figured out 

The Syntax behind the Concealed Question
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Abstract: The present paper argues that the specificational sentence (SPC) and the con-
cealed question (CQ) derive from what we call the Functional Noun Phrase (FuncNP)
which has the specific structure in which the head FuncN denotes a relation between its
two arguments, where the outer argumentdelimits the semantic domain (range) of FuncN
R, and the inner argument exhaustively specifies the semantic domain of FuncN delimited
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The present paper derives the CQ in a fashion strikingly parallel with the derivation of the
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1. Introduction
The present article considers the linguistic expressions such as the following.

(1) (a) the capital of Japan
(b) the cause of the riot
(c) John’s dream

These expressions can form specificational sentences with expressions denoting the value
as their focus.

(2) (a) Tokyo is the capital of Japan.
(a′) The capital of Japan is Tokyo.
(b) A picture on the wall was the cause of the riot.
(b′) The cause of the riot was a picture on the wall.
(c) To better himself is John’s dream.
(c′) John’s dream is to better himself.

In (2a), for example, Tokyo, the focus of the whole sentence, can be considered as the
value of the capital of Japan, if the latter is considered as some kind of function.

The expressions in (1) can be interpreted as concealed questions in the complement
position of verbs like figure out.

(3) We finally figured out

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎩

(a) the capital of Japan
(b) the cause of the riot
(c) John’s dream

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎭

.

The central idea of the present paper is that the specificational sentence and the con-
cealed question are closely related phenomena. This idea itself is not new, already em-
phasized in such work as Romero (2005). The idea that we would like to put forth in the
present work is that the specificational sentence and the concealed question are isomorphic
in their syntactic structures, not just in terms of their semantics.

We start with the analysis of the specificational sentence.

The central idea of the present paper is that the specificational sentence and the concealed 

question are closely related phenomena. This idea itself is not new, already emphasized 

in such work as Romero (2005). The idea that we would like to put forth in the present 

work is that the specificational sentence and the concealed question are isomorphic in 

their syntactic structures, not just in terms of their semantics. We start with the analysis 
of the specificational sentence.

2. Functional Nouns
2.1 Structure
We hypothesize in the present work that the head nominals of (1) have specific proper-
ties. Firstly, the head nominals in (1) take two arguments, denoting relations between 

two linguistic items of various kinds.1 Thus, capital denotes the relation between (the 

name of) a certain country and (the name of) a certain city of that country. Cause denotes 

a causal relation between an event (the riot) and an event (the presence of a picture on 
the wall) which brought about the consequent event. So, for convenience sake, we refer 

to the nominals in (1) as Functional Nouns (FuncN).

Furthermore, we hypothesize that FuncNPs have a specific structure indicated by 

the following.

1  Caponigro and Heller (2007, 261–262) claim that it is what they call “functional nouns”, 
nouns whose interpretation depends on an additional argument that allow for the interpretation of 

concealed questions. However, their proposal as to the nature of “functional nouns” is not specific.
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(4) 

2. Functional Nouns
2.1 Structure
We hypothesize in the present work that the head nominals of (1) have specific proper-
ties. Firstly, the head nominals in (1) take two arguments, denoting relations between two
linguistic items of various kinds.1 Thus, capital denotes the relation between (the name
of) a certain country and (the name of) a certain city of that country. Cause denotes a
causal relation between an event (the riot) and an event (the presence of a picture on the
wall) which brought about the consequent event. So, for convenience sake, we refer to the
nominals in (1) as Functional Nouns (FuncN).

Furthermore, we hypothesize that FuncNPs have a specific structure indicated by the
following.

(4) FuncNP

NP

α

FuncN′

FuncN

R

NP
[+F]

β
The outer argument α of FuncN R delimits the semantic domain (range) of FuncN
R, and the inner argument β of FuncN R exhaustively specifies the semantic domain
of FuncN delimited by α.

The semantic function of FuncN is more precisely indicated by R of the following repre-
sentation.

(5) Max(λx.R([[α]],x)) = [[β]]

The Max operator yields the maximal value of the domain in its scope. Cf. Sharvit (1999).
Why do we need the Max operator? We need this to indicate the idea that FuncN has
the specific property as a function in such a way that the function delimited by a certain
argument must exhaustively specify the value yielded by that function.

2.2 Derivation
The present analysis proposes that a specificational sentence is derived, starting with the
FuncNP:

(6) FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

capital

DP
[f]

(of) Tokyo

DP

(of) Japan

1Caponigro and Heller (2007: 261–262) claim that it is what they call ‘functional nouns’, nouns whose inter-
pretation depends on an additional argument that allow for the interpretation of concealed questions. However,
their proposal as to the nature of ‘functional nouns’ is not specific.

The outer argument α of FuncN R delimits the semantic domain (range) of FuncN 

R, and the inner argument β of FuncN R exhaustively specifies the semantic domain 

of FuncN delimited by α.

The semantic function of FuncN is more precisely indicated by R of the following 

representation.

(5) Max(λx.R(〚α〛,x)) = 〚β〛

The Max operator yields the maximal value of the domain in its scope; cf. Sharvit (1999). 
Why do we need the Max operator? We need this to indicate the idea that FuncN has 

the specific property as a function in such a way that the function delimited by a certain 

argument must exhaustively specify the value yielded by that function.

2.2 Derivation
The present analysis proposes that a specificational sentence is derived, starting with 

the FuncNP:

(6) 

2. Functional Nouns
2.1 Structure
We hypothesize in the present work that the head nominals of (1) have specific proper-
ties. Firstly, the head nominals in (1) take two arguments, denoting relations between two
linguistic items of various kinds.1 Thus, capital denotes the relation between (the name
of) a certain country and (the name of) a certain city of that country. Cause denotes a
causal relation between an event (the riot) and an event (the presence of a picture on the
wall) which brought about the consequent event. So, for convenience sake, we refer to the
nominals in (1) as Functional Nouns (FuncN).

Furthermore, we hypothesize that FuncNPs have a specific structure indicated by the
following.

(4) FuncNP

NP

α

FuncN′

FuncN

R

NP
[+F]

β
The outer argument α of FuncN R delimits the semantic domain (range) of FuncN
R, and the inner argument β of FuncN R exhaustively specifies the semantic domain
of FuncN delimited by α.

The semantic function of FuncN is more precisely indicated by R of the following repre-
sentation.

(5) Max(λx.R([[α]],x)) = [[β]]

The Max operator yields the maximal value of the domain in its scope. Cf. Sharvit (1999).
Why do we need the Max operator? We need this to indicate the idea that FuncN has
the specific property as a function in such a way that the function delimited by a certain
argument must exhaustively specify the value yielded by that function.

2.2 Derivation
The present analysis proposes that a specificational sentence is derived, starting with the
FuncNP:

(6) FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

capital

DP
[f]

(of) Tokyo

DP

(of) Japan

1Caponigro and Heller (2007: 261–262) claim that it is what they call ‘functional nouns’, nouns whose inter-
pretation depends on an additional argument that allow for the interpretation of concealed questions. However,
their proposal as to the nature of ‘functional nouns’ is not specific.

With the inner argument of this FuncNP moved to SpecFoc(us)P in the manner of Hiraiwa 
and Ishihara’s (2012) analysis of the cleft construction in Japanese, a specificational 

sentence is derived.
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With the inner argument of this FuncNP moved to SpecFoc(us)P in the manner of Hi-
raiwa and Ishihara’s (2012) analysis of the cleft construction in Japanese, a specificational
sentence is derived.

(7) FocP

DP
[f]

Tokyoi

Foc′

Foc
[uf]

is

DP

D

the

FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

capital

DP

ti

DP

(of) Japan

3. The concealed question
3.1 Structure and derivation
In this section, we show how our syntactic derivation of the concealed question proceeds.

(3) We figured out

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎩

(a) the capital of Japan
(b) the cause of the riot
(c) John’s dream

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎭

.

Take (3a). Let us start with a sentence that contains an interrogative complement clause
with an explicit wh-phrase.

(8) We figured out what is the capital of Japan.

We can say that the complement clause is a specificational sentence deriving with the
following FuncNP as the core.

(9) [FuncNP[FuncN′[FuncNcapital] what
[f,wh]

] (of) Japan]

With the inner argument what, which is the value of the capital of Japan, raised to Spec-
FocP, we obtain a specificational clause.

(10) [FocP what
[f,wh]

[Foc′ is
[uf]

[DP the [FuncNP[FuncN′[FuncNcapital] what] of Japan]]]]

With the wh-phrase subsequently moved to SpecCP, the complement clause of (8) is ob-
tained.

Our derivation of (3b) starts with the following FuncNP.

(11) [FuncNP[FuncN′[FuncNcapital] Op
[wh]

] (of) Japan]

We assume that this Op element bears [wh] feature and moves to SpecDP.

3. The Concealed Question
3.1 Structure and Derivation
In this section, we show how our syntactic derivation of the concealed question proceeds.

(3) We figured out    

With the inner argument of this FuncNP moved to SpecFoc(us)P in the manner of Hi-
raiwa and Ishihara’s (2012) analysis of the cleft construction in Japanese, a specificational
sentence is derived.

(7) FocP

DP
[f]

Tokyoi

Foc′

Foc
[uf]

is

DP

D

the

FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

capital

DP

ti

DP

(of) Japan

3. The concealed question
3.1 Structure and derivation
In this section, we show how our syntactic derivation of the concealed question proceeds.

(3) We figured out

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎩

(a) the capital of Japan
(b) the cause of the riot
(c) John’s dream

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎭

.

Take (3a). Let us start with a sentence that contains an interrogative complement clause
with an explicit wh-phrase.

(8) We figured out what is the capital of Japan.

We can say that the complement clause is a specificational sentence deriving with the
following FuncNP as the core.

(9) [FuncNP[FuncN′[FuncNcapital] what
[f,wh]

] (of) Japan]

With the inner argument what, which is the value of the capital of Japan, raised to Spec-
FocP, we obtain a specificational clause.

(10) [FocP what
[f,wh]

[Foc′ is
[uf]

[DP the [FuncNP[FuncN′[FuncNcapital] what] of Japan]]]]

With the wh-phrase subsequently moved to SpecCP, the complement clause of (8) is ob-
tained.

Our derivation of (3b) starts with the following FuncNP.

(11) [FuncNP[FuncN′[FuncNcapital] Op
[wh]

] (of) Japan]

We assume that this Op element bears [wh] feature and moves to SpecDP.

Take (3a). Let us start with a sentence that contains an interrogative complement clause 

with an explicit wh-phrase.

(8) We figured out what is the capital of Japan.

We can say that the complement clause is a specificational sentence deriving with the 

following FuncNP as the core. 

(9) [
FuncNP

[FuncN′[FuncN
capital] what] (of) Japan]

   
           

[f,wh]

With the inner argument what, which is the value of the capital of Japan, raised to  

Spec- FocP, we obtain a specificational clause.

(10) [
FocP

 what [Foc′   is   [
DP

 the [
FuncNP

[FuncN′[FuncN 
capital] what] of Japan]]]]

        [f,wh]      [uf]

With the wh-phrase subsequently moved to SpecCP, the complement clause of (8) is 

obtained.
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Our derivation of (3b) starts with the following FuncNP.

 

(11)  [
FuncNP

[FuncN′ [FuncN
 capital] Op ] (of) Japan]

           [f,wh]

We assume that this Op element bears [wh] feature and moves to SpecDP.

(12) [
DP

 Opx       D    [
DP 

 the
  
[
FuncNP

[FuncN′[FuncN 
capital] x] of Japan]]]

     [wh] [uwh]

The Op element is translated in the semantic representation as λ-operator binding the 

variable created in the inner argument position, the effect of which is to yield a set of 

values y such that y is related to Japan by the relation of being the capital of y.

(13) ∩{p : p =[∃y.Max(λx.capital(〚Japan〛,x)) = y]}

It is not standard practice to attribute the [wh]-feature to D, but this is our way to imple-

ment the idea, put forth by Frana (2017), that the concealed question is syntactically 

a DP and semantically a question. Frana (2017, 16) cites Grimshaw (1979), who argues 

in terms of selection that the concealed question is not allowed with just any predicate 

that takes wh-complements. The concealed question is selected only by predicates which 

select DPs.

(14) (a I {know / remember / guessed} what answer he gave.

 (b) I {know / remember / guessed} the answer he gave.

 (c) I {wonder / inquired / don’t care} what answer he gave.

 (d) *I {wonder / inquired / don’t care} the answer he gave.

Pesetsky (1981) provides an alternative account in terms of case-assignment, so sentences 

in (14d) are ungrammatical because the verbs used there are incapable of assigning case. 

Sentences in (14d) become grammatical with the addition of a preposition, which assigns 

case to the constituent immediately following it.

(15) I {wonder / inquired / don’t care} about the answer he gave.

However, Frana (2017, 16) observes that sentences of (15) are different in meaning from 

the meaning expected of a concealed question. For example, Frana (2017, 16) observes, 
“I wonder about the answer he gave.” can have, in addition to the meaning induced 

by the concealed question, a meaning asking about the truth or appropriateness of the 

answer, which is absent from the concealed question in (14b). This indicates that what 
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the preposition about does not in (15) just assign case, but add some meaning which is 
otherwise absent from the concealed question.

This shows that the concealed question is syntactically a DP with a specific meaning 

as a question. In the next subsection we show that the concealed question is syntactically 
a question, not just semantically a question, as Frana (2017) argues.

3.2 The Concealed Question Forms an Island
In this subsection, we show that there is evidence that the Operator that moves in the 

derivation of the concealed question as in (12) bears the feature [wh].2

For this purpose, we consider constructions involving the noun reason, which 

Higgins (1973, 136–138) characterizes as “one of a small number of nouns allowing 
two complement sentences.”3 From our point of view, reason is a FuncN that takes 

a propositional expression that denotes a resulting situation as the outer argument 
(delimiter) and the proposition or property that constitutes the reason as the inner 

argument (value).

The noun reason can be part of specificational sentences as in the following.

(16) (a) The reason that John owns three cars is that he has a large family.

 (b) That he has a large family is the reason that John owns three cars. 

These specificational sentences derive from the following FuncNP.

(17) 

(16) (a) The reason that John owns three cars is that he has a large family.
(b) That he has a large family is the reason that John owns three cars.

These sepcificational sentences derive from the following FuncNP.
(17) NP

N′

N

reason

CP

that he has a large family

CP

that John owns three cars

With the inner CP focalized, we obtain the specificational sentence (16b). On our analysis,
the following sentence with the concealed question is obtained with the inner CP replaced
by a null Op, which is moved to SpecDP.

(18) Mary is investigating the reason that John owns three cars.

Now, if the expression three cars is replaced by a wh-phrase, which undergoes wh-movement,
what we get is an ungrammatical sentence.

(19) (a) *How many cars is Mary investigating the reason that John owns?
(b)??How many cars is Mary confirming the allegation that John owns?

The grammatical status of (19a) is considerably lower than that of (19b). The derivation
of (19b) involves movement of how many cars across the complex NP headed by allega-
tion, and this type of wh-movement is known to iresult in ‘mild’ violation. On the other
hand, (19a) contains the concealed question DP, which on our analysis is of the following
structure.

(20) [DP Opi
[wh]

[D′ D
[uwh]

[NP [N′[Nreason] ti] [CP that John owns how many cars]]]

Movement of how many cars to the matrix SpecCP crosses DP, which in itself causes
a ‘mild’ violation as in (19b), as well as Op, which our analysis claims bears the [wh]-
feature. A wh-phrase in SpecCP is also known to constitute an island with respect to
wh-movement.

(21)?*Whati is Mary investigating where John lost ti?

Thus, on our analysis, wh-movement out of the concealed question structure (20) involves
two violations, one crossing DP and another crossing Op[wh], accounting for the ungram-
maticality of (19a).

3.3 The head of the concealed question
So far the type of concealed question that we have observed is those examples in (3).

(3) We figured out

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎩

(a) the capital of Japan
(b) the cause of the riot
(c) John’s dream

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎭

.

We have discussed so far that these sentences can be understood as concealed questions
by virtue of the nature of the head FuncNs. Now consider the following.

With the inner CP focalized, we obtain the specificational sentence (16b). On our anal-
ysis, the following sentence with the concealed question is obtained with the inner CP 

replaced by a null Op, which is moved to SpecDP.

(18) Mary is investigating the reason that John owns three cars.

2  Consideration in the present subsection was triggered by a question asked (independently) by 

Alec Marantz and Heizo Nakajima.
3  Higgins (1973, 136–138) also points out proof, indication, effect as nouns taking two 

complement clauses.
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Now, if the expression three cars is replaced by a wh-phrase, which undergoes 

wh-movement, what we get is an ungrammatical sentence.

(19) (a) *How many cars is Mary investigating the reason that John owns?
 (b) ??How many cars is Mary confirming the allegation that John owns?

The grammatical status of (19a) is considerably lower than that of (19b). The deriva-

tion of (19b) involves movement of how many cars across the complex NP headed by 
allegation, and this type of wh-movement is known to result in “mild” violation. On 

the other hand, (19a) contains the concealed question DP, which on our analysis is of 

the following structure.

(20) [
DP

   Op
i
 [

D´       
D   [

NP
 [N′[N 

reason] t
i
] [

CP
 that John owns how many cars]]]

  [wh]    [u,wh]

Movement of how many cars to the matrix SpecCP crosses DP, which in itself causes a “mild” 

violation as in (19b), as well as Op, which our analysis claims bears the [wh]- feature. 

A wh-phrase in SpecCP is also known to constitute an island with respect to wh-movement.

(21)  ?*What
i is Mary investigating where John lost t

i
?

Thus, on our analysis, wh-movement out of the concealed question structure (20) 

involves two violations, one crossing DP and another crossing Op[wh], accounting for 

the ungrammaticality of (19a).

3.3 The Head of the Concealed Question
So far the type of concealed question that we have observed is those examples in (3).

(3) We figured out    

With the inner argument of this FuncNP moved to SpecFoc(us)P in the manner of Hi-
raiwa and Ishihara’s (2012) analysis of the cleft construction in Japanese, a specificational
sentence is derived.

(7) FocP

DP
[f]

Tokyoi

Foc′

Foc
[uf]

is

DP

D

the

FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

capital

DP

ti

DP

(of) Japan

3. The concealed question
3.1 Structure and derivation
In this section, we show how our syntactic derivation of the concealed question proceeds.

(3) We figured out

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎩

(a) the capital of Japan
(b) the cause of the riot
(c) John’s dream

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎭

.

Take (3a). Let us start with a sentence that contains an interrogative complement clause
with an explicit wh-phrase.

(8) We figured out what is the capital of Japan.

We can say that the complement clause is a specificational sentence deriving with the
following FuncNP as the core.

(9) [FuncNP[FuncN′[FuncNcapital] what
[f,wh]

] (of) Japan]

With the inner argument what, which is the value of the capital of Japan, raised to Spec-
FocP, we obtain a specificational clause.

(10) [FocP what
[f,wh]

[Foc′ is
[uf]

[DP the [FuncNP[FuncN′[FuncNcapital] what] of Japan]]]]

With the wh-phrase subsequently moved to SpecCP, the complement clause of (8) is ob-
tained.

Our derivation of (3b) starts with the following FuncNP.

(11) [FuncNP[FuncN′[FuncNcapital] Op
[wh]

] (of) Japan]

We assume that this Op element bears [wh] feature and moves to SpecDP.

We have discussed so far that these sentences can be understood as concealed questions 

by virtue of the nature of the head FuncNs. Now consider the following.

(22)  We figured out    (22) We figured out

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(a) the book which Mary is reading
(b) the girl who caused the trouble
(c) the car that John drives to work
(d) the bacteria that Mary is analyzing

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭

.

These expressions can be interpreted as concealed questions. But unlike those in (3), what
makes the concealed question interpretation possible in (22) is not the head of the definite
descriptions used in these. We cannot say that book, girl, car, and bacteria are FuncNs.
Rather, the real heads of these definite NPs are not what their pronounced forms suggest.
One piece of evidence for this idea comes from the use of the pronoun.

(23) We finally figured out [the girl who caused the trouble]i. {Iti/*Shei} wasn’t Mary.

If the real head of the NP in the brackets were girl, the pronoun referring to it should have
been she. That the pronoun used here is it suggests that the real head of the definite NP is
something else.

We can think of each sentence of (22) as involving a silent head FuncN, which could
as well be pronounced as in the following.

(24) We figured out

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(a) the title of the book which Mary is reading
(b) the name of the girl who caused the trouble
(c) the make of the car that John drives to work
(d) the kind of the bacteria that Mary is analyzing

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭

.

Here again, we have corresponding specificational sentences, with the bold-faced FuncNs
pronounced or silent.

(25) (a) Syntactic Structures is (the title of) the book which Mary is reading.
(b) Liza Jane is (the name of) the girl who caused the trouble.
(c) Lexus is (the make of) the car that John drives to work.
(d) Spirochete is the (kind of) bacteria that Mary is analyzing.

The baseline underlying the bold-faced items in these sentences is the notion of identifying.
A book that someone is reading can be identified by mentioning its title, an individual can
be identified by his or her name, etc. Following up on this, we posit a class of FuncNs
labeled ID.

(26) ID = {name, title, make, kind, Ø, . . . }

Name relates an individual with his or her name, title relates a book that someone is reading
with its title (name), etc. Thus, ID is a FuncN that relates X with something that X is
identified as.

Let us start with the specificational sentence (25a). This sentence derives from the
following FuncNP.
(27) FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

NP
[+F]

Syntactic Structures

NP

the book which Mary is reading
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These expressions can be interpreted as concealed questions. But unlike those in 
(3), what makes the concealed question interpretation possible in (22) is not the head of 

the definite descriptions used in these. We cannot say that book, girl, car, and bacteria 
are FuncNs. Rather, the real heads of these definite NPs are not what their pronounced 

forms suggest. One piece of evidence for this idea comes from the use of the pronoun.

(23) We finally figured out [the girl who caused the trouble]
i
. {It

i
/*She

i
} wasn’t Mary.

If the real head of the NP in the brackets were girl, the pronoun referring to it should 

have been she. That the pronoun used here is it suggests that the real head of the definite 

NP is something else.

We can think of each sentence of (22) as involving a silent head FuncN, which 
could as well be pronounced as in the following.

(24) We figured out    

(22) We figured out

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(a) the book which Mary is reading
(b) the girl who caused the trouble
(c) the car that John drives to work
(d) the bacteria that Mary is analyzing

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭

.

These expressions can be interpreted as concealed questions. But unlike those in (3), what
makes the concealed question interpretation possible in (22) is not the head of the definite
descriptions used in these. We cannot say that book, girl, car, and bacteria are FuncNs.
Rather, the real heads of these definite NPs are not what their pronounced forms suggest.
One piece of evidence for this idea comes from the use of the pronoun.

(23) We finally figured out [the girl who caused the trouble]i. {Iti/*Shei} wasn’t Mary.

If the real head of the NP in the brackets were girl, the pronoun referring to it should have
been she. That the pronoun used here is it suggests that the real head of the definite NP is
something else.

We can think of each sentence of (22) as involving a silent head FuncN, which could
as well be pronounced as in the following.

(24) We figured out

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(a) the title of the book which Mary is reading
(b) the name of the girl who caused the trouble
(c) the make of the car that John drives to work
(d) the kind of the bacteria that Mary is analyzing

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭

.

Here again, we have corresponding specificational sentences, with the bold-faced FuncNs
pronounced or silent.

(25) (a) Syntactic Structures is (the title of) the book which Mary is reading.
(b) Liza Jane is (the name of) the girl who caused the trouble.
(c) Lexus is (the make of) the car that John drives to work.
(d) Spirochete is the (kind of) bacteria that Mary is analyzing.

The baseline underlying the bold-faced items in these sentences is the notion of identifying.
A book that someone is reading can be identified by mentioning its title, an individual can
be identified by his or her name, etc. Following up on this, we posit a class of FuncNs
labeled ID.

(26) ID = {name, title, make, kind, Ø, . . . }

Name relates an individual with his or her name, title relates a book that someone is reading
with its title (name), etc. Thus, ID is a FuncN that relates X with something that X is
identified as.

Let us start with the specificational sentence (25a). This sentence derives from the
following FuncNP.
(27) FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

NP
[+F]

Syntactic Structures

NP

the book which Mary is reading

Here again, we have corresponding specificational sentences, with the bold-faced 

FuncNs pronounced or silent.

(25) (a) Syntactic Structures is (the title of) the book which Mary is reading.

 (b) Liza Jane is (the name of) the girl who caused the trouble.

 (c) Lexus is (the make of) the car that John drives to work.

 (d) Spirochete is the (kind of) bacteria that Mary is analyzing.

The baseline underlying the bold-faced items in these sentences is the notion of identi-
fying. A book that someone is reading can be identified by mentioning its title, an indi-

vidual can be identified by his or her name, etc. Following up on this, we posit a class 

of FuncNs labeled ID.

(26) ID = {name, title, make, kind, Ø, . . . }

Name relates an individual with his or her name, title relates a book that someone is 

reading with its title (name), etc. Thus, ID is a FuncN that relates X with something that 

X is identified as.

Let us start with the specificational sentence (25a).  This sentence derives from 

the following FuncNP. 
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(27) 

(22) We figured out

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(a) the book which Mary is reading
(b) the girl who caused the trouble
(c) the car that John drives to work
(d) the bacteria that Mary is analyzing

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭

.

These expressions can be interpreted as concealed questions. But unlike those in (3), what
makes the concealed question interpretation possible in (22) is not the head of the definite
descriptions used in these. We cannot say that book, girl, car, and bacteria are FuncNs.
Rather, the real heads of these definite NPs are not what their pronounced forms suggest.
One piece of evidence for this idea comes from the use of the pronoun.

(23) We finally figured out [the girl who caused the trouble]i. {Iti/*Shei} wasn’t Mary.

If the real head of the NP in the brackets were girl, the pronoun referring to it should have
been she. That the pronoun used here is it suggests that the real head of the definite NP is
something else.

We can think of each sentence of (22) as involving a silent head FuncN, which could
as well be pronounced as in the following.

(24) We figured out

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(a) the title of the book which Mary is reading
(b) the name of the girl who caused the trouble
(c) the make of the car that John drives to work
(d) the kind of the bacteria that Mary is analyzing

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭

.

Here again, we have corresponding specificational sentences, with the bold-faced FuncNs
pronounced or silent.

(25) (a) Syntactic Structures is (the title of) the book which Mary is reading.
(b) Liza Jane is (the name of) the girl who caused the trouble.
(c) Lexus is (the make of) the car that John drives to work.
(d) Spirochete is the (kind of) bacteria that Mary is analyzing.

The baseline underlying the bold-faced items in these sentences is the notion of identifying.
A book that someone is reading can be identified by mentioning its title, an individual can
be identified by his or her name, etc. Following up on this, we posit a class of FuncNs
labeled ID.

(26) ID = {name, title, make, kind, Ø, . . . }

Name relates an individual with his or her name, title relates a book that someone is reading
with its title (name), etc. Thus, ID is a FuncN that relates X with something that X is
identified as.

Let us start with the specificational sentence (25a). This sentence derives from the
following FuncNP.
(27) FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

NP
[+F]

Syntactic Structures

NP

the book which Mary is reading

With the inner argument focalized, we obtain the specificational sentence (25a). Now if 
we put Op in the inner argument position of the same FuncNP and move it to SpecDP, 

we get what we take to be the syntactic structure of the concealed question of (22a).

(28) 

With the inner argument focalized, we obtain the specificational sentence (25a). Now if
we put Op in the inner argument position of the same FuncNP and move it to SpecDP, we
get what we take to be the syntactic structure of the concealed question of (22a).
(28) DP

NP

Opx

FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

NP

x

NP

the book which Mary is reading

With the Op translated in the semantic representation as λ-operator, we obtain the set of
values x such that the book which Mary is reading is identified as x.

3.4 More on the island
Is it possible to provide evidence that the Op whose movement is involved in the derivation
of the concealed questions in (22a–d) bears the feature [wh], just as we observed the effect
of the wh-island in section 3.2? This is not as straightforward as in the observations made
in section 3.2, because the concealed questions in (22a–d) are of the form:

(29) DP

Opi
[wh]

FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

ti

DP

Relative Clause

The method we employed in section 3.2 was to try extracting a wh-phrase in the outer
argument of the FuncNP out of the concealed question DP. Since this extraction exhibited
island violations as in (19a), we decided that Op in SpecDP was itself a wh-phrase.

However, the outer argument of the FuncNP in (29) is a relative clause, and the ex-
traction of a wh-phrase out of a relative clause incurs a strong violation, irrespective of
whether the relative clause is part of the concealed question or not.

(30) (a) *Who did Mary read the book that John gave to ti?
(b) *Who did Mary figure out the book that John gave to ti?

However, if we look at corresponding cases in Japanese, a wh-in situ language, it is pos-
sible to detect a difference between a relative clause and a relative clause as part of a
concealed question. The reason is that a relative clause does not constitute an island for
(covert) movement of wh in Japanese.

 

With the Op translated in the semantic representation as λ-operator, we obtain the set of 

values x such that the book which Mary is reading is identified as x.

3.4 More on the Island
Is it possible to provide evidence that the Op whose movement is involved in the 

derivation of the concealed questions in (22a–d) bears the feature [wh], just as we 
observed the effect of the wh-island in section 3.2? This is not as straightforward as in 
the observations made in section 3.2, because the concealed questions in (22a–d) are 
of the form:

(29) 

With the inner argument focalized, we obtain the specificational sentence (25a). Now if
we put Op in the inner argument position of the same FuncNP and move it to SpecDP, we
get what we take to be the syntactic structure of the concealed question of (22a).
(28) DP

NP

Opx

FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

NP

x

NP

the book which Mary is reading

With the Op translated in the semantic representation as λ-operator, we obtain the set of
values x such that the book which Mary is reading is identified as x.

3.4 More on the island
Is it possible to provide evidence that the Op whose movement is involved in the derivation
of the concealed questions in (22a–d) bears the feature [wh], just as we observed the effect
of the wh-island in section 3.2? This is not as straightforward as in the observations made
in section 3.2, because the concealed questions in (22a–d) are of the form:

(29) DP

Opi
[wh]

FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

ti

DP

Relative Clause

The method we employed in section 3.2 was to try extracting a wh-phrase in the outer
argument of the FuncNP out of the concealed question DP. Since this extraction exhibited
island violations as in (19a), we decided that Op in SpecDP was itself a wh-phrase.

However, the outer argument of the FuncNP in (29) is a relative clause, and the ex-
traction of a wh-phrase out of a relative clause incurs a strong violation, irrespective of
whether the relative clause is part of the concealed question or not.

(30) (a) *Who did Mary read the book that John gave to ti?
(b) *Who did Mary figure out the book that John gave to ti?

However, if we look at corresponding cases in Japanese, a wh-in situ language, it is pos-
sible to detect a difference between a relative clause and a relative clause as part of a
concealed question. The reason is that a relative clause does not constitute an island for
(covert) movement of wh in Japanese.
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The method we employed in section 3.2 was to try extracting a wh-phrase in the 

outer argument of the FuncNP out of the concealed question DP. Since this extrac-

tion exhibited island violations as in (19a), we decided that Op in SpecDP was itself 

a wh-phrase.

However, the outer argument of the FuncNP in (29) is a relative clause, and the 

extraction of a wh-phrase out of a relative clause incurs a strong violation, irrespective 

of whether the relative clause is part of the concealed question or not.

(30) (a) *Who did Mary read the book that John gave to t
i
?

 (b) *Who did Mary figure out the book that John gave to t
i
?

However, if we look at corresponding cases in Japanese, a wh-in situ language, it is 

possible to detect a difference between a relative clause and a relative clause as part of 

a concealed question. The reason is that a relative clause does not constitute an island 

for (covert) movement of wh in Japanese.

(31) Mary-wa John-ga nan-nin-ni okut-ta hon-o

Mary-Top John-Nom how-many-Dat send-Past book-Acc

{a. yomi-tagat-te iru  no? / b. ?*siri-tagat-te iru  no?}
      read-want      is    Q           know-want is    Q
“For how many x, Mary wants to {a. read / b. know} the book that John sent to x?”

If the verb is yom “read”, the object DP is a regular relative clause, and (covert)  
wh-movement out of this relative clause causes no problem, while if the verb is sir 
“know”, the relative clause is part of the concealed question, asking for the identity 

(or title) of the book. There is considerable difference in acceptability between the two 

cases, where the low acceptability of the b. case in which the verb is sir “know” and the 

object DP is a concealed question is explained in terms of its derivation where (covert) 
wh-movement out of the relative clause crosses Op[wh] in SpecDP.

4. Shades of Connectivity
4.1 Specificational Sentence = (Concealed) Q + Answer
The ambiguity of the following sentence involving a concealed question has been dis- 

cussed at length by Romero (2005), who attributes it to Heim (1979).

(32) John knows the price that Fred knows.

Romero (2005) characterizes the ambiguity of this sentence as having Readings A and  B 

(Romero 2005, exx. (23), (24)).
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(33) Reading A: “John knows the same price that Fred knows.”

 Reading B: “John knows what price Fred knows.”

Romero’s (2005) proposal to account for this ambiguity is, treating the intensional 

verb know in such a way that she allows its intensional argument to arise either from 

the extension of the NP or from its intension, reading A results when the extension 
of the complement NP is used and reading B obtains when the intension of the NP 

is used.

Romero (2007) considers that the ambiguity of (32) is reflected on the two 

different ways in which pronoun-as-variable connectivity is realized. To consider the 

two sentences provided by Romero (2007), we need to bear in mind the scenario set 

by Romero (2007, 273–4, (37)). Here I have modified the story, to avoid the use of the 
quantificational expression no girl as is used in Romero’s (2007) example sentences and 
to stick to the expression every girl throughout.

(34) A group of 2-year-old girls from the Ukraine were given in adoption to several fami-

lies in Barcelona. The director of the adoption program encouraged the biological 

relatives of each girl to keep in touch with her by writing letters, telling them though 

that they should not identify themselves using their name, family relationship or 

address. After a couple of years, the girls have developed some hypotheses about 

who every secret writer may or may not be. For example, every girl thinks that the 
one who writes to her most often must be her mother. In fact, they are all wrong about 

that, since, for every girl, the one who writes to her most often is her uncle.

With this background story, let us consider the two sentences provided by Romero (2007):

(35) Reading A:

  The anonymous writer that every girl
i
 thinks must be her

i 
mother is (in fact) her

i
 

uncle.

(36) Reading B:

The anonymous writer that every girl
i
 thinks must be her

i
 mother is the one who 

writes to her
i
 most often.

Romero (2007) considers that (35) is related with Reading A of (32) because the description 

in the post-copular position designates the extension (denotation) of the individual, and that 

(36) is related with Reading B because the post-copular element designates the intension.

To cope with the Reading B sentence first, the following represents Romero’s (2007) 

explication of (36), leaving out her semantic analysis based on this. (Romero 2007, 297, 
ex. (127)).
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(37) Reading B:

 (a)  The anonymous writer that every girl
i
 thinks must be her

i
 mother is the one 

who writes to her
i
 most often.

 (b)  The anonymous writer that every girl
i
 thinks must be her

i
 mother is 

  [
IP 

every girl
i
 thinks the one who writes to her

i
 most often must be her

i 
mother]

This idea is similar to the analytical apparatus that we will present shortly except for the 

very important respect in which Romero (2007) derives the post-copular focal element 

by applying deletion on IP, eliding non-constituent elements.

It has been pointed out by authors including Romero (2007) that a specificational 

sentence consists of a concealed question and an answer to it, where deletion takes place 

in the answer part under identity with the constituent forming the concealed question. 

Now following up on this idea, we can think of (36) as a composite comprising the 

following dialogue in a single sentence.

(38) Q: Tell me the anonymous writer that every girl
i thinks must be her

i mother? 

 A: The one who writes to her
i most often.

The answer is a fragment, which has been claimed in such work as Merchant (2005), 

Nishigauchi (2011), etc. to be derived by ellipsis to account for the connectivity effect 

involving the pronoun-binding.

In the present analysis, we explore the possibility that the specificational 
sentence  (36) is derived from FuncNP with ID as its head. Notice that the following, in 

which ID is spelled out as identity is tolerable.

(39)  The identity of the anonymous writer that every girl
i thinks must be her

i mother 

is the one who writes to her
i most often.

The outer argument of this FuncNP delimits the range of ID, so that this argument, 

together with ID, counts as a question, and the inner argument provides the value, viz. 

the answer to the question.

(40) (40) FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

DP
[+F]

‘answer’

DP

‘question’

The claim that we make here is that the answer part that occupies the inner argument of the
FuncNP comes in the form of a DP, not IP, parallel in form to the DP that occupies the outer
position, viz. the question part. More specifically, our claim is that the concealed question
containing a relative clause (the outer argument) and the answer, also a relative clause (the
inner argument), start out being derived in a parallel fashion, then they get merged forming
a FuncNP with ID as its head, and then the relative clause CP gets deleted, leaving only
the head DP behind.

The present analysis starts out with the two clauses deriving independently of each
other, one of which derives into a concealed question via relativization, the other of which
derives to be an answer to it, also via relativization.

(41) [TPevery girli thinks that [DP Op
[rel]

anonymous writer] must be heri mother]

[TPevery girli thinks that [DP Op
[rel]

one who writes to heri most often] must be heri

mother]

At this point, all the relevant pronouns are c-commanded by the quantificational expres-
sion, accounting for the connectivity effect seen in (36). Then relativization via head-
raising occurs on both parts.

(42)
DP1

DPj

the writer

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tj must be heri mother

DP2

DPk

the one who writes
to heri most often

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tk must be heri mother

DP1 thus formed in (42) takes part in the formation of a concealed question.

(43)

FuncNP

DP1

DPj

the writer

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tj must be heri mother

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

Op
[wh]

⇒

DP

Opx
[wh]

D′

D
[uwh]

FuncNP

DP1

DPj

the writer

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tj must be heri mother

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

x
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The claim that we make here is that the answer part that occupies the inner argu-

ment of the FuncNP comes in the form of a DP, not IP, parallel in form to the DP that 

occupies the outer position, viz. the question part. More specifically, our claim is that 

the concealed question containing a relative clause (the outer argument) and the answer, 

also a relative clause (the inner argument), start out being derived in a parallel fashion, 

then they get merged forming a FuncNP with ID as its head, and then the relative clause 

CP gets deleted, leaving only the head DP behind.

The present analysis starts out with the two clauses deriving independently of 

each other, one of which derives into a concealed question via relativization, the other 

of which derives to be an answer to it, also via relativization.

(41) [
TP

every girl
i
 thinks that [

DP 
 Op  anonymous writer] must be her

i
 mother]

              [rel]
 [

TP
every girl

i
 thinks that [

DP
  Op  one who writes to her

i
 most often] must be her

i
 mother]

          [rel]

At this point, all the relevant pronouns are c-commanded by the quantificational expres-

sion, accounting for the connectivity effect seen in (36). Then relativization via head-

raising occurs on both parts.

 

(42) 

(40) FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

DP
[+F]

‘answer’

DP

‘question’

The claim that we make here is that the answer part that occupies the inner argument of the
FuncNP comes in the form of a DP, not IP, parallel in form to the DP that occupies the outer
position, viz. the question part. More specifically, our claim is that the concealed question
containing a relative clause (the outer argument) and the answer, also a relative clause (the
inner argument), start out being derived in a parallel fashion, then they get merged forming
a FuncNP with ID as its head, and then the relative clause CP gets deleted, leaving only
the head DP behind.

The present analysis starts out with the two clauses deriving independently of each
other, one of which derives into a concealed question via relativization, the other of which
derives to be an answer to it, also via relativization.

(41) [TPevery girli thinks that [DP Op
[rel]

anonymous writer] must be heri mother]

[TPevery girli thinks that [DP Op
[rel]

one who writes to heri most often] must be heri

mother]

At this point, all the relevant pronouns are c-commanded by the quantificational expres-
sion, accounting for the connectivity effect seen in (36). Then relativization via head-
raising occurs on both parts.

(42)
DP1

DPj

the writer

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tj must be heri mother

DP2

DPk

the one who writes
to heri most often

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tk must be heri mother

DP1 thus formed in (42) takes part in the formation of a concealed question.

(43)

FuncNP

DP1

DPj

the writer

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tj must be heri mother

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

Op
[wh]

⇒

DP

Opx
[wh]

D′

D
[uwh]

FuncNP

DP1

DPj

the writer

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tj must be heri mother

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

x

DP
1 

thus formed in (42) takes part in the formation of a concealed question. 

 

(43)

(40) FuncNP

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

DP
[+F]

‘answer’

DP

‘question’

The claim that we make here is that the answer part that occupies the inner argument of the
FuncNP comes in the form of a DP, not IP, parallel in form to the DP that occupies the outer
position, viz. the question part. More specifically, our claim is that the concealed question
containing a relative clause (the outer argument) and the answer, also a relative clause (the
inner argument), start out being derived in a parallel fashion, then they get merged forming
a FuncNP with ID as its head, and then the relative clause CP gets deleted, leaving only
the head DP behind.

The present analysis starts out with the two clauses deriving independently of each
other, one of which derives into a concealed question via relativization, the other of which
derives to be an answer to it, also via relativization.

(41) [TPevery girli thinks that [DP Op
[rel]

anonymous writer] must be heri mother]

[TPevery girli thinks that [DP Op
[rel]

one who writes to heri most often] must be heri

mother]

At this point, all the relevant pronouns are c-commanded by the quantificational expres-
sion, accounting for the connectivity effect seen in (36). Then relativization via head-
raising occurs on both parts.

(42)
DP1

DPj

the writer

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tj must be heri mother

DP2

DPk

the one who writes
to heri most often

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tk must be heri mother

DP1 thus formed in (42) takes part in the formation of a concealed question.

(43)

FuncNP

DP1

DPj

the writer

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tj must be heri mother

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

Op
[wh]

⇒

DP

Opx
[wh]

D′

D
[uwh]

FuncNP

DP1

DPj

the writer

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tj must be heri mother

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

x
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The Op[wh] binding the variable x provides a set of values of the identity of the 
writer. Next FuncNP is formed, with the DP thus formed as the outer argument, and 
with DP

2
 formed in (42) as the inner argument.

(44) 

The Op[wh] binding the variable x provides a set of values of the identity of the writer.
Next FuncNP is formed, with the DP thus formed as the outer argument, and with DP2
formed in (42) as the inner argument.

(44) FuncNP

DP

Opx
[wh]

D′

D
[uwh]

FuncNP

DP1

DPj

the writer

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tj must be heri mother

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

x

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

DP2

DPk

the one who writes
to heri most often

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tk must be heri mother

The relative CP of DP2, now c-commanded by the concealed question CP occupying the
outer argument position, gets elided under identity. With this DP2 focalized, we obtain a
specificational sentence:

(45) The one who writes to heri most often is the anonymous writer that every girli thinks
must be heri mother.

With the post-copular constituent (concealed question) topicalized, we arrive at Romero’s
(2007) Reading B sentence (36).

(36) Reading B:
The anonymous writer that every girli thinks must be heri mother is the one who
writes to heri most often.

Now let us turn our attention to Romero’s (2007) Reading A sentence (35).

(35) Reading A:
The anonymous writer that every girli thinks must be heri mother is (in fact) heri
uncle.

In fact, this is tougher of the two problem sentences posed by Romero (2007). As Romero
(2007: 275) observes, it is simply wrong to consider the post-copular constituent is anyway
related with the following, which Romero (2007: 275) posits as a potential D-structure or
LF somehow related with (35).

(46) Every girli thinks heri uncle must be heri mother.

In our analysis, if we simply applied the same analytical procedure used for the Reading
B sentence, we would derive a relative clause in the post-copular position, using (46) as a
starting point.

(47) The anonymous writer that every girli thinks must be heri mother is (in fact) heri
uncle [that every girli thinks must be heri mother].

The relative CP of DP
2
, now c-commanded by the concealed question CP occupying the 

outer argument position, gets elided under identity. With this DP
2
 focalized, we obtain 

a specificational sentence:

(45)  The one who writes to her
i most often is the anonymous writer that every girl

i thinks 

must be her
i mother.

With the post-copular constituent (concealed question) topicalized, we arrive at Romero’s 

(2007) Reading B sentence (36).

(36)  Reading B:

The anonymous writer that every girl
i thinks must be her

i mother is the one who 

writes to her
i most often.

Now let us turn our attention to Romero’s (2007) Reading A sentence (35).

(35) Reading A:

 The anonymous writer that every girl
i thinks must be her

i mother is (in fact) her
i uncle.

In fact, this is tougher of the two problem sentences posed by Romero (2007). As Romero 

(2007, 275) observes, it is simply wrong to consider the post-copular constituent is 
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anyway related with the following, which Romero (2007, 275) posits as a potential 

D-structure or LF somehow related with (35).

(46) Every girl
i thinks her

i uncle must be her
i mother.

In our analysis, if we simply applied the same analytical procedure used for the Reading B 

sentence, we would derive a relative clause in the post-copular position, using (46) as 

a starting point.

(47)  The anonymous writer that every girl
i thinks must be her

i mother is (in fact) her
i 

uncle [that every girl
i thinks must be her

i mother].

Although this does secure the required connectivity, since (46) is wrong from semantic 

viewpoints and does not correctly capture the meaning of (35), this approximation cannot 
possibly be right.

In her analysis of (35), Romero (2007, 300) invokes a dyadic predicate writer of 
with those characteristics, where those refers to the content of the pre-copular portion 

of (35).

(48)  The anonymous writer that every girl
i thinks must be her

i mother is [every girl’s writer 

with those characteristics her
i oldest uncle] (Romero 2007, ex. (134b), 300)

Romero (2007, 300) attributes the idea of using a dyadic predicate in this connection 

to Schlenker (2003). Although the post-copular portion of (48) is rather awkward, the 

idea I think is well-taken in that this is an attempt to show that there was a point in 

syntactic derivation in which heri oldest uncle was c-commanded by every girl, where 

the two expressions are connected by a relational (dyadic) predicate which means “x 
being a letter- writer, or a correspondent of y”.

Romero’s (2007) idea as seen in (48) can be implemented in the present analysis 

by positing a FuncN R, which denotes a salient property or relation that is established 

in the discourse context, borrowing from Cooper’s (1979) analysis of Donkey sentences 
and discourse referents. Pursuing this line of thought, we posit the following FuncNP.

(49) [
FuncNP

[every girl] [FuncN′ R] [uncle of her(s)]]]

In this FucNP, the head R stands for a relation of “x being a letter-writer, or a correspon-

dent of y”. With uncle of hers focalized and then moved to the head position, we obtain 

the following relative clause.

(50) [
DP

her uncle]
i [CP

Op t
i is [

DP [every girl’s]j [FuncNP 
tj [FuncN′ [FuncN R] t

i
]]]
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Continuing to hypothesize that the pre-copular portion of the Reading A sentence 

is a concealed question, formed with the same relative clause that we constructed in the 

derivation of the Reading B sentence, the structure of the Reading A sentence is derived 

from the following FuncNP with ID as its head.

(51) 

Although this does secure the required connectivity, since (46) is wrong from semantic
viewpoints and does not correctly capture the meaning of (35), this approximation cannot
possibly be right.

In her analysis of (35), Romero (2007: 300) invokes a dyadic predicate writer of with
those characteristics, where those refers to the content of the pre-copular portion of (35).

(48) The anonymous writer that every girli thinks must be heri mother is [every girl’s
writer with those characteristics heri oldest uncle] (Romero 2007: (134b), 300)

Romero (2007: 300) attributes the idea of using a dyadic predicate in this connection to
Schlenker (2003). Although the post-copular portion of (48) is rather awkward, the idea
I think is well-taken in that this is an attempt to show that there was a point in syntac-
tic derivation in which heri oldest uncle was c-commanded by every girl, where the two
expressions are connected by a relational (dyadic) predicate which means ‘x being a letter-
writer, or a correspondent of y’.

Romero’s (2007) idea as seen in (48) can be implemented in the present analysis by
positing a FuncN R, which denotes a salient property or relation that is established in
the discourse context, borrowing from Cooper’s (1979) analysis of Donkey sentences and
discourse referents. Pursuing this line of thought, we posit the following FuncNP.

(49) [FuncNP[every girl] [FuncN′ [FuncN R] [uncle of her(s)]]]

In this FucNP, the head R stands for a relation of ‘x being a letter-writer, or a correspondent
of y’. With uncle of hers focalized and then moved to the head position, we obtain the the
following relative clause.

(50) [DPher uncle]i [CPOp ti is [DP [every girl’s]j [FuncNPtj [FuncN′ [FuncN R] ti]]]

Continuing to hypothesize that the pre-copular portion of the Reading A sentence is a con-
cealed question, formed with the same relative clause that we constructed in the derivation
of the Reading B sentence, the structure of the Reading A sentence is derived from the
following FuncNP with ID as its head.

(51) FuncNP

DP

Opx
[wh]

D′

D
[uwh]

FuncNP

DP1

DPj

the writer

CP

Op TP

every girli thinks tj must be heri mother

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

x

FuncN′

FuncN

ID

DP2

DPk

her uncle

CP

Op TP

tk VP

is DP

everyone’s R tk

4.2 “Partial Connectivity”
What is common in Romero’s (2007) analysis and the present analysis is that, while we 

both consider that connectivity is fully respected in the analysis and syntactic derivation 

of the Reading B sentence—recall, in our structure (44), both the constituents ending up 

as the pre-copular constituent and the post-copular constituent contain the identical TP, 

we both consider that, in the analysis and derivation of the Reading A sentence, connec-

tivity is only partially respected, to the extent that the post-copular portion derives from 
a structure in which the pronoun finds its binder in a minimal way.

That this is on the right track can be seen by looking at the relevant data in Japa-

nese. In Japanese as well, what corresponds to the Reading B sentence exhibits full 
observance of connectivity.

(52) Reading B:

Dono-ko-mo
i
{sono-ko

i
-no /zibun

i
-no}hahaoya da to omot-te-iru buntuu-aite-wa

every-kid  that-kid-Gen  self-Gen mother Cop that think-be letter-partner-Top

{sono-ko
i
-ni / zibun

i
-ni} itiban takusan tegami-o kai-ta hito da

  that-kid-Dat self-Dat most many letter-Acc write-Pst person Cop

“The letter-writer who every kid thinks is {her / self’s} mother is the person who wrote 

most letters to {her / self}.”
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In this sentence, both the pronominal sono-ko “that child” and the reflexive 
zibun “self” can be understood as being bound by the quantificational subject dare-mo 
“everyone”. Connectivity is fully respected, so we can maintain that derivation of (52) 

proceeds essentially the same way as in the corresponding sentence in English (36).

On the other hand, the following is what corresponds to the Reading A sentence 

in Japanese.

(53) Reading A:

Dono-ko-mo
i
{sono-ko

i
-no / zibun

i
-no} hahaoya da to omot-te-iru

every-kid  that-kid-Gen   self-Gen mother Cop that think-be

buntuu-aite-wa   zitu-wa {sono-ko
i
-no / ??zibuni-no} ozi da.

letter-partner-Top in-fact that-kid-Gen          self-Gen uncle Cop

“The letter-writer who every kid thinks is {her / self’s} mother is in fact {her /

??self’s} uncle.”

What is remarkable about this sentence is that, while both the pronominal sono-ko “that 

child” and the reflexive zibun “self” are possible in the pre-copular portion (by which 

I mean the portion to the left of the topic marker wa), only the pronominal, and not the 

reflexive zibun is possible in the post-copular portion.

The crucial difference between a pronominal and the reflexive zibun is that 

the latter’s binding requires not only the structural relation of c-command but also 

some semantic factors which have to do with “point of view” or logophoricity. 

For a recent consideration of such factors with reference to syntactic structure, see 

Nishigauchi (2014). Thus, the fact that the reflexive zibun is possible in the post-

copular portion in the Japanese sentence corresponding to the Reading B sentence 

indicates that there was a point in the derivation of the post-copular portion of this 

sentence in which what may be identified as a “logophoric agent” was present. On 

the other hand, the fact that the Japanese sentence corresponding to the Reading A 

sentence does not allow the occurrence of zibun indicates that there is no presence 

of a “logophoric agent” in the derivation of the post-copular portion of this sentence. 

In other words, while it can be understood in such a way that both the pre-copular 

and post-copular portions of the Reading B sentence represent the girls’ point of 

view, which is reflected on the fact that zibun can be used in the both positions, 

there is a split of points of view in the Reading A sentence in such a way that while 

the pre-copular portion can represent the girls’ point of view, if zibun is used there, 

the post-copular portion represents the speaker’s point of view, which leads to the 

extensional interpretation. And just this point is made observable by looking at the 
corresponding sentence in Japanese.

And this insight can be captured if derivation of the post-copular portion of (53) 

proceeds in the same way we derived the corresponding portion of (35). The post-copular 
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portion of (53) derives from the following FuncNP, in which we make the head explicit, 
rather than the contextually determined R:

(54) 

the post-copular portion of this sentence in which what may be identified as a ‘logophoric
agent’ was present. On the other hand, the fact that the Japanese sentence corresponding
to the Reading A sentence does not allow the occurrence of zibun indicates that there is no
presence of a ‘logophoric agent’ in the derivation of the post-copular portion of this sen-
tence. In other words, while it can be understood in such a way that both the pre-copular
and post-copular portions of the Reading B sentence represent the girls’ point of view,
which is reflected on the fact that zibun can be used in the both positions, there’s a split
of points of view in the Reading A sentence in such a way that while the pre-copular por-
tion can represent the girls’ point of view, if zibun is used there, the post-copular portion
reprsents the speaker’s point of view, which leads to the extensional interpretation. And
just this point is made observable by looking at the corresponding sentence in Japanese.

And this insight can be captured if derivation of the post-copular portion of (53) pro-
ceeds in the same way we derived the corresponding portion of (35). The post-copular
portion of (53) derives from the following FuncNP, in which we make the head explicit,
rather than the contextually determined R:

(54) FuncNP

DP

dare-moi(-no)
everyone-Gen

FuncN′

DP

{sono-koi-no / zibuni-no} ozi
that-kid-Gen self-Gen uncle

FuncN

buntuu-aite
letter-partner

If we make a relative clause, just as we made (50) in English, using this FuncNP as the
core, the result is the following.

(55) dare-moi-no
everyone-Gen

buntuu-aite
letter-partner

de-ar-u
be-Pres

{sono-koi-no
that-kid-Gen

/ *zibuni-no}
self-Gen

ozi
uncle

‘{heri / selfi’s} uncle who is everyonei’s letter-writer’

Remarkably, the reflexive zibun as part of the head of this relative clause is low in accept-
ability, while the pronominal sono-ko ‘that child’ is acceptable. This is in conformity with
the pattern observed in (53), and it is a reasonable possibility that the derivation of the
post-copular portion of (53) goes through this structure. This derivation captures just the
degree of connectivity required by the post-copular portion of (53)—pronoun-as-variable
connectivity is warranted because of the quantifier c-commanding the pronominal in the
derivation of (55), while no logophoric agent is involved in the derivation of (55), which
accounts for the unacceptability of zibun in (53).

Notice once again that these fine shades of connectivity, which required Romero’s
(2007) insight to be brought to light on an intuitive basis, can be made observable by
looking at corresponding examples from Japanese.

5. Conclusion
The central idea of the present paper has been that the specificational sentence and the
concealed question are closely related phenomena. The idea that we have put forth in the
present work is that the specificational sentence and the concealed question are isomorphic
in their syntactic structures, not just in terms of their semantics.

If we make a relative clause, just as we made (50) in English, using this FuncNP as the 

core, the result is the following.

(55) dare-mo
i
-no buntuu-aite de-ar-u {sono-ko

i
-no / *zibun

i
-no} ozi

everyone-Gen letter-partner be-Pres   that-kid-Gen     self-Gen uncle

“{her
i
 /??self

i
’s} uncle who is everyone

i
’s letter-writter”

Remarkably, the reflexive zibun as part of the head of this relative clause is low in accept- 

ability, while the pronominal sono-ko “that child” is acceptable. This is in conformity 

with the pattern observed in (53), and it is a reasonable possibility that the derivation of 

the post-copular portion of (53) goes through this structure. This derivation captures just 
the degree of connectivity required by the post-copular portion of (53)—pronoun-as-
variable connectivity is warranted because of the quantifier c-commanding the pronom-

inal in the derivation of (55), while no logophoric agent is involved in the derivation of 

(55), which accounts for the unacceptability of zibun in (53).

Notice once again that these fine shades of connectivity, which required Romero’s 

(2007) insight to be brought to light on an intuitive basis, can be made observable by 

looking at corresponding examples from Japanese.

5. Conclusion
The central idea of the present paper has been that the specificational sentence and the 

concealed question are closely related phenomena. The idea that we have put forth in 

the present work is that the specificational sentence and the concealed question are 

isomorphic in their syntactic structures, not just in terms of their semantics.
We have argued that the specificational sentence and the concealed question derive 

from what we call the Functional Noun Phrase (FuncNP) which has the specific structure 

in which the head FuncN denotes a relation between its two arguments, where the outer 
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argument delimits the semantic domain (range) of FuncN R, and the inner argument 

exhaustively specifies the semantic domain of FuncN delimited by the outer argument. 
With the inner argument moved to SpecFocP, we obtain the specificational sentence. 

The present paper derives the concealed question in a fashion strikingly parallel with 

the derivation of the specificational sentence: We posit Op as the inner argument of the 
FuncNP, which is moved to SpecDP.
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