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1. Introduction 
 
Japanese exclusive focus particle –shika ‘only’ has been analyzed as a negative 
polarity item (NPI) due to its limited distribution: it is licensed only by 
clausemate negation (Oyakawa 1975, Muraki 1978). This minimally contrasts 
with another expression –dake ‘only’, which is not polarity sensitive and acts 
just like English only in terms of its distribution and meaning. Examples are 
given in (1). 
 
(1) a. John-shika     ko-naka-tta. 
  John-SHIKA   come-NEG-PAST 
  ‘Only John came.’ 
 b. John-dake     ki-ta.  
  John-DAKE    come-PAST 
  ‘Only John came.’ 
 
Thus the sentence in (1a) with the negation marker and the one in (1b) without 
the negation marker convey the same exclusive sentence ‘Only John came.’ The 
goal of this paper is to examine the semantics of –shika and its nature of polarity 
sensitivity and provide a fully compositional account for this item. 
  The literatures on the semantics of ‘only’ agree that a sentence such as ‘Only 
John came’ asserts the negative proposition ‘No one other than John came.’ 
(Horn 1969, 1996, 2002, Beaver&Clark 2003).1 There are two possible semantic 
representations for such a proposition as given below.  
 
(2) a. ¬∃x[x≠John ∧ come(x)]  (Horn 1969, 1996) 
 b. ∀x[x≠John  ¬come(x)]    
 
These two representations are semantically equivalent, yet the debate between 
the two comparable options given in (3) for n-words in negative concord 



structure and/or equivalents of ‘any’ is still ongoing (Kadmon&Landman 1993, 
Dayal 2004, Horn 2000, Giannakidou 2005, Shimoyama 2004).  
 
(3) Complete negation 

a. ¬∃x[Q(x) ∧ P(x)]   (Narrow scope existential) 
 b. ∀x[Q(x)  ¬P(x)]  (Wide scope universal) 
 
With regard to this debate, crosslinguistic data provides further evidence for the 
availability and necessity of both options. For example, while English NPI any 
(as opposed to Free Choice any) is strongly argued as a narrow scope existential, 
Shimoyama (2004) argues that Japanese indeterminate pronoun-mo ‘any’ 
(henceforth wh-mo) must be treated as wide scope universal. This treatment of 
indeterminate pronoun-mo is in line with Giannakidou’s treatment of n-words in 
Greek (emphatic ones), where n-words crosslinguistically must involve two 
types: existential (indefinite) type and NPI-universal type. 
  In this paper, I demonstrate that the semantics of Japanese –shika is best 
represented with the wide scope universal with a function of Domain 
Subtraction (von Fintel 1993). Thus a sentence such as (1a) can be rephrased as 
‘Everyone but John did not come’. The difference from a true exceptive 
sentence is that a universal quantifier is not overtly expressed in the case of a –
shika sentence. I argue that Y-shika constitutes an exceptive phrase ‘every X but 
Y’. Thus –shika contains a universal quantifier in itself. Following 
Kratzer&Shimoyama (2002), I assume that certain operators can operate over 
the alternative set and that –shika is such an operator, similar to –mo. 
Addtionally, -shika subtracts the denotation of Y (i.e. its focus associate) from 
the relevant domain, which is supplied by the alternative set induced by focus 
(Rooth 1985). The universal quantifier then operates over the resulting set. 
Consequently, the proposed analysis supports the wide scope universal analysis 
for n-words (Giannakidou 2005, Surányi 2006), treating the limited distribution 
of –shika as an instance of negative concord, along with wh-mo in Japanese 
(Watanabe 2004).  The wide scope universal approach for –shika also aligns 
with Shimoyama’s analysis (1999, 2004) for wh-mo, allowing a general 
observation that Japanese utilizes wide scope universal to convey complete 
negation. This analysis can fully account for the distribution of –shika (i.e. 
requirement of clausemate negation) by utilizing the existing analysis for 
universal type n-words whose distribution is identical to –shika and wh-mo.  
  The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the previous analyses for 
the semantics of exceptive markers and illustrate some share properties between 
exceptive construction and –shika sentences. Section 3 provides the assumptions 
for the proposed analysis followed by the semantics of –shika as containing a 
domain subtraction function with a universal quantifier. Section 4 discusses the 
distribution of –shika relating to n-words in negative concord structure and 
provides a full derivation of –shika sentence. Here –shika is identified as a 



paradigm of universal n-words illustrating parallel properties. Section 5 ends the 
paper with concluding remarks. 
 
 
2. Semantics of exceptive marker and its properties 
 
The basic idea of the semantics of exceptive marker in exceptive sentence such 
as (4) is that it subtracts the entities that are denoted by NP in the exceptive 
phrase from the relevant domain (von Fintel 1993, Moltmann 1995). 
 
(4) Every student but John came to the meeting. 
 
This is what I adopt for –shika by illustrating the main idea of this analysis with 
the proposal by von Fintel (1993). 
  von Fintel (1993) tries to unify the cases with positive and negative quantifiers 
(every and no). In a sentence (4), but subtracts a singleton set containing John 
out of the restriction (i.e. student) of the quantifier every and what is left is 
applied to the predicate came. This part of the semantics of but-phrases is called 
‘Domain Subtraction’ and (5) and (6) illustrate von Fintel’s (1993) first 
approximation of the semantics of students but John, treating but as a noun 
modifier, and Every/no student but John attended the meeting, respectively. (5) 
and (6) are from (11) and (15) from von Fintel (1993). 
 
(5) 〚students but John〛= 〚students〛- {〚John〛} 
(6) D A〚but〛C P = true => P∈ D (A-C)   
 Key for (21): D = 〚every〛, 〚no〛 
   A =〚student〛 
   C = {〚John〛} 
   P = 〚attended the meeting〛 
 
He then provides ‘Uniqueness Condition’ as defined in (7) and adds this 
condition to the semantics of the exceptive construction as in (8). This ensures 
the three conditions of the exceptive construction, which are explicated later 
along with comparison with –shika (von Fintel 1993, (20) and (21) respectively) 
 
(7) The set of exceptions to a quantified sentence D(A)P is the smallest set 

C such that D(A-C)P is true.    
(8) D A〚but〛C P = true iff P∈ D (A-C) ∧ ∀S(P∈D(A-S) C⊆S) 
 
The main idea I employ for -shika is the subtraction of a set as a part of the 
semantics of –shika, which is on par with von Fintel’s Domain Subtraction. For 



instance, shika-phrase such as John-shika subtracts a singleton set {John} from 
some relevant set/domain.  
The semantics of an exceptive marker given here accounts for the basic 

semantic properties of exception sentences summarized in Moltmann (1995) as 
three conditions: (i) Negative Condition, (ii) Condition of Inclusion and (iii) 
Quantifier Constraints. These semantic conditions are shared by sentences 
involving –shika. Due to the limited space, the Quantifier Constraint, which is 
the most relevant to this discussion, is illustrated with examples.  
  Quantifier Constraint describes how exceptive phrases cannot associate with 
non-universal quantifiers such as most, few, or cardinal ones as the contrast in 
(9) shows.2 
 
(9) a.  Every/All/No student(s) but John came. 
 b.  #Most/#Three/#At least three/#Few/#The students but John came. 
 
Application of this condition to –shika seems rather difficult since the examples 
we have seen so far do not overtly provide the quantifier or its restriction. 
However, it is possible to introduce a restriction set using a bare NP in the -shika 
construction, which is optionally allowed. 3  In (10), yasai ‘vegetable’ is 
optionally allowed. 
 
(10) John-wa    ninjin-shika  (yasai-o)         tabe-naka-tta. 

John-TOP  carrot-SHIKA  vegetable-ACC  eat-NEG-PAST 
‘John didn’t eat any (vegetables) but carrots.’ 

 
With the optional bare NP, quantification over this set becomes possible. 
However, as the examples in (11) illustrate, quantification of any kind on this 
NP is possible with the presence of -shika. 
 
(11) a.  John-wa ninjin-shika (*mi-ttsu /*takusan-no) yasai-o tabe-naka-tta. 
     John-TOP carrot-SHIKA  3-CL/many-MOD       vegie-ACC eat-NEG-PAST 
     ‘John didn’t eat three/many vegetables but carrots.’ 
 b.  John-wa   ninjin-shika (*zenbu-no/*minna) yasai-o    tabe-naka-tta. 
      John-TOP carrot-SHIKA     all-MOD/all           vegie-ACC eat-NEG-PAST 
     ‘John didn’t eat all vegetables but carrots.’ 
 d.  John-wa  ninjin-shika  (*dono-yasai-mo)    tabe-naka-tta. 
     John-TOP  carrot-SHIKA  which-vegie-MO      eat-NEG-PAST 
     ‘John didn’t eat any/every vegetables but carrots.’ 
 
Both non-universal quantifiers (i.e. mi-ttu ‘three’ and takusan-no ‘many in 
(11a)) and universal quantifiers (i.e. zenbu/minna ‘all’ in (11b) and wh-NP-mo 
universal ‘every NP’ in (11d)) result in ungrammaticality in –shika sentences. 
Note that the ungrammaticality in (11) clearly stems from the combination of 



overt quantifier and the –shika phrases. Once we remove the –shika phrase, the 
corresponding sentences become grammatical. While –shika is not subject to 
this particular constraint in the same way but is, due to the lacks of an overt 
(universal) quantifier, the semantic universality seems to be still present. The 
following demonstrates this point. 
 
(12) #John-shika     ko-nak-atta       kedo,  Bill-wa        ki-ta. 

John-SHIKA    come-NEG-PAST but,     Bill-CONTR come-PAST 
‘#Only John came (=No one but John came) but Bill came.’ 

 
The first conjunct of (12) cannot be true if anybody else besides John came. 
Thus the continuation of ‘Bill came’ results in contradiction. It shows that there 
is an implicit universality on the relevant set under discussion. Sentences (11) 
and (12) show that –shika sentences convey the universal reading while it does 
not and cannot co-occur with any overt quantifiers.  
  At this point, a clarification of a significant difference between exceptive 
marker and –shika is required. While exception sentences and sentences with –
shika express semantically equivalent material as illustrated in (13) and (14) 
below, a regular -shika construction lacks an overt universal quantifier 
completely (i.e. every student, or everyone).  
 
(13) a.  Everyone but John did not come. 
 b.  John-shika   ko-naka-tta. 
     John-SHIKA    come-NEG-PAST 

    ‘Only John came (Everyone but John did not come).’ 
(14) ∀x[x∈〚person〛- {John}  ¬come(x) ]  

where {John} is the smallest set such that the above representation 
turns out true. 

 
This poses a further question and challenge to the analysis of –shika: it is not 
certain where the relevant domain/set stems from (when a bare NP is not 
present), but also where the universal interpretation comes from. In the 
schematic representation given in (15), we have to identify where the 
interpretation of ∀ and D (a set) arises.  
 
(15) ∀x[x∈D-Q  ¬P] 
 
In the next section, the semantics of –shika is spelled out with the proposal that a 
universal quantifier is a part of the semantics of –shika and that point is 
supported in Section 4. 
 
 



3. Semantics of –shika 
 
The proposed analysis posits that –shika comes with a universal quantifier, 
allowing us to make theoretically valuable connection between –shika and NPI-
universal (i.e. wh-mo in Japanese/n-word in some languages). Let us first 
consider the basic –shika construction without the optional bare NPs, laying out 
the theoretical assumptions and basic mechanism of the analysis.  
  This analysis assumes Rooth’s (1985) alternative semantics that focus induces 
an alternative set. Thus a noun phrase marked with the focus particle –shika (e.g. 
John-shika) introduces a set of individuals that is under consideration. Let the 
relevant context be such that there are seven individuals under consideration, 
Abby, Bob, Chris, David, Eddie, Fred and John. The focus semantics of John in 
this given context can be defined as the set given in (17). 
 
(16) [John]F-shika  ko-naka-tta. 

John-SHIKA    come-NEG-PAST 
‘Everyone but John came.’ 

(17) 〚John〛f = {a, b, c, d, e, f, j}  
(〚α〛f represents the focus semantics of α) 

 
In agreement with von Fintel (1993), I assume that a proper noun such as John 
can be type-shifted to denote a singleton set consisting of one member {John}. 
With the assumption that certain operators can operate over the alternatives (e.g. 
generalized quantifiers in Kratzer&Shimoyama 2002), the semantics of a 
sentence like (16) can be represented as (18) where C represents the alternative 
set provided by the focus semantics of John in (17). Consequently, the semantics 
of –shika is defined as (31) with the Uniqueness Condition. 
 
(18) 〚John-shika ko-naka-tta〛= ∀x[x∈C-{John}  ¬come(x)] 
(19) 〚-shika〛= λQλP∀x[x∈C-Q  P(x)]4 

Uniqueness Condition:  the sentence with –shika structured as [Q-shika 
¬P] is true iff Q is the smallest set such that ∀x[x∈C-Q ¬P] is true. 

 
This approach is analogous to that of Shimoyama (2004) and 
Kratzer&Shimoyama (2002) for complex wh-mo constructions in Japanese 
where they analyze wh-word (=indeterminate pronoun) as introducing the 
alternatives and –mo as the universal quantifier that quantifies over them. The 
main difference is that the alternative set C is induced by the focus structure 
(rather than wh-word) and that universal quantifier comes from –shika (instead 
of –mo). This is an attractive connection since simple wh-mo paradigm in 
Japanese (i.e. who-mo, what-mo, where-mo, etc.) is interpreted as wide scope 
universal with polarity sensitivity in the same way as –shika: they all require 



local negation to be grammatical. Wh-mo paradigm is thus identified as n-words 
in negative concord structure (Watanabe 2004) and as wide scope universal 
(Shimoyama 2004), consequently fitting in the category of NPI-universal in the 
sense of Giannakidou (2005).  
 
 
4. Wide Scope Interpretation and its NPI Restriction 
 
In order for the –shika as universal analysis to work flawlessly, the negation 
marker nai has to always be interpreted narrowly with respect to the universal 
quantifier. In addition, the distributional restriction of -shika must be encoded 
somewhere to make sure that it does not appear in environments without 
negation. In this section, I tackle these two issues, making reference to the 
available analyses for wh-mo construction in Japanese and n-words in negative 
concord structure (Giannakidou 2000, 2005, Shimoyama 2004, Watanabe 2004). 
In essence, I adopt the solution provided for universal type n-words (NPI-
universal), whose requirement is to combine with a negative predicate. The 
proposed analysis is potentially compatible with treating the negation either low 
as often proposed for Japanese negation marker (Furukawa 2005) or high as a 
standard propositional operator. However, the standard propositional treatment 
is employed here to avoid any dependence on a special treatment of negation 
which might be language particular.  
 
4.1 Analysis of n-words in Negative Concord and Connection to -shika 
 
As Giannakidou (2000, 2005) summarizes, negative concord structure refers to a 
construction where there is a negation marker and n-words in a sentence without 
resulting in double negation. (20) illustrates Italian which employs negative 
concord (Giannakidou 2005). In contrast, (21) illustrates English which is not a 
negative concord language. The use of niente ‘n-thing’ and non ‘not’ results in 
only one logical negation while nothing and sentential negation not results in 
double negation. 
 
(20) Gianni non ha             visto  niente. 
 John     not  have.3sg. seen   n-thing 
 ‘John didn’t see anything.’ 
(21) John did not see nothing. 
 
Watanabe (2004) claims that Japanese NPI dare-mo (who-mo) is an n-word, 
constituting a negative concord.  
 



(22) John-wa dare-mo mi-naka-tta. 
John-TOP who-MO see-NEG-PAST 
‘John did not see anyone.’ 

 
  The variation among n-words is substantial, however, n-words that are 
identified as displaying universal quantificational force (NPI-universal) exhibit 
strict NPI-property (i.e. n-words require the presence of negation) and locality 
(i.e. n-words are clause-bounded). Interestingly, -shika exhibits such strict NPI 
property as well. The following examples illustrate that –shika is not licensed 
without local negation. 

 
(23) c.  *John-shika     ki-ta           no?   (Question) 
        John-SHIKA    come-PAST Q 

    ‘(Intended meaning) Did only John come?’ 
 d.  *John-shika     ki-ta-ra,           okoru.  (Conditional) 
        John-SHIKA    come-PAST if   upset 

    ‘(Intended meaning) If only John come, (I’ll be) upset.’  
f.    *Akira-wa [John-shika ki-ta   to]     iwa-naka -tta.   (non-local) 
      Akira-TOP John-SHIKA come-PAST  COMP] say-NEG -PAST 

      ‘(Intended) Akira didn’t say that only John came.’ 
 
The analysis of n-word can explain the properties of –shika shared with n-word, 
and especially the negation requirement and its distribution. This analysis is 
divided into one camp that treats n-word as inherently negative and tries to 
somehow delete one of the negative meaning (Haegeman and Zanuttini 1991, 
Watanabe 2004), and the other that treats n-word as inherently non-negative 
(Giannakidou 2000, 2005). In the latter, there is ongoing debate whether n-word 
is an indefinite (resulting in narrow scope existential) or a wide scope universal. 
Giannakidou (2000, 2005) concludes that both options must be available for n-
word crosslinguistically and that one or the other may be realized by two 
different paradigms in a given language. This is illustrated using Greek 
KANENAS ‘n-person’ and TIPOTA ‘n-thing’ as exhibiting the universal case. 
This claim is further supported by Hungarian data by Surányi (2006). Given the 
hypothesis that –shika is a universal quantifier (plus the semantics of exceptive 
marker), I provide a compositional analysis for –shika, adapting Giannakidou’s 
wide scope universal analysis for n-word. 
 
4.2 –shika as NPI-universal 
 
As one of the characterizations of NPI-universal, I assume that –shika is an item 
which requires negation to be licensed, whose ‘distinctive feature is encoded in 
the grammar as a type difference between non-sensitive universals and their 
NPI-counterparts’ (Giannakidou 2005:13). The negation marker nai is treated as 



a sentential operator ¬, thus avoiding the ‘frozen’ narrow scope reading of 
negation.5 Once this assumption is made, it becomes necessary to move the 
universal quantifier above negation to derive the correct reading. This is 
achieved by quantifier raising (QR) at LF in Giannakidou (2005), whose 
movement is motivated by their sensitivity requirement to combine with a 
negative predicate and the need to derive the desired wide scope universal 
reading. Illustrated below is the full derivation for the sentence in (24), utilizing 
the semantics of –shika provided in (19).6 
 
(24) John-shika     ko-naka-tta.. 
 John-SHIKA    come-NEG-PAST 

‘Only John came. (Everyone but John didn’t come.)’ 
(25) ∀x[x∈C-{John}  ¬come(x)] 
 
(26)  IP: λP∀x[x∈D-{John}  P(x)] (λx1[¬came(x1)])  

 ∀x[x∈D-{John}  ¬come(x)] 
 
 

XP1:     . λx1[¬came(x1)] 
〚-shika〛(〚John〛)   
λP∀x[x∈D-{John}  P(x)]  

   λ1      I’ : ¬came(t1) 
 

〚John〛:  〚-shika〛:  

{John}  ∀QλP∀x[x∈D-Q  P(x)]  
VP: ¬come(t1)  Io:  

〚-ta〛PAST 
  
 
  VP: come(t1)      〚nai〛: λp[¬p] 
          

       

 t1  〚kuru〛: λx[come(x)] 
 
The –shika phrase is moved to the specifier position of IP (or NegP if nai is 
treated as Nego heading a NegP) via quantifier raising, allowing the complete 
compositional analysis with the desired interpretation.  
  By adapting the wide scope universal analysis of n-word for –shika, we can 
make the parallelism between –shika and universal n-word that was not obvious 
before. They both denote universal quantifier which must take wide scope with 
respect to negation. The NPI dependency of –shika is explained in the same 
manner as the sentential negation requirement of n-word. Further more, the 



typical properties of universal n-words identified in Giannakidou (2005) match 
the properties of –shika as well as wh-mo, supporting this approach of analyzing 
them in the same way. For example, a universal n-word is licensed only by local 
negation as we saw earlier in Section 4.1. Long distant licensing may be allowed 
only through an infinitival clause, which is also the case with NPI-universal n-
words. The relevant examples are given below, along with NPI wh-mo (Muraki 
1978, Oyakawa 1975).  
 
(27) a.  Akira-wa   [{John-shika/dare-mo}  ko-naka-tta       to]       i-tta. 
     Akira-TOP      John-SHIKA/who-MO   come-NEG-PAST  COMP] say-PAST 

    ‘Akira said that nobody (but John) came.’ 
b.  *Akira-wa  [{John-shika/dare-mo}  ki-ta         to]     iwa-naka-tta. 
       Akira-TOP John-SHIKA/who-MO     come-PAST COMP] say-NEG-PAST 

(28) hahaoya-wa musuko-ni  {yasai-shika/nani-mo}  tabe-sase-naka-tta 
 mother-TOP  son-DAT   vegetable-SHIKA/what-MO eat-allow-NEG-PAST 
 ‘The mother did not allow her son to eat anything (but vegetables).’ 
 
  Another property of universal n-word that is shared by –shika is that its 
appropriate use re quires a strong commitment for a non-empty set. In other 
words, it is interpreted with an existential presupposition, similar to regular 
universal quantifier. For example, a sentence in (29b) is judged as strange 
because it commits us to believe that there is a set of unicorns, which is 
pragmatically odd in the real world. In contrast, (29a) with indefinite any does 
not have such inference, thus it does not present any oddness. 
 
(29) a.  John did not see any unicorn. 

b.  #John did not see every unicorn. 
 
A similar construction can be made using –shika, which also results in a 
comparable oddness. This stems from the unacceptable presupposition that there 
exists a set of unicorns. 
 
(30) #John-wa    i-ppiki-no    yunikoon-shika     mi-naka-tta. 

  John-TOP  one-CL-of       unicorn-SHIKA       see-NEG-PAST 
 ‘John didn’t see every unicorn but one. (John saw only one unicorn.)’ 
 
It can be argued that the sentence (30) is odd because the existence of one 
unicorn is entailed by its assertion that John saw one. However, the existence of 
‘other’ unicorns is strongly presupposed by (30), similar to the English every, 
making the sentence even more bizarre. 7  It strongly suggests the universal 
interpretation that is available from –shika.  



  Further interesting facts with –shika can be linked to another property noted as 
particular to universal n-words, that is, topicality. Observe the difference 
between –shika and –dake in the following sentences by Kuno (1999). 
 
(31)   a. Taroi-shika ikinokora-nak-atta. Fuyuno soobi-o shiteinakatta kara da. 

Taro-SHIKA survive-NEG-PAST ∅ winter gear-ACC not.wearing b/c be 
‘Only Taroi survived. Because *∅i/∅z did not have winter gear.’ 

          b.  Taroi-dake ikinokotta. ?? Fuyu-no soobi-o shitei-nak-atta kara  da. 
Taro-DAKE survived      ∅ winter gear-ACC  not.wearing  because be 
‘Only Taroi survived. ??Because ∅i/*∅z did not have winter gear.’ 
 

(31a) and (31b) minimally contrast in the first sentence in the use of the particle, 
-shika or –dake ‘only’. The examples in (31) illustrate that the null pronoun in 
the second sentence refers to different entities depending the choice of the 
particle. In the sentences with –dake in (31b), the null pronoun in the second 
sentence consistently picks out Taro (the associate of –dake). In contrast, the 
null pronoun in the second sentence consistently selects everyone else besides 
Taro (the universally quantified elements). With the assumption that zero 
pronoun selects topic (Kuno 1999), (31a) illustrates that everyone else but Taro 
is acting as a topic, confirming the observation that universal n-words can be 
used as topic (Giannakidou 2005). This relates to the fact that universal n-words 
denote familiar entities while indefinites introduce objects into the discourse, 
thus cannot be a topic. 
  As the data in (27)-(28) indicates, both wh-mo and –shika exhibit the universal 
quantifier property similar to universal type n-words. In addition, the examples 
in (30) and (31) further indicated that -shika exhibits many of the properties that 
n-word (and wh-mo) displays. This link between –shika and n-word is very 
intriguing, allowing us to make a theoretical connection between –shika and wh-
mo as NPI-universal.  
 
 
5. Conclusions 
 
We set out to provide the semantics of the exclusive particle –shika, whose NPI 
status has been analyzed intensively in syntax without much consideration to its 
formal semantic properties (Oyakawa 1975, Muraki 1978, Kuno 1999). 
Incorporating the semantics of exception sentences, the domain subtraction part 
of the semantics was adapted to the semantics of –shika. Due to an obvious lack 
of ‘overt’ quantifier requirement, while still yielding the universal interpretation, 
I hypothesized that –shika itself contains the universal quantifier. This move 
allowed for a significant link between –shika and n-words (including wh-mo): 
both can be seen as NPI-universal which needs to scope above negation 
(Shimoyama 2004). Next, I provided a compositional analysis of –shika, 



employing Giannakidou’s (2005) analysis for universal n-words, which moves 
the universal quantifier over the negation via the operation of QR. The proposed 
analysis made the compositional analysis possible with the assumption that the 
alternative set supplies the necessary domain for the operation of subtraction and 
of quantification. Further evidence was used to support the claim that –shika 
phrase constitutes an exception NP (every X but Y) and that it contains a 
universal quantifier, rather than an indefinite and/or existential. The 
distributional restriction of –shika was accounted for by treating it as a type of 
negative concord, implementing a solution available for universal type n-words. 
This analysis thus presents evidence for the existence (and necessity) of 
universal n-word (Giannakidou 2005) and additionally postulates an initial 
connection to the similarity between –shika and wh-mo.  
  This analysis of –shika also opens a door to a typological investigation for 
conveying exclusivity and/or exceptionality in natural languages. The fact that 
English cannot express exclusivity in the same manner as Japanese (e.g. but 
John didn’t come to mean ‘no one but John came’) can be explained as a lack of 
such lexical item in English. However, it would not be a surprise to find a 
language similar to Japanese where such item is available, allowing for a similar 
expression. 
 
 
Notes
 
♦ I would like to thank Anastasia Giannakidou and Chris Kennedy for comments on earlier version 
of this paper. A draft of this paper was presented at Swarthmore Workshop on Negation and Polarity, 
where I received valuable comments from Laurence Horn, Jay D. Atlas, and Marcel den Dikken. I 
am grateful to the participants at the Western Conference on Linguistics as well as the organizers of 
the conference. None of the named above is to be held responsible for shortcomings of this paper. 
1 The status of the positive proposition ‘John came’ is still under debate (Atlas 1991, 1993, Horn 
1969, 1996, 2002, Beaver and Clark 2003). The scope of the paper is primarily to accounting for the 
asserted part of the sentence. 
2 The issue is more complicated than it seems. The universality is not a sufficient semantic property 
to rule out the unacceptable ones. Refer to García-Álveraz (2006) and Peters and Westerståhl (2006) 
for relevant data. 
3 It has to be noted that there is an asymmetry in judgments between subject and object. While bare 
NPs are accepted in the object position with case marker as seen in (10), the speakers strongly resist 
the cases where bare NPs is marked with the nominative case marker. The judgment improves if the 
bare NP is marked with a topic marker. I do not have any explanation to this difference at this point 
except to note that (ib) is also possible in English with as for phrase. 
(i) a. ?? gakusei-ga      John-shika   ko-naka-tta. 

    student-NOM John-SHIKA come-NEG-PAST 
b. gakusei-wa  John-shika    ko-naka-tta. 

  student-TOP John-SHIKA come-NEG-PAST 
c. As for students, only John came/everyone but John didn’t come. 

4 Let us briefly note about the optional bare NP case and how the present analysis would work. The 
point to emphasize is that a bare NP in –shika construction is entirely optional and that a sentence 
like (1a) is a sufficiently complete sentence. What we would like to achieve from a sentence like (ib) 
in the footnote 3 is what is given below. 



 
(i) 〚Gakusei-wa John-shika ko-naka-tta〛 

= ∀x[x∈{x | λx.student(x)}-{John}  ¬come(x)] 
Basically, when a bare NP is present in –shika construction, it should act as the restriction of the 
universal quantifier provided by -shika. It restricts the set C to a set of individuals who are also 
students. Due to the optional nature of a bare NP, altering the semantics of –shika provided earlier is 
not ideal. However, I consider this case to be equivalent to English topical phrase such as as for-
phrase as in (ii) and assume that whatever analysis is provided for (ii) would transfer to the –shika 
cases. 
(ii) a.  As for students, nobody but John came. 
 b.  As for vegetables, John ate nothing but carrots. 
5 Furukawa’s (2004, 2005) treatment of negation as an adjective gives this effect of low negation. 
However, there are many cases where negation may take wide scope, disproving the ‘frozen’ narrow 
scope of negation in Japanese (Yoshimura 2007). 
6 I follow the convention of Heim and Kratzer (1998) and assume subject internal hypothesis, thus 
negation can be adjoined to VP still maintaining its propositional operator status. Alternatively, 
negation can head its own projection NegP as Giannakidou (2005) proposed for Greek dhen. 
7 I would like to thank Lance Nathan for pointing this out to me and sharing the judgment for 
English. 
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