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Abstract: The paper shows that crosdingusticdly, overt movement of a
wh-phraseto SpecCP results in the loss of the single-pair interpretation for
multiple questions, i.e. it forces the pair-list interpretation. It is $hown that the
damaging effect of overt movement to SpecCPherevail ability of single-pair
answergsan be acourted for with an extension d Hagstrom's (1998 semantics
of questions to languages with overt wh-movement. More predsely, the dfed is
arguedto follow from Relativized Minimality: In questions with a single-pair
interpretationthe Q morpheme, which is base-generated below C, induwces a
relativized minimality effectvhen awh-phrase aosssit onits way to SpecCP.
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1 Pair-list vs single-pair answers to multiple questions
It iswell-known that apair-li st answer is obligatory in English questions
such as (1j.

! For helpful comments and dscusson, | thank participants of my syntax seminars at the
University of Connedicut, Marcd den Dikken, Paul Hagstrom, Howard Lasnik, and espedally
MamoruSaito. The paper infad grew out of discussonswith Mamoru Saito. For help with (non
English)judgments, | thank MichéleBachdll e, Cédric Boedkx, and Géraldine L egendre (French),
Roumyandzvorski and Penka Stateva (Bulgarian), Sandra Stjepanovi¢ and Sasa V ukié (Serbo-
Croatian), Arthur Stepanov (Russan), Masao Ochi and Mamoru Saito (Japanese), Suba
Rangaswam({Hindi), Sigrid Bedk (German), and C.-T. James Huang (Chinese). An earlier
version of the paper was posted at http://mitpressmit.edu/cdebration in hona of Noam
Chomsky’s 78 birthday.

2 The observation is ometimes attributed to Mark Ryser. However, it appeas that it was first
made by Wacdhowicz (1974). For relevant recent discusson, see Barss (2000, Comorovski
(1996),and Hornstein (1995, among dhers. For some exceptionsto WadchowicZ s observation,
whichwill nat be discussed here, seeAusin (in preparation), Bogkovié¢ (20008, and Comorovski
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(1)  Who bought what?

(1) cannot be felicitously asked in the following situation: John #ésstore and
in the distance sees smebody buyng a pieceof clothing, bu does not seewho
it isand daes not see exadly what the personisbuying.He goesto the sales clerk
and asks (1).

Interestngly, single-pair answers are nat crosdingusticdly infelicitous
with questions such as (1). Thus, the Japanese murterpart of (1) can have ather
asingle-pair or apair-li st answer.® That is, in additi onto situations appropriatefor
pair-listreadings, (2) can aso beusedin the situation described abowve, in contrast
to English (1).

(2) Dare-ga nani-o katta no?
who-nom what-acc bought Q
‘Who bought what?’

Nonsubject questions can also have a single-pair answer in Japanese.

(3) John-wadare-ni nani-o  ageta no?
John-top who-dat what-acc gave Q
‘What did John give to whom?’

Chineseand Hindi pattern with Japanese in the relevant resped. German, onthe
other hand, mtterns with English. One obvious difference between
Engli sh/German and Japanese/ Chinese/Hindi i sthat theformer arelanguageswith
overt movement of wh-phrases to SpedCP, whereas the latter are wh-in-situ
languagesthat is, interrogative SpeaCPs must befill ed in overt syntax by awh-
phrase in English and German, but not in Japanese, Chinese, and Hindi.* It is
possiblethat the obli gatorinessof syntadic movement of awh-phraseto SpecCP
for somereasonforcesthepair-li st interpretation. French provides drongevidence
to this effect.

Frenchis a language that can employ either the in-situ o the wh-

(1996).
® The Japanese data were brought to my attention by Mamoru Saito.

| ignare here the possbility of null operator movement in wh-in-situ languages (see Waanabe
1992) and concentrate on what happens to wh-phrases themselves.
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movemenstrategy in questions.® Significantly, single-pair answers are possble
in French, but only inin-situ questions. Thus, thein-situ multi ple questionin (4a)
canhave asingle-pair answer. Thisanswer isdegraded with (4b), invalving owert
wh-movement.

(4)a. Il 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?

Thatthe avail ability of single-pair answers correlates with the passhility
of nat moving any wh-phrase to SpedCP overtly is aso confirmed by the
interpretatiorof multi plequestionsin South Slavic. As svownin (5), South Slavic
language8ulgarian and Serbo-Croatian (SC) front all wh-phrasesin questions.®

(5) a. Kojnakogo kakvo e kazal? (B)
who to whom what is said
‘Who said what to whom?”’
b. Ko je komesta rekao? (SO
who is whom what said

Rudin (1988) shows that in spitéthe superficia similarity, SC and Bulgarian
multiple wh-fronting glestions have adifferent structure. According to Rudin,
whereasn Bulgarian all fronted wh-phrases are located in SpecCP, SC does not
allowmorethan orewh-phraseto belocaedin SpedCP overtly, other fronted wh-
phrasedeinglocated below the CP projedion.In Boskovi¢ (1998, 1999,2000h
| show that the diff erencebetween Bulgarian and SCiseven deeper. In particular,
| show that SC questions uch as (5b) do nd have to involve aty owert wh-
movement (i.e. movement to SpecCP).

Turning naw to the interpretation d multi ple questions in South Slavic,
notice that Bulgarian, a multi ple wh-fronting language in which interrogative
SpecCPsreobligatorily fill ed byawh-phrase overtly, patternswith Englishwith
respectto the availability of single-pair answers, whereas SC, a multiple wh-
fronting language in which nowh-phrase has to move to interrogative SpecCPs

® The in situ-strategy adualy has a very limited dstribution in French. (For discusson, see
Boskovié 1998b, 2008). Noticethat | confinemy discusson o Frenchto nonsubjed questions,
where it is clear whether the wh-movement or the wh-in-situ option is employed.

® For some exceptions that need not concern us here, SeevBq1998a, 2000b).
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overtly, patterns with Japanese: whereas Bulgarian (6a) must have apair-list
answer, SC (6b) can have either a pair-list or a single-pair answer.

(6) a. Koj kakvo e kupil? (B)
who what is bought
‘Who bought what?’
b. Ko jesta kupio? (SC)
who is what bought

| argue in Boskovi¢ (199&, 2000h that interrogative C is resporsible for the
different behavior of Bulgarian and SC with resped to overt wh-movement. |
arguethat in bahlangueges, C hasastrong+wh feaure, which under Chomsky’s
(1995) virus theory of strength means that it triggers overt wh-movement
immediatelyuponitsinsertioninto the structure. The diff erence between SC and
Bulgarianisthat in SC, interrogative C can be inserted either covertly or overtly
in questionslike (5b) and (6b), whereasin Bulgarian questionslike (5a) and (6a),
interrogativeC must beinserted owvertly. Sinceovert insertion d C triggers overt
wh-movementyh-movement always must take placeovertly in Bulgarian. This
is nat the cae in SC, where interrogative C can be inserted covertly, hence wh-
movementoesnot haveto take placeovertly. Thereasonwhy Bulgarian C must
beinserted owertly isthat it islexicaly spedfied as a PFaffix onafinite verbal
element,which is nat the case with SC interrogative C. The presence of PF
informationinitslexicd entry prevents Bulgarian interrogative C from entering
the structure covertly. (Only elements whase phondogicd lexicd spedficaion
is ndl can enter the structure cvertly because phondogicd information is
uninterpretablet LF. If such elementsenter the structure overtly, spell-out strips
off phondogicd information, so that it does nat enter LF.) Evidence for the
different status of the Bulgarian and SC interrogative C with resped to PF
affixoodisprovided bythefad that in Bulgarian, interrogative C must be adjacent
to a verbal element, which is not the case in SC. This is illustratedin (7).

" The different behavior of French and English with resped to the obligatorinessof overt wh-
movementill ustrated in (i), isanalyzed in the sameway in Bogkovi¢ (200@), whereit isclamed
thatFrenchwh-in-situ constructionsinvolve LF C-insertion.LF C-insertionisblocked in English
for the samereasonit is blocked in Bulgarian: English interrogative Cislexicdly spedfied asa
PFverbal affix, whichisnot the casewith Frenchinterrogative C. LikeBulgarian and SC, French
andEnglish dffer inthat inversionin matrix questionis obligatory in English, but not in French.
(See(ii). Thishaods for matrix questions in English. For an analysis of the lac of inversionin
English embedded guestions, see Boskovié¢ 200(.) We thus have auniform acourt of the
different behavior of Bulgarian, SC, French, and English with respead to the obligatoriness of
inversion and overt wh-movement.
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(7) a. *Kakvo toj dade na Petko? (B)
what he gave to Petko
‘What did he give to Petko?’
b. Kakvo dade toj na Petko?
c. Sta on dade Ivanu? (SC)
what he gave lvan
‘What did he give to Ivan?’

Interestinglythere ae some anstructionsinwhich C must beinserted owertly in
SC, hence wh-movement must take placeovertly. One such constructionis the
left-dislocation construction (LD), illustrated in (8).

(8) Tomcoveku, ko j&ta poklonio?
that man who is what given
‘To that man, who gave what?’

Rudin (1993 discusses the LD construction in Bulgarian and argues that LD
phrasesare ajoined to CP. If thisis corred LD phrases can be present in the
structureony when the CP projedion is present overtly. Overt insertion d the
interrogatve C triggerswh-movement. (8) then must involve overt wh-movement.
Significantly, as expected, (8) allows only a pair-list answer.

It isworth naing here that in Boskovi¢ (1998a,c 1999, | show that the
well-knownfad that Bulgarian questions such as (6a) exhibit Superiority effeds
whereasSC questionslike (6b) do nd (seeRudin 1988 aso can be acourted for
if Bulgarian questions must involve movement to SpecCP whil e SC questionsdo
not have to. (Those questions where SC must have wh-movement do exhibit
Superiorityeffeds, seeBoskovi¢ 1997, 1998,c, 2000b) The analysisof multiple
wh-frontingpresentedin Boskovi¢ (1998,c, 1999, 2000thuspresentsauniform
accounbf thediff erent behavior of Bulgarian and SC with resped to Superiority,

(a. Tu as vu qui?
you have seen who
‘Who did you see?’
b. *You have seen who?
(i) a. Qui tu as wvu?
who you have seen
‘Who did you see?’
b. *Who you have seen?

8 For other such cases, runningthetest performed below for the LD constructionfacesinterfering
factors, as observed in Bavi¢ (2000b).
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inversion in questions, and the availability of single-pair answers.

Theanaysisisalso ncdy confirmed byRusgan, which, like SC, doesnat
exhibitSuperiority eff eds, all ows sngle-pair answerswith questionslike (9), and
doesna have to have inversion in constructions correspondng to (7) (see
Stepanov 1998a and Bmvi¢ 1998a, 2000b).

(9) Kto ¢to  kupil?
who what bought
‘Who bought what?’
(10) Cto ondal Ivanu?
what he gave lvan
‘What did he give to Ivan?’

Stepanoy1998 arguesthat Russan dffersfrom SCinthat itsinterrogative C has
awed& +wh feaure, hencedoes nat trigger overt wh-movement even wheniit is
insertedovertly. Thispropcsa nicdy acourtsfor thefad that, in contrast to SC
(8), Rusdan LD constructions like (11) do adlow singe-pair answers. (The
proposal, however, makes the inversion test irrelevant.)

(11) A etomuceloveku kto kogo predstavil?
and that man who whom introduced
‘And to that man, who introduced whom?’

The data considered abowve strongy indicate that syntadic movement of a wh-
phrasdo SpedCP resultsin thelossof the single-pair interpretation,i.e., it forces
thepair-list interpretation. In the following sedions | will show that Hagstrom’s
(1998)theory of interpretation d questions can explain the damaging effed of
overtmovement to SpedCP onthe avail abilit y of single-pair answers given some
rather straightforward assumptions.

2. Hagstrom (1998)

Hagstron(1998 providesasemanticsfor single-pair and pair-li st readings
of multiple questions in wh-in-situ languages. He propases that the types of a
multiple question with a pair-list reading and a multi ple question with asinge-
pairreading dffer; while asingle-pair multi ple questionis a set of propasitions
(type<pt>®), apair-li st reading multi ple questionstandsfor aset of questions, i.e.,
a set of sets of propasitions (type <pt,t>). Hagstrom makes the following

° P stands in for whatevéte gpropriate type of apropasitionisin basic terms (seeHagstrom
1998:129).
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assumptioa about the pragmatics of questions, which result in single-pair
answerdor utterances of type <pt> and pair-list answers for utterances of type
<pt,t>.

(12) Single Question Recognition

If the semantic value of an utterance is of type <ptet(af propasitions), then
the utterance is a (single) question.

To respond: (a) one proposition from the set is selected,

or (b) the presupposition (that there is an answer) is denied.

(13) Multiple Question Recognition
If the semantic value of an uteranceisof type <pt,t> (aset of questions), then the
utterance is a (pair-list) multiple question.
To respond: For each member set A,
(a) one proposition from the set A is selected,
or (b) the presupposition (that there is an answer in A) is denied.

Thecrucia ingredient in Hagstrom’ sanalysisishispropasal that the Q-morpheme
in languages he considers (all wh-in-situ languages) is an existential quantifier
over chaice functions,'® which ariginates in a dause internal position and then
moves to within the interrogative CP projedion. (Hagstrom assumes that the
semantiozalue of awh-wordisaset of individuals.) In multi ple questions, which
weareinterested in here, the movement takes placefrom one of thefoll owingtwo
positions™: from the lower wh-phrase (on this derivation Q is merged with the
lower wh-phrase), in which case the choice function variable left behind by Q-
movementhas the lower, bu not the higher wh-phrase in its sope, or from a
position above both wh-phrases (on this derivation Q is merged with a node
dominatingboth wh-phrases)?, in which case the choice function variable left
behindby Q-movement has both wh-phrases in its scope. Hagstrom shows that
thefirst option resultsin questions with pair-list answers and the second ogtion

1 A functionf isa choicefunctionif it appliesto a(non-empty) set and yields amember of that
set.

1 limit my discussion to multiple questions with two wh-phrases.

12Hagstrom’ sanalysisis dightly more compli cated. He suggeststhat the Q-morphemeisadually
moving to this position grior to undergoing Q-movement by an island-insensitive operation he
refersto as Q-migration. | disregard Q-migration here, since it has no semantic import in
Hagstrom’s analysis.
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in questions with single-pair answéts.
Considefirst thepair-li st reading,withan abstrad structurein (14), where
Q marks the LF position of the choice function variable.

(14) C [WH1V WH2+Q]

ThechoicefunctiontakesWH2, aset of individuas, asitsargument, returningan
individual, which is in turn taken by the verb as an argument. WH1, which is
outsidethe scope of Q, hasaset asits value. With the help of flexible functional
application®*further compoasiti onis performed with eat of theindividualsinthe
set of individuas WH1, yielding a set of sets of propasitions, ore set of
propositionsfor eat value x in the set of WH1. With WH1 being who, WH2
what, and Vbought, we get a set like (15),

(15) {{A bought f; (WHAT), A bought § (WHAT),...},
{B bought f, (WHAT), B bought § (WHAT),...},...}

or,informally, the set { What did A buy?, What did B buy?...}. (For detail s of the

13 Hagstrom also suggeststhat in somewh-in-situ languages (i.e., languagesthat do nd haveovert
movemento SpedCP), the second opion is smply not avail able, which rules out single-pair
answers$o multi plequestionsin such languages. | will show below that thisoptionisalwaysruled
outon gincipled groundsin languages with overt wh-movement to SpecCP. The state of affairs
wewill beleft with isthen the foll owing: Languages with oligatory overt movement to SpecCP
neverallow single-pair answers(see howvever, sedion 3for one exceptional configuration), while
wh-in-situlanguages (I include herelanguageslike SC) may, but do nd haveto, alow single-pair
answergo multi ple questions. It isimportant to bea thisin mind when testing the predictions of
the current analysis crosslinguistically.

“Flexiblefunctional applicationisaway of repairing some semantic type mismatches, including
thecase where afunctionreceaves a set of argumentsinstead of asingle agument. The repair is
doneby applyingthefunctionto ead argument in the set of arguments, with results coll ededinto
a set. Following Rullmann and Bedk (1997, Hagstrom gives the foll owing formali zation for
flexible functional application:

0] Flexible Functional Application
[f al= (where F and a are sisters)
(i) f(a)
(i) Am3ax.[m=f(x) A a(x)]
(i) Am3g.[m=g(a)A #(9)]
(iv) Am3agax.[m=g(x) A f(g) A a(x)]
whichever is defined.
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composition, seeHagstrom 1998. A proper answer to a question like (14) will
then provide an answer to each of the constituent questions, given (13).

Questionsvith single-pair answershave an abstrad structurein (16), with
both wh-phrases inside the scope of the choice function.

(16) C[Q[WH1V WH2]]

Recallthat the reasonwhy (14) resultsin aset of questionsisthat WH1 isoutside
the chaicefunction's domain. As a result, the set WH1 propagates throughthe
semanticeventually yielding a set of sets of propasitions. In (16), onthe other
hand, bath wh-phrases are cntained within the choice function's variable
argumentgas a result of which the set WH1 is reduced to ore of its members,
instead of propagating. Let us see how this happens.

WH?2 yields a set of properties with the help o flexible functional
application.This st of propertiesis applied to the set WH1, with ead property
in the set of properties being appli ed to ead member of the set WH1. We end up
with aset of propasiti ons, onefor ead passble subjed with ead passbleobjed.
(V in (16) isbought.)*

(A7) {A boughta, A boughtf,... B boughtx, B boughtf, ...}
(where WH1={A,B...} and WH2=¢, B,...})

(12) then ensures a single-pair answer.

3. Explaining the loss of single-pair answers with overt wh-movement

Recallthat Hagstrom develops his semantics with resped to wh-in-situ
languagesWhat he shows is that wh-movement is not required to derive the
semantic®f questionsin such languages. If heisright, wh-phrasesin wh-in-situ
languagesremain in situ throughout the derivation and they are eventually
interpreted in situ. What moves is the Q-morpheme.

Chomsky(1995 359) suggeststhat interpretive operationsat theinterface
shouldbe @& smple @& paossble. To achieve this, formsthat read thelevel of LF
shouldbe uniqueif that is possble. We would then exped Engli sh and Japanese
guestiongo have the same LF if that is passble. Accomplishing this appeas

15 SeeHagstrom (1998 for detail s of the semantics. The foll owing theorem Hagstrom gives is
importantin determiningthe cntribution o the choicefunction. The theorem ensuresthat given
a set A, the set of things one can choose from A in some manner will be that same set A.
0] Aadf.a=f(A) characterizes A.

(for A a set and f a choice function)
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straightforward® We need to pasit a Q-morpheme in English, which would
originatebelow the CP projedionandwould beinterpreted in the sameway asin
Japanese-typengueges. Finally, wh-phrases would beinterpreted in situ, asin
Japanesd.helatter is draightforward under the wpytheory of movement. What
shouldbe interpreted in English are mpiesleft by wh-movement. Wh-phrasesin
SpecChshoud then be deleted under copy-deletionin LF. Engli sh and Japanese
guestionswould then be virtualy identicd in LF. Hagstrom's smantics of
guestionsdevel oped with resped to wh-in-situ languages, can thus be gplied to
Englishquestions.*” This approach impli es that overt wh-movement to SpedCP
in English is driven by a strictly formal syntadic requirement, na present in
Japanese. It is not driven by a semantic requireffient.

Considemow what implicationsthisanalysishasfor theinterpretation o
multiple questions in languages with owvert wh-movement. Recdl that in a
guestionwith asingle-pair answer, the Q-morpheme has to be generated above
both wh-phrases. The wh-phrase moving to SpedCP overtly in English-type
languages then has to cross the Q-morpheme.

(18) WHC Q [t wh]

It seems plausible to assume that the Q-morpheme interferes with the movement
of thewh-phrasetotheinterrogative C (morepredsely, SpedCP) viasomeversion
of relativized minimality.* The mnsequence of the intervening effed of the Q-
morphemesthelossof single-pair answersfor multi plequestionsin Engli sh-type
languagedi.e. languages with overt movement of a wh-phrase to SpecCP), a

® Hagstrom does not give an analysis of English.
" There are, of course, many details that remain to be worked out.

8 Hagstrom draws the same conclusion.

Noticethat the system can easily incorporate Cheng' s(1997) analysisof crosslinguistic
variationwith resped to wh-movement. Incorporating Cheng's analysis would mean that wh-
phrasesre movingto SpedCP overtly to type a ¢ause asaquestioninlanguagesin which the Q-
morphemes phondogicdly nul. Given Cheng s esentially functional motivation for overt
movemento SpedCP in questions (the movement could still be implemented througha formal
syntacticrequirement), the Q-morpheme would be movingin LF in languages with overt wh-
movement.For discusson d how Cheng's analysis can be gplied to multiple wh-fronting
languagesseeBoskovi¢ (20008, where it is argued that even wh-fronting that does not land in
SpecCP in these languages can type a clause as a question.

¥ The +wh-feaure is plausibly present in the interrogative C, the wh-phrase, and the Q-
morpheme.



ON THE INTERPRETATION OF MULTIPLE QUESTIONS

desirable result given the discussion in sectiéh 1.

Questionswith pair-list answers can be derived withou any problems,
Recallthat in such questions the Q-morpheme is merged with the lowest wh-
phraseAs a result, it does nat interfere with wh-movement of the higher wh-
phrase!

(19) WH C [t wh+Q]

| conclude, therefore, that when appli ed to languages with overt wh-movement to
SpecCPHagstrom’ sanalysisof the semanticsof questionsexplainsthedamaging
effectthat overt movement of a wh-phrase to SpedCP has onthe avail ability of
single-pair answers to multiple questions.

Thereis another resped in which Hagstrom’s analysis of wh-in-situ
languagesan be profitably extended to Engli sh-typelangueges. It iswell -known
thatscrambling o adired objea wh-phrase over asubjed wh-phrasein Japanese
constructions such as (20) does not result in a Superiority violation.

(20) a.Dare-ga kinoo nani-o  katta no?
who-nom yesterday what-acc bought Q
‘Who bought what yesterday?’
b. Nani-o dare-ga kinoo katta no?

Interestingly,Hagstrom observes that (20a) and (20b) do nd receve the same
interpretation Whereas (20a) allows both a single-pair and a pair-list answer,
(20b) allows only a single-pair answer.

21t foll ows that in multi ple wh-fronting langueges like SC and Russan, which have overt wh-
fronting to a position kelow CP (seeBosgkovi¢ 20008, the Q-morpheme is located above the
positionin question so that it is nat crossed by the fronting o wh-phrases that land below
SpecCPNotice dso that, given Chomsky’s asaumption that traces/copies are invisible to the
operationMove (i.e., they canna inducerdativized minimality effeds), the Q-morpheme itself
cannotinducerelativized minimality effeds in LF in its base-generated pasition sinceits base-
generategbasitionisinvariably fill ed byatracein LF. (Thisisrelevant for, for example, French
wh-in-situconstructions, if they involve LF movement of awh-phrase, as suggested in Bogkovi¢
1998h, 2000a).

% Recdl that in Engli sh-type langueges the Q-morpheme moves to the CP projedionin LF (see
fn. 18). Given that traces/copies of wh-phrases are invisible to the operatior{sdefre 20,
thismovement procealswithou any problems. (It isalso plausiblethat wh-phrasesdo nd possess
thefedure that drives Q-to-C movement. For much relevant discusson, which seemsto lead to
this conclusion, seeHagstrom 1998,who gves sveral cases of intervention effed with resped
to the Q-to-C movement.)
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SC appeas to pattern with Japanese in the relevant resped. As noted
above SCall owsSuperiority "violations", i.e., it all owsawh-phraseto moveover
anothemwnh-phrasein constructions sich as (21b) (seeRudin 1988and Boskovi¢
1997, 1998a,c, 1999, 2000b).

(21) a.Ko jesta kupio?
who is what bought
'Who bought what?'

b.Sta je ko kupio?

In my judgment, whereas (21a) all ows both a single-pair and a pair-li st answer,
(21b) allows only a single-pair answer.? | will refer to the lossof the pair-list
readingn grammaticd constructionsin which awh-phraseismoved owertly over
anotherwh-phrase as the interpretive superiority effed. Hagstrom provides an
analysisof the interpretive superiority effed in Japanese which can be realily
extendedo SC. He assumes that Q canna be stranded under movement of the
wh-phrasemerged with it in Japanese and doserves that as a result, the Q-
morphemds fronted together with the direa objed wh-phrase in (20b). In the
fronted position (has both wh-phrasesin its £ope. (More predsely, the choice
functionvariableleft by further movement of Q to the CP projedion hasboth wh-
phrasesnits ope.) Consequently, the mnstructionis compatiblewith asingle-
pair, but not with a pair-list answer.

Significantly, English also exhibits the interpretive superiority effed,
which can be acourted for in essntialy the same way as the interpretive
superiorityeffed in Japanese and SC. Noticefirst that, in contrast to Japanese and
SC, English exhibits the syntadic superiority effed in constructions
correspondingp (20b) and(21b). Asaresult, such constructionsare unacceptable
in English regardiess of their interpretation (*What did who buy?). However,
Englishal so has constructionsin which the syntadic superiority effed isvoided.
In particular, the syntadic superiority effed is voided in D-linked questions, as
discussed in Pesetsky (1987).

(22) a. Which man saw which woman?
b.Which woman did which man see?

Significantly,Barss(1992 (see &so Barss2000 observesthat (22D) differsfrom

2 My judgment onthe grammeticdity status of (21b) onthe pair-list readingis nat shared byall
speakerdtisposdblethat for the speakerswhoaccet (21b) onthisrealing,the @nstructioncan
be accounted for along the lines of German (23), discussed below.
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(22a)in that it canna have apair-list answer. A single-pair answer is the only
possibilitywith (22h). The interpretive superiority effed isthusalso operativein
English? It can be acourted for in essntialy the same way as in Japanese.
Recallthat with pair-li st answers, the Q-morphemeis merged with the lowest wh-
phraseOvert wh-movement then placesthe whole complex which woman+Qin
SpecCPIn LF Q must undergo QR from its SSpasition, which then corresponds
to the LF position of the choice function variable. Since the chiaietion has
bothwh-phrases in its sope, the question is compatible only with a single-pair
answer’

Interestingly, Hagstrom argues on independent grounds that Q can be
strandedby wh-movement of the wh-phrase it is merged with in German. (His
arguments based onBed’s 1996 dita.) If thisisindeed true we would exped
Germarconstructions correspondngto (20b), (21b), and (22b) nat to exhibit the
interpretivesuperiority effed. (Note that German patterns with Japanese and SC
with resped to syntadic superiority.) SinceQ doesnot haveto be dfeded bythe
movementof the diread objed wh-phrase in (23) it can still undergo its LF
movementrom a position below the subjea wh-phrase. The subjea wh-phrase
can then remain outside the scope of the choice function.

(23) Was hat wer gekauft?
what has who bought

The prediction is borne out. In contrast to (20b), (21b), and (22b), (23) is
compatible with pair-list answefs.

B The status of (224) onthe single-pair readingis ssmewhat controversial. (The pair-list reading
isclealy available.) Barss(1992, 200pseansto imply that asingle-pair answer ispossblewith
D-linked questions like (224). Other authors (for example, Comorovski 1996 give similar D-
linked questions and consider them unacceptable on the single-pair reading. My informants do
find single-pair answersto be somewhat more accesblewith D-linked questionslike (224) than
with non-D-linked questions like (1). Under the aurrent analysis, onwhich which man in (22a)
andwhoin (1) must move acossaQ when undergoingwh-movement onthe single-pair reading,
the contrast between (22a) and (1) onthe relevant reading can berelated to the well -known fad
that,in contrast to nonD-linked wh-phrases, D-linked wh-phrases in English can crossa wh-
phrasensituwithou inducingaSuperiority effed and gve aweder violationthan nonD-linked
wh-phrases when crossing a wh-phrase in SpecCP (i.e. when moving out of a wh-island.)

% Recall that the wh-phrase in SpecCP deletes.
% |t appeas that (23) is incompatible with single-pair answers, which could be interpreted as

indicatingthat Q-strandingisobligatory in German constructionslike (23), whichwould disall ow
the single-pair reading. Hagstrom in fad reades the same nclusion for different reasons.
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To summarize we have seen that Hagstrom’ sacurt of the semantics of
questions, developed with resped to wh-in-situ languages, can be profitably
extendedto English-type languages, which have overt wh-movement. The
extensiorenables us to acourt for the damaging effed that overt movement of
a wh-phrase to SpedCP has on the availability of single-pair answers and the
interpretive superiority effect in English.
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