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The gaal of this paper isto provide auniform account of some previously urrelated differences
betweerBulgarian and Serbo-Croatian (SC). | will show that my propasal that Bulgarian but not SC
interrogativeCisaPFverbal affix providesauniformacount of thediff erent behavior of Bulgarian
andSC with resped to Subjed-Verbinversionin guestions, Superiority effeds, andthe avail ability
of single-pair answers for multiple questions. In sedion 1 d the paper | lay out the differences
betweerBulgarian and SC that this paper is concerned with. In sedion 21 provide ar acourt of

these differences.

1. C asa PF affix

1.1. Subject-Verb Inversion

Kraskow (1994 observesthat Bulgarianand SC exhibit diff erent behavior with resped to Subjed-
Verbinversionin questions. While Bulgarian requires it, SC does nat (see &so Izvorski 1993for

discussion of Bulgarian.)

(2) a.*Kakvo toj dade na Petko? (Bulgarian)
what he gave to Petko

‘What did he give to Petko?’



b. Kakvo dade toj na Petko
c.Sta ondade Ivanu? (SC)
what hegave lvan.dat

d.Sta dade on Ivanu?

1.2. Superiority effects

Bulgarian and SC are multiple wh-fronting (MWF) languages--they front all wh-phrases in
guestionsRudin (1988 showsthat Bulgarian and SC diff er with resped to the order of fronted wh-
phrasesWhile in SC (2c-d) the fronted wh-phrases are fredy ordered, in Bulgarian (2a-b) the
nominativewh-phrase has to precele the acwsative wh-phrase, which has been succesully

analyzed in the literature in terms of Superiotity.

(2) a. Koj kakvo kupuva? (Bulgarian)
who what buys
‘Who is buying what?’
b. *Kakvo koj kupuva?
c. Ko sta kupuje? (SC)
who what buys

d. Sta ko kupuje?

1.3. Interpretation of multiple questions



Wachowicz (1974) observes that a pair-list answer is obligatory in English questions such as (3).

3) Who bought what?

(3) canna befélicitously asked in thefoll owing situation: Johnisin astore andin the distancesees
somebodyouyingan article of clothing, bu doesnot seewhoit isand daesnot see exadly what the
person is buying. He goes to the sales clerk and asks (3).

Interestingly asnoted in Boskovi¢ (1999, Bulgarian and SC exhibit diff erent behavior with
respecto this phenomenon.Bulgarian patternswith Englishin that (4) requires apair-li st answer.

Significantly, SC (5) can have either a pair-list or a single-pair answer.

4) Koj kakvo e kupil? (Bulgarian)
who what is bought
‘Who bought what?’

(5) Ko jesta kupio? (SC)

who is what bought

1.4. Analysis

1.4.1. Subject-Verb Inversion in the-C-as-a-PF-affix analysis

| will show that the éove differences between Bulgarian and SC al follow from asimple lexicd

differenceininterrogative C in Bulgarian and SC: Bulgarian bu not SC Cislexicdly spedfied as



a PF verba affix. The different behavior of Bulgarian and SC with resped to inversion
straightforwardlyfoll ows from this diff erence. Since Bulgarian interrogative C isaverbal affix it
mustbe aljacent to averb. Thisisnat the cae with SC, whereinterrogative C isnot averbal affix.
The contrast between (1a) and (1c) follows immediately.

Theungammaticdity of (1a) isespedally significant in light of the fad that Subjed-Verb
inversionin Bulgarianis not aresult of V-movement to C (the movement would proceel vial), as
shownin Izvorski (1993. Thus, 1zvorski observesthat if Bulgarian wereto have I-to-C movement
in questions, (6a) shoud be accetable, like English What had Maria forgotten about. Also, the
adveb in (7b) would have bath the low, manner reading, and the high, subjed-oriented adverb
readingjust likethe adverbin (7a) and Engli sh constructions of thistype. (Izvorski gives What did
John carefully read.) Based onthese data, 1zvorski concludes that Bulgarian questions do nd
involve I-to-C movement. A simple structural explanation d the ajacency effed in (1a-b) (there
is nat enoughspace between the wh-phrase in SpecdCP and the verb in C to insert the subjeqd) is

therefore not available.

(6) a.*Za  kakvo b& Maria zabravila?
about what was Maria forgotten
‘About what had Maria forgotten?’

b. Za kakvo be zabravila Maria?
Cc. *Za kakvo Maria Be zabravila?
d. Maria b&e zabravila za  Si@ta.

Maria was forgotten about meeting-the



(7 a. Petko pravilno otgovori naprosa im.
Petko correctly answered to question-the they.dat
‘Petko did the right thing in answering their question.’
‘Petko gave a correct answer to their question’
b. Na kakvo otgovori Petko pravilno?
to what answered Petko correctly
“*What was Petko right to answer?’

‘What did Petko give a correct answer to?’

In Boskovié (in presg | analyzethe aljacency effed intermsof affix hoppng (seeBobalji k 1995,
Chomsky1957,Halle and Marantz 1993,and Lasnik 19%): C undergoes affixationto V, locaed
within split I, throughaffix hoppngin PFunder adjacency. Under thisanaysis, thedatain question
areacounted for asfoll ows: the subjed movesfrom insidethe VPto SpedPin al the cnstructions
in (6)-(7). Thefinite verb follows the subjed in SpedP, beinglocated somewhere in the split 1. In
(6d)and(7a), the subjed is pronourced in the highest position creaed byits movement. However,
this pronurciation is not posshblein (6a-c) and (7b). If the subjed is pronourced in SpedP, asin
(6¢), it intervenes between interrogative C, a verbal affix, and the verb. As aresult, the PF affix
requiremat on interrogative C canna be satisfied. To satisfy the requirement, the subed is
pronouncedn alower positioninlinewith Franks' s (1998 propasal (see &so Boskovi¢ and Franks
this volume) that pronurtiation d lower copies of nonttrivial chainsis possbleif thisisnecessary
to avoid aPFviolation (seeBobdlji k 1995for asimilar analysis of Scandinavian oljed shift). As

aresult, thesubjed followsthe participlein (6b) andthe adverb, which foll owsthe subjed, can have



only thelow, manner readingin (7b). (To havethe high,subjed-oriented adverb reading, the adverb
would haveto precaletheverb. Noticethat | assumethat no copy d the subjed is present between
theauxili ary andthe participle, which undergoes overt movement outside of its VP, asdiscussed in

Boskovi¢ 1997b and Izvorski 1993.)

(8) a. [.p Za kakvo C [ Matta bese zabravila Maria]]

I
b. L» Na kakvo C | Petkootgovori Petko pravilno]]

ThePFaffix analysis also provides astraightforward acourt of the @ntrast between (1a) and (9).

(9) Dali toj dade na Petko knigata?
Q hegave to Petko book-the

‘Did he give Petko the book?’

Complementizedali isclealy nat averbal affix. It isaprosodic word beaing stressand therefore

is nat expeded to be subjed to the aljacency requirement the null Cis subjed to under the aurrent

analysis.

1.4.2. Superiority effects and wh-movement in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian



Beforedemonstrating haw the diff erent behavior of Bulgarian and SC with resped to Superiority
follows from the different status of interrogative C in the two languages with resped to PF
affixhood, a few remarks are in order concerning wh-movement and lexicd insertion in the
Minimalist Program. It is dandardly assumed in the Minimalist Program that wh-movement in
Englishtakes placeto ched the strong +wh-feature of C. (From now on, | will use the term wh-
movemento refer only to fronting d wh-phrases motivated by chedingthe strong+wh-feaure of
C). | asume that, as in English, interrogative C in Bulgarian and SC has a strong +wh-fedure.
Furthermorel assume Chomsky’ s(1995 virustheory of strength, wherestrongfeauresaredefined
aselementsthat canna be tolerated by the derivation and therefore have to be diminated from the
structure through checking immediately upon insertion.

Considemow the status of lexicd insertion a, more formally, Merger, in the Minimali st
ProgramMerger generall y takes placein overt syntax. Chomsky (1995 observes that thisfoll ows
withou a stipulation. Thus, if an NP such as John is inserted in LF the derivation would crash
becaise LF canna interpret the phondogicd feaures of John. If, on the other hand, John is
inserted in PF, PFwould na know how to interpret the semantic fedures of John. The only way to
derive alegitimate PF and alegitimate LF isfor John to be inserted before S-Structure is readed.
PF will then strip off the phondogicd fedures of John and the semantic feaures of John will
proced into LF. Thisline of reasoning alows lexicd insertion to take placein PF and LF under
certain condtions. To be more predse, it allows PF insertion d semanticdly null lexicd elements
and LF insertion d phondogicdly null elements. Focusing on the latter passhility, | proposein
Boskovi¢ (1997, 20000 that thisiswhat happens with interrogative C in SC questions. Sinceit is

phondogicdly nul nothing prevents it from entering the structure in LF. Underthis analysis, SC



constructions in (2) cabe bare IPsin owvert syntax. Interrogative C would then be inserted in LF,
which would be followedy LF wh-movement, driven by chedking the strong+wh-feaure of C.2
Significantly, the LF C-insertion derivation is ruled ou in Bulgarian because dthough
phondogicdly nul, Bulgarian interrogative C has phondogicd information in its lexicd entry,
namely the PF verbal affix spedficaion,whichisuninterpretablein LF. The C then hasto enter the
structure overtly in Bulgarian so that PF can strip off the phondogicad informationfrom itslexicd
entry and subsequently satisfy its PF requirement. What we seehereisthat asaresult of adifferent
specificatiornof SC and Bulgarian C with resped to PFaffixhood,Bulgarian questions must involve
overtwh-movement, whil e SC questionsdo nd havetoinvalveovert wh-movement. Theseemingly
different behavior of wh-movement in the two languages with resped to Superiority can then be
easilyexplained. Sincethe SC questionsin (2) do nd have to involve wh-movement, they do nd
exhibit Superiority effeds. Sincethe Bulgarian questionsin (2) must involve wh-movement they
exhibit Superiority eff eds. Under thisanalysis, wh-movement in Bulgarian and SC iswell behaved
with respect to Superiority--whenever wh-movement takes place we get Superiority effects.
Obviously,eventhewh-phrasesthat do nd undergowh-movement in Bulgarian and SC ill
must be fronted owertly. Clealy, fronting d the wh-phrases in (2) canna al be motivated by
checkingthe strong+wh-feaure of C, which isthe motivationfor wh-movement in English. If this
werethe cae, only one wh-phrase in ead of (2a-d) would be fronted, since this would sufficeto
checkthe strong+wh-feaure of C, asin the Engli sh courterpart of (2). However, as srownin (10)-

(11), all wh-phrases must front in Bulgarian and*SC.



(10) ?*Ko kupujesta? (SC)
who buys what
(11) *Koj kupuva kakvo? (Bulgarian)

who buys  what

Infad, asnaotedin Boskovié (1997a, 200@), even echowh-phrases must movein Bulgarian and SC.
Thus,(10) and (11) are unacceptable even asedho-questions. (12)a-b are dso uraccetable even as
echo questions, which confirms that wh-phrases in Bulgarian and SC must front for reasons

independent of the strong +wh feature of C.

(12) a. ?*Jovan kupujesta?
John buys  what
b. ?*lvan kupuva kakvo?

Ivan buys  what

In Boskovi¢ (200Qa) | argue that the driving force of wh-fronting in SC and Bulgarian that is not
motivatedby cheding the strong+wh-feaure of C isfocus. In ather words, wh-phrasesin SC and
Bulgarianmust undergo overt focus movement. (For focus movement analyses of MWF in various
Slavicand Balkan languages, see &so Gobel 1998,1zvorski 1993,Lambova 2000,Stepanov 1998,
andStjepanovi¢ 1999. Asdiscussedin Boskovi¢ (1999, purefocus movement of wh-phrasesisnot
sensitive to Superiority. Thus, SC (2a-b), which can involve pure focus movetaeard,exhibit

Superiority effeds. Bulgarian patterns with SC in the relevant resped. In Bulgarian MWF



constructionne wh-phrase undergoes wh-movement and aher wh-phrases undergo pue focus
movementlt turnsout that, as noted in Boskovi¢ (19978, oy one wh-phrase in Bulgarian MWF
constructionss snsiti veto Superiority. The aorrelation between presencevs. absenceof Superiority
effectsand the focus'wh movement distinction is thus draightforward: only one wh-phrase in
BulgarianMWF constructions undergoes wh-movement and orly one wh-phrase is snsitive to
Superiority. To be more precisejstdown in Boskovi¢ (19971 that the highest wh-phrase prior
to wh-fronting must move first to SpedCP, the order of movement of other wh-phrases to SpecCP
being free. Since the wh-phrase thatves first to SpedCP is the one that cheds the +wh-feaure
of C under the natural assumptionthat movement to SpedCP triggers Spec-Head agreament with C
andchedks the strong +wh-fedure of C, this date of affairs indicates that wh-movement, bu not
focusmovement, is snsitive to Superiority. The dataill ustrating this are given in (13)-(14). (13)-
(14)show that theindired objea must move beforethedired objed whenit chedksthe strong+wh-
featureof C, asin (13), bu not when it undergoes purefocus movement, asin (14), wherethe strong
+wh-featureof C is cheded by koj. (Recdl that, as discussed in nde 1, the linea order of wh-

phrases indicates the order of movement.)

(13) a.Kogo kakvo e pital Ivan?
whom what is asked Ivan
‘Who did Ivan ask what?’
b. ?*Kakvo kogo e pital lvan?
(14) a.Koj kogo kakvo e pital?

who whom what is asked
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‘Who asked who what?’

b. Koj kakvo kogo e pital?

In Boskovi¢ (1999 | provide an econamy-based explanation d the insensitivity of Bulgarian and
SC focus movement to Superiority that is based oncertain dfferencesin the formal properties of
focus and wh-movement.

Beforeturningto theinterpretation d multi ple questionsit isworth naing that French and
Englishbehave like SC and Bulgarian with resped to inversion and wh-movement. Wh-movement
doesnat have to take placeovertly in French constructions like (154), which is nat the cae with

English (15b).

(15) a.Tu as wvu qui?
you have seen who

b. *You have seen who?

In Boskovi¢ (20000 | propaose to acmurt for the diff erent behavior of French and English with
respectto wh-movement in the same way as the different behavior of Bulgarian and SC. What
enablesvh-in-situin Frenchistheposshility of LF C-insertion.Wheninterrogative Cisnot inserted
overtly, overt wh-movement does not take place The LF C-insertion cerivation is available in
Frenchbut not in English. The reason for this is that interrogative C is edfied as a PFaffix in
English,but nat in French, independent evidencefor which is provided bythe fad that inversion

is ohligatory in English, bu not in French questions. (More predsely, the fad that interrogative C
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mustbe aljacent to a verb in English but nat in French indicaes that the C is a verbal affix in
English,but nat in French. SeeBoskovi¢ 2000bfor explanationwhy inversion daes nat take place

in English embedded questions.)

(16) a.Qui tu as wvu?
who you have seen

b. *Who you have seen?

Wethushave auniform acourt of the diff erent behavior of French and SC on orehandandEnglish
andBulgarian onthe other hand with resped to the obli gatorinessof wh-movement and inversion

in questions.

1.4.3. Interpretation of multiple questions and wh-movement in Bulgarian and SC

We have seen that the different status of Bulgarian and SC interrogative C with resped to PF
affixhoodresults in a difference in the timing d interrogative C-insertion in Bulgarian and SC,
whichinturnresultsin dff erent behavior of the two languageswith resped to overt wh-movement:
while Bulgarian must have it, SC does nat have to have it. This differenceis resporsible for the
different behavior of the two languages with respect to Superiority.

Wenow aso have dl weneealto acoun for thediff erent behavior of Bulgarianand SCwith
respecto the avail ability of single-pair answersin questions. There ae other languages that, like

SC,alow single-pair answers. As discussed in Boskovi¢ (1998, Japanese, Hindi, and Chinese, all

12



wh-in-situ languages, allow single-pair answers for questions like (3). German, a nonwh-in-situ
languagéi ke English, daesnat all ow it. It seemsthen that the obli gatorinessof syntadic movement
of awh-phraseto SpedCP forcesthe pair-li st interpretation. French, which can employ either thein-
situ or the wh-movement strategy in questions, confirmsthis conjedure.® Significantly, single-pair
answersre possblein French, but only in in-situ questions. Thus, the in-situ multi ple questionin

(17)a can have a single-pair answer. This answer is degraded with (17)b.

(17) a.ll a donné quoi a qui?
he has given what to whom
‘What did he give to whom?’

b. Qu'a-t-il donné a qui?

Thecontrast between (17)a and (17)b confirms that the avail ability of single-pair answers depends
on the posshility of not moving any wh-phrase to SpecCP overtly. Returning nowv to SC and
Bulgarian,since SC questions do nd have to invave wh-movement, it follows that they allow
single-pair answers. SinceBulgarian questionsdo havetoinvolveovert wh-movement, they disall ow
single-pair answers.

To summarize, we have seen that the diff erent status of SC and Bulgarian interrogative C
with resped to PF affixood is resporsible for the different behavior of the two languages with
respectto inversion and the obligatoriness of overt wh-movement, only Bulgarian requiring
inversion and owrt wh-movement. The difference with resped to wh-movement is in turn

responsiblgor the different behavior of the two languages with resped to Superiority and the

13



availablity of single-pair answersin questions, only Bulgarian exhibiting Superiority effeds and
requiringpair-li st answers. We have thus ultimately tracal the threediff erences between Bulgarian
andSC natedin sedion 1to asimpledifferenceinthelexicd propertiesof interrogative Cinthetwo
languages. Giving Bulgarian but not SC interrogative C lexical specificag@RF affix enables
usto provide auniform acourt of the different behavior of SC and Bulgarian with resped to
inversion, Superiority effeds, and the availability of single-pair answers. The acourt is in
accordancewith current assumptions concerning crosslingustic variation, the locus of the

differences being a lexical property of a functional head.
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Notes

1.SeeRudin (1988, Boskovi¢ (1997, 1999, 2008), Richards (1997, and Pesetsky (2000, among
others One agument that thefixed order of wh-phrasesin (2a-b) isaresult of Superiority concerns
thefad that (2b) improves with D-linked (ia) and echo wh-phrases (ib). The same happens with
Superiorityviolationsin English (ii ). Noticethat the ebove aithors argue that the wh-phrase that is
first inthe linea order in Bulgarian questionsisthe one that movesfirst to SpedCP, in acordance
with Superiority. The second wh-phrase ather right-adjoins to the first wh-phrase, as in Rudin
(1988),0r movesto alower SpedCP (thefirst wh-phrase beinglocaed in the higher SpecCP), asin
Richards(1997) and Pesetsky (2000. The multi ple spedfiers analysis was originaly propcsed in
Koizumi (1994) (Notice that, as discussed in Boskovi¢ 1997, 200G, SC exhibits Superiority

effects in certain contexts, which need not concern us here.)

() a. ?Koja kniga koj covek kupuva?
which book which man buys
‘Which man is buying which book?’

b. ?Kakvo KOJ kupuva?
(i) a. Who bought what?
b. *What did who buy?
¢. Which book did which man buy?

d. What did WHO buy?
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2.1zvorski shows that adverbs can intervene between the wh-phrase and the verb, which is not
surprisirg in light of Bobaljik’s (1995 claim that adverbs do nd block affix hoppng based on
Englishconstructions like John completely solved the problem, where (i.e. ed) isassumed to hop
ontotheverbin PF. (See however, Boskovi¢ in press where it is shown that both the English and
theBulgarian example can be acourted for withou appeding to Bobalji k' s assumption. See &so

this work for discussion of some exceptions to the the adjacency effect.)

() Kakvo izobsto/pravilno/?¥era  kupi  Petko?
what at all/correctly/yesterdaypought Petko

‘What did Petko at all/correctly/yesterday buy?’

3.In Boskovié (1997a, 200@) | show that in certain contexts SC interrogative C is forced to enter
the structure in overt syntax. | also show that in the contexts in questions SC must have overt wh-

movement.
4.See Bekovi¢ (2000a) for some exceptions that need not concern us here.

5.1 confine the discusson d French questions to non-subjed questions, where it is clea whether

overt wh-movement takes place.

6.Foran explanation d the damaging eff ed of wh-movement onsingle-pair answers, seeBoskovi¢
(1998). Under Boskovi¢’'s (1998 analysis, which is based on Hagstrom’'s (1998 semantics of
guestions)anguages with oHligatory overt movement of a wh-phrase to SpedCP canna license
single-pairanswers, while languages that do nd have obligatory movement of a wh-phrase to

SpecCRnay, bu do nd haveto, allow single-pair answers. In ather words, na filli nginterrogative
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SpecChuyawh-phrase overtly isnecessary but nat sufficient for licensingsingle-pair answers. As
a result, the impasshility of single-pair answers does not necessarily indicate obligatory overt
movemento SpedCP. (The analysis presented in Boskovi¢ 1998would na befalsified if thereturn

outto be some spedkers of Japanese, Hindi, SC, or Chinese who do ndalow single-pair answers.)
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