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Semantic Functions of Wh-ever- FRs Constructions

Arnold Ross Falvo

Overview

Randolph Quirk and Sydney Greenbaum, noted grammarians, state in A Concise Grammar of
Contemporary English (1973) that the role of the —ever morpheme in free relatives (FR)
henceforth referred to in this article as Wh-ever- FRs, are associated with definite meaning and
that these Wh-ever- FRs are also associated with universal meaning. A good example of this
usage appears in the lyrics of a very popular song by Shakira, titled Wherever, Whenever
(Appendix One). In another section of their book, Quirk and Greenbaum refer to these Wh-ever-
FHs constructions as used in a special way to mark a concessive reading.

However, there were certain Wh-ever- FRs usages that could not be accounted for in Quirk
and Greenbaum (1973). The most famous kind is the “Whatever’ usage found in a famous
television series of the 1970’s known as Archie Bunker and more recently in the lyrics of a song
by Liam Lynch called, The United States of Whatever (Appendix Two). This use of “Whatever’
by either of these speakers indicates the speakers’ intention to show no interest in a topic with
the intention of ending it abruptly. In terms of pragmatics, it is clear that there are areas of the
Wh-ever- FRs usage that cannot explain the contrast between following two types of response to

the same question.

(1a) Speaker: How do you like my dress?
ZORVRFIES?

(1b) Listener: Whateveryou wear always looks good on you.
I TCHLEITIFEILSEED &
fMEETHLEIZFLIBED &

When one reduces the response of the listener through ellipsis, the pragmatic effect is quite

dramatic.

(2a) Speaker: How do you like my dress?
ZORLVAFES?

(2b) Listener: Whatever.
(It doesn’t matter to me.)

BWLWA LR



The response in the example (2b) clearly signals a pragmatic function that will be referred to
in this analysis of Wh-ever- FRs as the semantic concept of irrelevance/unconcern/
unimportance/insignificance. Example (2a) expectations would more than likely consider
Example (2b) as a negative attitude towards the statement. Even von Fintel (2000) does not
even make specific reference to this distinction in his meticulous Analysis I (Indifference) of
Wh-ever- FRs. This article endeavors to shed more light on the distinction between what
English second language learners might simply view in Example (2b) as the reduced form of
Example (1). These uses of Wh-ever- FRs with distinctly different meanings are witnessed in
Example (3a-b) both of which paraphrase Example (1b).

(3a) Whatever you wear looks good on you.

THEITITEISEAES &

(83b) Anything you wear looks good on you.
ENEEZETHLEIIIELMEE Y &

Inversely, Wh-ever- FRs constructions often are equivalent semantically at the deep level to
the “no matter” construction of a concessive reading Quirk and Greenbaum (1973) although

there is a surface level negative nuance in the ‘no matter” construction

(4a) No matter what you wear looks good on you.
EARBDTHEITISBED &

(4b) No matter what you wear, it looks good on you!
EARBDOTHEICITESBED &

As is often the case among linguists, one’s particular intuitions may find “No matter”
constructions acceptable as a topic in (4a) while others seeing it as forcing embedding as seen in
(4b). By contrast it is clear that Wh-ever- FRs in the example (3a) above does not require
embedding. However, since that is not the scope of this article, we will save this area of research
for a future article. For the purposes of our discussion we will focus on the areas of concessive
usage and definite/universal usage, which are in conflict with the semantic concept of
irrelevance/unconcern/unimportance of Wh-ever- FRs.

In summary, the implications of these distinctions of Wh-ever- FRs usage are of great
importance to the second language learner. The study of grammar alone by well-respected
grammarians like Randolph Quirk and Sydney Greenbaum simply is not enough to deal either
with these semantic issues or their pragmatic consequences.

In this paper 1 will present my observations about the properties of Wh-ever- FRs and discuss
their usages and restrictions. Furthermore, I strive to establish criteria to predict when the

Free relatives forms or any quantifiers are preferred over the Wh-ever- FRs constructions. I will
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develop basic references types for situations in which we find these word compounds used.

Throughout the discussion I have focused on the crucial role of context in considering

alternative constructions for Wh-ever- FRs constructions, wh- relatives forms or any quantifiers

in a sentence. Finally

I will present my analysis of the acceptability of Wh-ever- FRs

constructions as a paraphrase of both Free relatives or any quantifiers in the following sentence

environments:

CECHERCNGC)

Nominal relative clauses

Free relatives in pseudo cleft sentences
Appositives

Adverbial clauses

Embedded questions

Definite/Universal

In Quirk and Greenbaum (1973) the authors suggest that there are certain sentences in

which there is an alternation of FRs with Wh-ever- FRs in nominal relative clauses. Observe

the following:

- (5)

6

(M

®

What he is looking for is a wife.
(That which he is looking for is a wife.)
WHRBLTWDDIE, FZ,

Quality is what /whatever counts most.
(Quality is that which /anything that counts most.)
I AV T 4 =DM L Y KE,

I want to see whoever deals with complaints.
(I want to see the person, anyone who, it doesn’t matter whom) that

deals with complaint.)
HE (D) ROHENE RN,

Vote for which/whichever presidential candidate you like.

(Vote for the presidential candidate/ any presidential candidate you
like.)
ELHThH, FERBEHEICHRELRIV,

Although the use of Wh-ever- FRs are possible in (6) and (8), in the following example (5b) the

Wh-ever- FRs construction whatever would not be interchangeable with Example (5). Observe:



(5b) *Whatever he is looking for is a wife.
(* Anything that he is looking for is a wife)

Conversely, the use of Wh-ever- FRs in Example (7) is constrained since the speaker
presupposes there is a person who handles complaints but they cannot be specific as to which
person that is. Note the scale of possible usage of four related sematic functions witnessed in

the paraphrases of Example (7):
(7a) I want to see the person that deals with complaints!

(7b) 1 want to see the person that deals with complaints, it doesn’t

matter whom!

(7¢c) 1 want to see the person that deals with complaints, it doesn’t

matter whom, anyone (of them)!

(7d) T want to see the person that deals with complaints, it doesn’t

matter whom, anyone (of them ), whomever !

These four semantic functions are complimentary. Thus, ever greater emphasis on specificity
can be imposed on the listener through the embedding of these linguistic constructions
depending on the speaker intentions. Quirk and Greenbaum maintain the basic notion that if

FRs are used, they have a definite meaning. Observe:

(9) Quality is what counts most.
(the thing that..)
IA VT 4 —BNAL Y KERE,

On the other hand, when the Wh-ever- FRs compound is used, it conveys a universal

meaning:

(10) Quality is whatever counts most.
(anything that..)
I F VT 4 =M L0 KFET,

No mention is made in Quirk and Greenbaum of a distinction between the definite from the
specified. Therefore, in example (10) when the speaker perceives that the listener shares a
concept of quality, one can refer to it with the FR form. In fact, the speaker does not specify the
concept of quality although he alludes to it in a presupposition that the listener shares his

particular internal notions of the concept of quality. By contrast, when the speaker uses the
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Wh-ever- FRs, the speaker may presuppose that the listener may not share his notions of what
is particular to the concept of quality. Consequently, the speaker may tend to use a Wh-ever-
FRsform that is less assertive in terms of what he considers to be quality. Stated in other terms,
since the speaker has no idea what serves as a criteria for the notion of quality he is less likely
to use the FR what which might sound rather categorical. Since whatever paraphrases as
anything that in (10) it is a more general and less assertive expression Consequently, it can
encompass the criteria that are particular to the listener. If we extend this line of reasoning

based on Example (8), we get the following:

(11) Vote for which candidate you like in 2008.
2008 FDRMEFEMOEH L THUHERFITERE LRIV,

(12) Vote for whichever candidate you like in 2008.
(any candidate...)
2008FEDRMBEBHDO EH H THHERFITHRELRS W,

In this case one can posit that the use of the FR form indicates a presupposition on the
speaker’s part that the listener already has a particular person in mind that he will vote for. It
just happens that the speaker has no presuppositions about idea of the identity of the person in
question. On the other hand, in Example (12) if the speaker uses the Wh-ever- FRs form, the
speaker might presuppose that the listener has no particular candidate in mind. We can
imagine this line being used by a political campaign worker who would append the following

phrase to Example (12).

(13) Vote for whichever candidate you like but let me tell you a few
things about Barack Obama who is running for President of the
United States.

EL L THIFE RREEEMHEE ICRETHIER WA ETRERARRE
WEDINT 7« FNR=IZONT, D ULEBAB LY, (BirEswTl
Hlo )

Since the political campaigner has used the Wh-ever- FR form he might feel that since the
listener is undecided about a choice for a particular person then the listener night be persuaded
to vote for the campaigner’s choice. The focus will now shift to the notion of a specific referent
with free relatives. First, one should consider what would paraphrase well with the FR Whatin
Example (5)

(14) The thing that he is looking for is a wife
(What he is looking for is a wife.)
WMAEZRLTODBNEND & ZIUTET,
BBRBEL TONDOIE, FiZ,



Although the speaker has no presuppositions of the identity of the person who he is looking
for, the thing specifically refers to the concept of wife, which is particular to the subject.
Whatever is equivalent to anything which is classified according to (Smith, 1964) as an
unspecified determiner (any) as opposed to the specified!’ reference determiner, the. Thus,

the sentence becomes ungrammatical.

(15) *Whatever he is looking for is a wife.
EHBRL THDOD0, FETZ,

One possible explanation for the ungrammaticality of Wh-ever- FRs constructions in
pseudo—cleft sentences may be due to a linguistic constraint for determiners that cover the
scope of the entire subject-copula-subject complement. Again as stated previously, we will save

this area of research for a future article.
Example (15) can, however, be paraphrased by the following:

(16) That which he is looking for is a wife.
BB L VDD, FETZ,

From the perspective of my linguistic intuitions, I believe that it is usually if not always the
case that free relative what can be paraphrased by that which. As we observed in Example (15)
Wh-ever- FRs constructions are not possible in a pseudo— cleft sentence, however, in the
following examples (17-19 and 21) Wh-ever- FRs constructions can occur in the subject nominal

position.

(17) That which grows slowly endures.
Wo < VWEL2LOME, AR,

(18) What/Whatever grows slowly endures.
oL VWELHLOE, BITR,

(19) Anything that grows slowly endures
Do VEDLORLIE, M THAH & AMBR,
Wwo DWEOLDRLIE, MTH, M,

(20) A thing that grows slowly endures.
Wwo WELLDIE, AmiEV,

In Example (14) the sentence is grammatical with FRS or — Wh-ever- FRs when the reference

is unspecified.
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(14) The thing that he is looking for is a wife
(What...)
BERMERL TOD LWV & FRIEETR,
R L TWD D, E,

Furthermore, it is not necessarily the case that what is always marked for specific reference

because of what is observed in Example (18).

(18) What/Whatever grows slowly endures.
Wo VEDLDOIE, TR,

As in Example (14) the same pattern occurs with the free relative where.

(21) Where he is living is dismal.
BOFEALTHD EZ AR, BRT,

(22) The place where he is living is dismal.
HOEATND & Z A, BRI,

(23) *Wherever he is living is dismal. 2’
ol HOEATHD EZAIXERTE,

(24) *Anywhere he is living is dismal.
EZEAINB, EDEATND L ZAIFRRT,

The ungrammaticality of Examples (23-24) may be considered the logical extension of the
analysis of Example (15). By contrast with Examples (21-24), when the structures in the
paradigm are changed to a subject nominal expression, grammatical as they may be, they are
hardly the same in meaning as was the case for Examples (17-20); nor do their meanings lend

themselves any easier for analysis.

(25) There where he lives smells bad.
HWOEATHDZORIL, BRANT D, ERGVBT 2, )

(26) Where he lives smells bad.
WHEATND L ZHIE, BRANT D, (ERBVHT5, )

(27) Wherever he lives smells bad.
EZRoDMWEDOEATND & ZARERNRT S, (EREVWNRT5H,)



(28) Anywhere he lives smells bad.
EZThHAD &, HOFELFNIERRT S, (BERGVHET D, )

(29) The place where he lives smells bad.
HOEATWAEFTIZ, B,

If we turn to the use of who or whoever in Example (7) we find that the use of who in object

position or subject position is no longer acceptable. Observe the following:

(30) *I want to see who deals with complaints.
HERFFOMNWEDEEZHEY L TWDDNH Y 720,
EEOMNEDEEHY L TWAEDEMBR THI,

(31) *Who told you that was lying.
HEMB, FIIINETE, Lo

Unless we refer to a somewhat archaic form then we cannot achieve grammaticality with who

in this syntactic position:

(32) I want to speak to he who deals with complaints.
EEOMWEDOEEZHY L TWEE LFEN LIV,

(33) He who told you that was lying.
FRITHETE, L E oW,

In this case with whoever Quirk and Greenbaum (1973) purport that because of a possible
historical change the two meanings of definite and universal have come to be used with the

Wh-ever- FRs constructions.

(34) 1 want to speak to whoever deals with complaints

(...anyone who...I...the person who...)

HETHRWEL, HEOMWEDLEEZEYTLE LFER LIV,

(35) Whoevertold you that was lying.
(The person who told you that was lying.)
(Anyone who told you that was lying.)
HIZAIN, FNNEE, LEoET,
HIEAOID, FNFELES o0

However, it is possible to get the two readings with other Wh-ever- FRs constructions as well
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as whoever.

(36) If you get the chair you prefer, learn to sit proper
(on whatever chair you get.)
(on any chair that you get/ on the chair that you get)
HHDAAZEFIZANTERLIE, TR EARARATHAD &,
EHALEDL X ITLRE,

In the definite reading, although the speaker presupposes that there is a chair, she or he
cannot make a specific reference to that chair. Just as in Examples (34—35) although the
speaker presupposes the existence of a person he just cannot specify who that person is. In the
other reading for Example (36) it is not necessary to specify the chair in question just as long as
it is a member of the class, CHAIR.

This principle can apply to such Wh-ever- FRs constructions as however and wherever.

Imagine a rich mother who could care less about money.

(37) Tl give you however much you need for school.
(...the amount that you need for school/ ...any amount that you need)

WS BTHAI &, FRIILNBERIZTHLTHIT X 9,

In the definite reading we must assume that the speaker has no idea of the precise figure of
the school fees but she presupposes that there is one. As for the other reading, being a rich
woman she could care less if the amount referred to were $200, $2,000 or $20,000.
Unfortunately there is ambiguity as to which reading is operant here. Nor can one assert
whether the semantic concept of irrelevance/unconcern/unimportance/insignificance is more
salient than the definite reading. von Fintel (2000) clearly presents an ambiguity between the I
analysis or N analysis depending on the nature of the embedding.

In regards to the wherever construction, observe this usage that was taken from the actual

back of a General Mills Breakfast Squares package.

(38) Take them along for camping, boating, bicycling or for wherever you are.
(for any place that you are/ for the place that you are.)
XX U TEALIN, R—=REALIR, FA TV TEAIHR, EZIZT
HENT (FFoT) fT&RIW,

What the company is trying to emphasize with this sentence is, first of all, that it does not
matter where you go, this food is ideal for any place, whether you are in the woods camping, on
the lake while boating or on the move on a bicycle. In the other reading, they are good at the
place itself, whether specified or not. One should note that nothing is beyond the scope of an

advertising agency executive on Madison Avenue. They will reinforce the hard sell by using a



linguistic form such as the Wh-ever- FRs constructions that make their product look
universally appealing which, of course means appealing in more than one way. Hopefully, it is
possible to see that the definite meaning usage of the FRs is not restricted to just those forms
presented up to now. Definite meaning usage can apply to Wh-ever- FRs constructions as
illustrated above.

The analysis will now proceed to appositives, another area of focus to expand the perspective

of the nature of Wh-ever- FRs constructions. Observe the following example from Langendoen
1970):

(39) John’s murderer must have been insane.
T a OB NLITIE - TOTZITEN R,

It is possible for one to make the following three assumptions:

A. The speaker presupposes that the listener shares the same reference that the words
John’s murderer refers to and they share a certain amount of recognition ability of
the physical attributes of John’s murderer but they do not know his name.

B. One can only know his name but we have no ability to recognize him.

C. One can only surmise from the evidence that the person who murdered him was

insane.

The distinction in the reference to the identity of John’s murderer and the attribution of
John's murderer is neutralized when the Wh-ever- FRs appositive is used so that one cannot

clearly distinguish whether Assumption A or B is being referred to in the following:

(40) John’s murderer, whoever he was, must have been insane.
Va OBANLIE, HETHA I, FEo TWTZIZENRLY,

The insertion of the appositive Wh-ever- FRs with Assumption A serves the same function as
if the speaker were asking the name of the person. Even if a name is inserted, then the
appositive reference still holds its validity because now the speaker is asking for clarification
about the profile of the named person working from the perspective of Assumption B. One can
assume that the speaker still does not know the reference even though a name has been

attributed to the profile®). Observe the following:

(41) John’s murderer, Tom Jones, whoever he was, must have been
insane.
TaryOFA, bhTa—rXE, HELML VR IES TWZIZ
EO RN
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Although the above sentence paraphrases with the following, it is logical to assume that the
speaker of Example (41) meets the conditions of the B reading. However it could also be

someone who first knew the attribution of John’s murderer as seen in Example (42)-

(42) Tom Jones, the person who murdered John must have been insane.
(*anyone who murdered John must have been insane.)
i Va—rR VarOFEZRIL Eo TWITEN,

When we use the relative pronoun what the results are similar:

(43) The murder weapon that was used must have been blunt.
BEICEDNIZNERIL, ST S 2IZENR N,

(44) The murder weapon, whatever it was, that was used must have been
blunt.
BEEDNZRER, ThRNMIOTHAH &, #igsTHD Z LITENR,

The preceding Example (44) can be paraphrased as such:

(45) The murder weapon, the thingthat was used to kill John.
(*anything that was used to kill John)
VarkRETLHOIMEbNZ, £ONE

It should be noted that in Examples (42) and (45) the any-compound clearly is ungrammatical
as a paraphrase because the preceding co-referential noun phrase is definite although
unspecified. As was stated previously, when a Wh-ever- FRs nominal pronoun is used rather
than either definite or indefinite reference with an embedded appositive then the distinction

disappears or is neutralized
(46) Whateverwas used to murder John must have been blunt.
(Anything that was .../ The thing, whatever it was, that was used
Va VEBRET OO XERE, T THINERTE S T2ITENRY,
It is reasonable to assume that this can apply to other Wh-ever- FRs compounds as well.
(47) 1can give you however many apples as you want.

(any amountthat | the amount, however much it is that you want)
Va v ERETHIDIMEONI AL, T CHNSRRTE > TZITEVRLY,



(48) Home is wherever your family and friends are.
(the place, wherever it is, where...)
(any place where...)
B L X, RIEEREBEOED L ZATZ,
FERKENED & AR GIXE ZTHEIR,

In Kuroda (1968) the author mentions the fact that the Example (49) can be paraphrased by
Example (50).

(50) Anything which surprised Mary, pleased John.
FNRBRATHA) & v —ZEELNNE, P a VidE Lo T,

(51) Whatever surprised Mary pleased John.
< V=% B0 E, ValdiELL Bl

Even so such as paraphrase is possible, supposedly, Example (52) cannot be paraphrased by

Example (51) particularly if the speaker does not want to reveal his source of information.

(52) Something which surprised Mary pleased John.
vV —%EIR T hE, YVaridELL Botk,

However, if one presupposes the reference to be unspecified in Example (53) when the

Wh-ever- FRs is inserted in the appositive, this generates the following:

(53) Something, whatever it was, which surprised Mary pleased John.
b LRV, [rR< ) —2Ehdt, Ya HELIEoT,

Consequently the co-referential appositive can be deleted and the same paraphrase is
achieved. It may be necessary to employ the appropriate intonation variation in order to get the
meaning across; however, when it does along with the information provided by the context then,
Examples (52) and (53) can be paraphrases with unspecified referents.

It is also possible that the choice of FRs rather than Wh-ever- FRs involves whether or not
the speaker in one’s own mind considers it necessary to assert the specificity of the action
although one does presuppose that the FPRs referring to time, manner, and place do exist.
Depending on the circumstances of the individual, they determine if it is necessary to be
assertive, non-assertive or neutral about the time, manner, place or identity of what is being
predicated. Consequently the use of the Wh-ever- FRs constructions will also come into play. In
any case the individual still presupposes that such a place, time, manner, etc. do exist for either

the FR or Wh-ever- FRs constructions. This perspective leads us to analyze Wh-ever- FRs usage
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in one of two ways. From one perspective the FR is substituted with its corresponding definite

marker paraphrase:

(54) He’s coming in at some time today. I don’t know when but you can
talk to him when he comes in,
(at the moment..)
WITABFICKD (FER) . WOELDLMLROM, KA TH L
FELIEZORWEASH Y

(55) .., you can talk to him wheneverhe comes in.
(at the moment, whenever it is.)
(anytime he comes in.. )

BRI RTEHELIZORWIES S,

In the above sentences we note that the speaker depends on the listener’s presuppositions to
provide the appropriate contextual information as a means to compensate for one’s inability to
specify the moment of the other person’s arrival. In another analysis, it is possible that the
speaker shirks responsibility for an arrival time by letting the listener assume the ETA through
personal presuppositions. In Example (55) the speaker focuses on the fact that the time of
arrival cannot be specified. Notice in Example (58) that when the time is specified then the
Wh-ever- FRs reading is unacceptable. As Petersen (1974) states, it is necessary to look at the

embedded clause to determine the specificity of the noun phrase. Observe the following:

(56) You can talk to him when he comes in at 5:00 p.m.
T SRICEN R L XICELEORWEA D,

(57) *You can talk to him whenever he comes in at 5:00 p.m.

PR BRHTEDRIZ L FIT, WOTHEFERITRWES I,

Conversely, the ungrammaticality of (56) that would arise from the insertion of the Wh-ever-

FRs appositive is apparent in the following:

(58) You can talk to him when he comes in at 5:00 P.M.
(*at the time, * wheneverit is at 5:00 P .M.)
1% SRR R EXICFELEHRWEA S,

This is consistent with the basic claim that Wh-ever- FRs constructions are used only with

unspecified reference whether the context is definite. If we consider wherever , the same

principle as in Examples (54- 57) may hold true. Observe the following:



(59) Proactiv clears up the acne where you need it to the most.
(at the place, where)
IaT T4 TN —FBULERGFTNG ., T 7 R F LA IZED RV
T<Nhd,

(60) Proactiv clears up the acne wherever you need it to the most.
(at the place, whereverit is, that)
(anywhere you need it to.)
IaT T4 TIEPDEZTHRBERFHFENS T IR EF LA IZED
BT s,

In neither (59) nor (60) does the speaker intend to specify where the acne medicine would be
effective. Note as well that the exact location on the body could not be specified in a general
sense; so that even with a specified location, the reference is nonetheless unspecified to the

speaker (in his mind). Note the following two examples:

(61) Proactiv clears up the acne where you need it to the most on your

body.
TaTIT 4 TENO—BLERBTNOT 7 3% F LA IZEY RV
T<N5d,

(62) Proactiv clears up acne wherever you need it to the most on your
body.
IRT T A TIENDE L THOUBEREHINO T IR EF LAIZEDY
vt insg,

Wh-ever- FRs constructions in this linguistic environment operate effectively with a supplied
reference and are rather similar in behavior to Wh-ever- FRs constructions in linguistic

environments such as in the following:

(40) John’s murderer, whoever he was, must have been insane.

Ta YOFNBIE, HETHA I, JEo TOIZITE N R,

To sum it all up, presuppositions play a critical role in determining the meaning of the
Wh-ever- FRs constructions. The concept of definite but unspecified as opposed to definite and
specified is another area of focus that helps to achieve a better understanding of what are the
interactions, points of commonality and variances with the FRs and the Wh-ever- FRs
constructions. Semantic function cannot be generated by grammar rules alone, the
presupposition of the speaker and the listener are crucial in a better understanding when

principles of Universality / Definite and Specified are interconnected. I submit that there is a
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remarkable amount of research that still needs to be pursued into the variance between
definite and specified versus definite but not specified semantic functions of Wh-ever- FRs

constructions and their equivalent FRs and any- compounds.
Universal-Conditional Concessive Clauses

There is another function that the Wh-ever- FRs constructions serve. Quirk and
Greenbaum (1973) refers to it by the title, universal conditional concessive clause. 1t is
universal because it serves to signal a free choice from among any number of conditions.

Observe the following:

(63) She looks pretty in whatever she wears
(...in jeans or a dress or a bathrobe, etc.)

B L3 2 & TR,

(64) If she wears anything such that it can be worn, she looks pretty in it.
Wtcid, KR D EETHHEER,

This is a necessary structure since, if it were not stated, then we would infer something like

the following reductio ad absurdum example:

(65) ?If she wears egg on her face, she looks pretty in it.
2 LI ZDBEIZAEIIBOVNTNTE, o LFEES9,

At any rate, example (64) can be transformed to:

(66) If she wears anything, she looks pretty in it
BtifMEE L D & ML,

Quirk and Greenbaum’s explanation of the concessive aspect of this kind of clause comes from
the fact that the concession, in their terminology, is a semantic notion that involves — as Quirk
and Greenbaum (1973) would suggest — a contrast between two circumstances, 1.e. the main
clause is surprising in the light of the dependent one. This concession can be paraphrased by

the subordinator even if. Thus, (64) can be paraphrased into the following:

(67) Even if she wears a scuba diving outfit, or a spacesuit or a burlap
sack, she looks pretty in it.
AFa—NXFTEFETNLID, FHREETWLIN, IIK%2F
LoTWVEID, WMEROMBIZRADES I,



Because this use of Wh-ever- FRs constructions implies a concessive notion, the following two

forms can paraphrase it:

(A) Nomatter wh—

(B.) It doesn’t matter wh—.

(68) She looks pretty in no matter what she wears.

WriIMzAE LD & BT,

(69) It doesn’t matter what she wears, she looks pretty in it.

& & 2 03BfRe <, HRITREICE 22T,

The analysis of these two kinds of clauses in Examples (63-64) yielded at least two other
semantic environments in which Wh-ever- FKs constructions appear. Surprisingly, Quirk and
Greenbaum offer no explanation for their occurrence, nor what function they serve. They are

listed below.

A) The use of Wh-ever- FRs constructions as a platform at the end of a series of nouns conjoined
by or.
Observe the following example:

(70) ... at any rate, discrete—point items generally aim at testing one and
only one
point of grammar, (or) phonology (or) vocabulary, or whatever, at a
time

R L

B) The use of a one word pro—form—like Wh-ever- FRs construction is similar to the kind that
Archie Bunker used to respond to the proposition of the other party with a one word Wh-ever-
FRs construction, WHATEVER! as did Liam Lynch more recently in his song, The United
States of Whatever. Both speakers used a rather dismissive, abrupt, curt, final tone of voice.
However the following examples are more accommodating and show a willingness to agree with

the speaker depending on the contextual tone of voice:

(71a) When shall I explain what I'll be testing for on the final exam?
FLSHRABR T2 HET 202200 T, WOREZ H 00 ?

(71b) Whenever
WD THNNTT,
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(72a) Let’s go out to dinner tonight.
SRIIAELE D,

(72b) Where do you want to go? To a French (or) , Spanish (or) , Italian
(or), Thai
(or), Chinese or Japanese restaurant?
EZIATZ 99 °?
EZIATE 2N ?
T AR, A2V PR, Z AR, FEREINE G HARDOE
B 2

(72a) Wherever.
Lzt (Wnk)

(73a) Let’s do something really different tonight.
SRITBFE LRNWE S REEL L LD L,

(73b) Okay, shall we go bowling, (or) attend a concert, (or) go for a free
Hot Yoga class or play Monopoly?
XL, LebR—YrZicLLos, ard— R MNATI S, EBEO
By hIAHBIZBEMLLE I, TN bE/ RV —TH LTHEED
AR

(73a) Whatever.
TRATHNN I,
EHTHNE

In the Examples (70 & 72-73) we notice that the response given to a series of conjoined nouns
is the Wh-ever- FRs construction pro—form. Furthermore, in Example (71) there is no series of
conjoined nouns. This may suggest that the basic semantic notion that unifies® examples as
von Fintel (2000) suggests may involve the ability to adapt to a certain sentence environment.
We can, of course, paraphrase (71b, 72a and 73a) with the respective responses, Anytime,
Anywhere and Anything.

In summary, although the response to a series of conjoined nouns elicits a Wh-ever- FRs
construction pro—form, the role of context as expressed in the tone of voice clearly indicates
whether the semantic concept of irrelevance/unconcern/unimportance is operant here or simply
the concessive construction suggested by Quirk and Greenbaum (1973). Simply stated, there
are context specific cues at work here that cannot be explained by surface level constraints
alone whether the sematic function of Wh-ever- FRs constructions are Shakira’s concessive

usage or Liam Lynch’s dismissive usage.



Conclusion

It would be linguistic elegance to find an underlying principle that would be perceivable in all
the different kinds of Wh-ever- FRs environments that we have analyzed. Intuitively, there is
the basic underlying notion of a universal choice, if one may call it that. This could encompass
the universal quantifier al/ due to the universal choice. It could also encompass the notion of
any since any-constructions are a discrete way of viewing the a/l continuum; this is carried out
by the semantic notion’s being stated in a string of or-or-or conjunction such as was apparent in
the soothing lyrics of Shakira’s song, Whenever, Wherever. As we have already seen the use of
whatever in Example (70) functions as the pro-form. Furthermore, if we can establish that the
definite reading of the- or Wh-ever- FRs constructions it is, then we have the basis for the
adaptability of the Wh-ever- FRs constructions to change from discrete—to—continuum focus.
Since any of the universal choices is valid, then we could break new ground in exploring the fact
that Wh-ever- FRs constructions are a neutral form that can be marked for a continuum—like
focus in the forms like No matter wh— or discrete—like focus in forms like any chair, etc. This
is just the tip of the iceberg. Further exploration in this as yet unchartered area of research will

certainly reveal new and exciting findings into whatever.
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2)

3)

End Notes

The concept of that which is stated as the specified is related with the speaker’s beliefs and the
reasons why one wishes to state certain beliefs rather than others. This concept has to be investigated
at greater length. Nonetheless since it begs the question of what are the differences between Wh-ever-
FRs, FRs and any compounds which all have has a crucial role in promoting a greater understanding
of the semantics functions of what is being analyzed in this article.

von Fintel (2000) presupposes that the speaker is ignorant (N analysis) as to whether the entire
assertion of a sentence is truly universally quantified in the usage of Wh-ever- FRs. However, his
analysis of the grammaticality of this pseudo-cleft form from this analysis is not clear. In fact, he
chooses to steer clear of the issue by not dealing with the pseudo-cleft form. Undoubtedly, there will be
those whose intuitions will lead them to insist that Example (23) it is grammatical. This issue will
certainly elicit future discussion.

The entire issue of the attributive versus the referential occurs when there are examples of embedded
questions with Wh-ever- FRs constructions. Observe the contrast between the following examples:

(A) Iknow a lot about whomever the murderer is.

BN DD, FE, B<H-TND,

(B) *I know whoever the murderer is.

*ERRNLAEED, AT - TV D,

In the above sentence the Wh-ever- FRs construction refers to the fact that the speaker knowsthe
attributive features black hair, over 5 feet, green eyes, etc. but very often one presupposes the who in
question to render the identity of the Wh-ever- FRs construction referent. In this case identity refers
specifically to the particular name of the Wh-ever- FRs construction referent. In (A) the name is
unspecified so the Wh-ever- FRs construction refers to the specified distinguishing features. The same
principle may be operant when one knows someone who calls on the telephone and identifies himself
as Joe. He is unknown and unspecified because he is not part of listener’s cognitive network. When he
says that he will call the listener’s sister back at 10:00 P.M., the listener does not say that they know
who is calling because even though the listener may have a name to refer to the voice the speaker is
still unspecified. In another context, if a Secret Service agent leads an entourage of reporters,
photographers, and security agents behind him and if those present hear one of the handlers say:

A:  Clear the way for Huma Abedin!
ta—v  TRF OO, BiEEEX LD |

It would be totally natural for the listener to respond with the following:

B: Yeah, okay, but who is she, really?
W, WK, bl L RYICH LT — ARG 2

referring to the attributization of such a woman that is allowed to travel around in such grand
ceremony. )



4)

5)

6)

Even if the Secret Service agent responds with:

A: She is Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton’s Deputy Chief of Staff at the State
Department.

Fize 7V — - 7 ) v b UKEBREOEBE OWIEETR,
It is still grammatically appropriate for the listener, B to reply with a response such as:

(B) I still don’t know whoever she is.

ZOVPbRTH, HRB—HHERONRYE B2,

because this person is as yet unspecified to the listener until there is some attribute of Huma Abedin
that one can really relate internalize as part of their cognitive system.

Mici Falvo, the translator with the company, Humoring the Fates made this very appropriate
comment for this translation, Why would you say “whoever he was” if you know its “Tom jones”? This
clearly illustrates the important and subtle distinction between definite and specified vs. definite but
unspecified which is witnessed in interactions of the various semantic functions of Wh-ever- FRs
constructions. If a bilingual translator/interpreter needs the know presuppositions or contextual
reference, imagine how totally lost these subtle distinctions will be on second language learner!

Mici Falvo also made this comment, &/ is insinuated. There being a difference between *%
and F&/2 is what the pragmatics of this usage requires is investigation indicate once again
whether the use of 7& /=" is more non-assertive or neutral compared to %2 when a receptionist
chooses to use the one expression over another in response to a caller. The judgment call here
certainly will be associated with the tone of voice of the caller, the receptionist’s past knowledge of the
caller and the receptionist’s presuppositions about the person being called about, the relationship to
the caller, etc.

von Fintel (2000) discusses this unification analysis in great detail and attempts to connect the N
analysis (Ignorance) with I Analysis (Indifference) unfortunately the results are still a can of worms
that will be untangled as more researchers go fishing in the murky waters of Whatever.
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Appendix One

Whenever, Wherever
Shakira

Lucky you were born that far away so
We could both make fun of distance
Lucky that I love a foreign land for

The lucky fact of your existence

Baby I would climb the Andes solely
To count the freckles on your body
Neveér could imagine there were only

Ten Million ways to love somebody

Lerololelole, Le rololelole
Can’t you see

I'm at your feet

Whenever, wherever

We’re meant to be together
I'll be there and you’ll be near
And that’s the deal my dear

There over, hereunder
You’ll never have to wonder
We can always play by ear
But that’s the deal my dear

Lucky that my lips not only mumble

They spill kisses like a fountain

Lucky that my breasts are small and humble
So you don’t confuse them with mountains
Lucky I have strong legs like my mother

To run for cover when I need it

And these two eyes that for no other

The day you leave will cry a river

Lerolelelole, Le role le lo le
At your feet

I'm at your feet



Whenever, wherever

We're meant to be together
TI'll be there and you’ll be near
And that’s the deal my dear

Thereover, hereunder
You’ll never have to wonder
We can always play by ear
But that’s the deal my dear

Lerolelelole, Le rolelelole
Think out loud
Say it again

Lerololelolelole
Tell me one more time
That you'll live

Lost in my eyes

Whenever, wherever

We're meant to be together
I'll be there and you’ll be near
And that’s the deal my dear

Thereover, hereunder

You’ve got me head over heels
There’s nothing left to fear

If you really feel the way I feel

Music Video at: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=weRHyjj34ZE
Lyrics available at: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VINwRK3Gzr8
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Appendix Two

United States Of Whatever
Liam Lynch

I went down to the beach and saw Kiki

She was, like, all “ehhhh”

And I was, like, “whatever!”

Then this chick comes up to me and she’s all, like,
“Hey, aren’t you that dude?”

And I'm, like, “yeah, whatever!”

So later I'm at the pool hall

And this girl comes up

And she’s, like, “awww”

And I'm, like, “yeah, whatever!”

Cause this is my

United States of Whatever!
And this is my

United States of Whatever!
And this is my

United States of Whatever!

And then it’s three A.M.

And I'm on the corner, wearing my leather
This dude comes up and he’s, like, “hey, punk!”
I'm, like, “yeah, whatever!”

Then I'm throwing dice in the alley
Officer Leroy comes up and he’s, like,
“Hey, I thought I told you...”

And I'm, like, “yeah, whatever!”

And then up comes Zafo

I'm, like, “yo, Zafo. What’s up?”

He’s, like, “nothin”

And I'm, like, “that’s cool.”

Cause this is my

United States of Whatever!
And this is my

United States of Whatever!—

Music Video available at: http://youtu.be/q3nDQFickqY
Lyrics available at: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jx_ycu6PJ7E
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