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In this paper | examine novel data involving lafatch extraction of wh-element\Wwh-LBE) in multiple
wh-questions in Serbo-Croatian (SC), illustratedlin [ show that the data present an interestinglpuz
since they seem to fall outside the regular inttgiion paradigm attested in SC multiple-questions,
discussed in Boskoi(2003, 2007). In an attempt to account for thefirst examine their syntactic be-
havior, and then | examine them in terms of twduignftial theories of multiple question interpretati
recently discussed in relation to Slavic: Quantii@sorption (QA) (Higginbotham and May 1981, Barss
2000, Gribanova 2009), and the Hagstrom-Bo&k¢iB) approach (Hagstrom 1998, BoSko2003,

see also Citko and Grohmann 2001, Grebenyova 2086w that the data provide evidence for the lat-
ter approach and lead to several important coratgsabout the nature wh-LBE.

The multiple questions in (1) are grammatical dadhot involve a syntactic superiority violation,
even though a lowewrh-element moves over a higher one. This is not &ingr given the fact that short
distance matrix multiplesh-questions in SC generally do not involve supetyoriolations (see Rudin
(1988) or Boskow (1999, 2002)), as in (2b). However, what is s@ipg is that the interpretations of
multiple questions witlvh-LBE like (1) differ from those of multiple questis without LBE, like (2b).

As discussed in BoSkav{2003), multiple questions such as (2a), withghieject > object order, have
both pair-list (PL) and single-pair (SP) readirigdjcated in (3a,b). Questions such as (2b) withab-

ject > subject order, on the other hand, have 8Rlyeadings, as in (3b). The PL reading in (2k)ss

and this is what Bo3ko#i(2003) calls interpretative superiority. Sincekamples like (1) a lowevh-
element moves over a higher one just as in (2by, #ne expected to be interpreted the same as éegmmp
like (2b). However, unlike (2b), (1) can have bBthand SP answers. The salient reading is a PL one,
but a SP reading is also available, as evidenceabéofact that such examples are felicitous inrged

like (4). They, therefore, do not exhibit inter@tidte superiority. The question is why.

Given BoSkou's (2003) observation that the availability of PhdaSP readings crucially corre-
lates with the availability ofvh-movement to SpecCP, | first examine whether tfferdince in interpre-
tation of (1) and (2b) may be due to a differemcthi availability of such movement in the two tyodé
sentences. More specifically, BoSkoghows thatvh-movement to SpecCP results only in a PL reading,
while having novh-movement to SpecCP allows for both PL and SP ngadiThus, (2a) involves no
overtwh-movement to SpecCP on the SP reading and carvagokch movement on the PL reading. Ex-
amples like (2b), which only have SP readings, oaimvolve overtvh-movement to SpecCP. Sinab-
movement to SpecCP may result in a PL readingddbble that examples like (1) allow for a derivati
with wh-element moving to SpecCP, and could it be thatable of such derivation in (2b) is ultimately
responsible for the difference in their interpreta® Here | reject this possibility, since, othesgyiwe
would have no way of accounting for the contrasiveen grammatical examples like (1) and ungram-
matical examples like (5a) and (6a). (5a) and &a)ungrammatical, because they involve syntaatic s
periority violations. As Boskovi (2000, 2002) shows, syntactic superiority effegtstriggered in SC
examples like (5a) and (6a), because they mushievavertwh-movement to SpecCP. But, then, (1)
cannot have ovewth-movement to SpecCP. Also, since (5a) and (6ajirgeammatical, we cannot as-
cribe the obviation of syntactic superiority in (@)possible D-linking ofvh-phrases. Thus the availabil-
ity of the PL reading in (1) and its lack in (2b)riot due to a difference in their syntactic bebaus it
due to a difference in how their semantics is dst®/| first pursue the QA approach to the generaifo
PL readings, but have to reject it, as it canndtarthe right cut between the data in (1) and (Rhjsu-
ing the latest exposition of this approach discds$seelation to Slavic in Gribanova (to appeaghbw
that if it allows (1) to have PL, then it will allo(2b) to have it as well, thus making a wrong eabn.
Then | turn to the H-B approach. | argue that,@lth at first sight the contrast between (1) aij (2
seems to be a counterexample to this approacttuiléy is not, but, rather, it further supportsTlihe H-

B approach crucially relies on the universal exiseeof a Q-morpheme, responsible for interrogdtive
terpretation. The position of the Q-morpheme (tbgetvith the availability of ovemwh-movement to



SpecCP) correlates with the availability of SP Bhdeadings. In a nutshell, if the Q-morpheme is
merged in a high position and ends up having soepe bothwh-phrases, as in (7a), a SP reading is ob-
tained. Another option is to merge it with a lowdrphrase, as in (7b), causing it to scope over onby
wh-phrase, which leads to a PL reading. In (2b) Rheeading is unobtainable because, despite the fac
that we can merge the Q-morpheme with a lomephrase, the Q-morpheme still ends up scoping over
bothwh-phrases, since it is fronted together with thedowh-phrase, as in (7c). Why is this then not the
case with (1) that involvesh-LBE? | argue that if LBE involves movement of tt& wh-element from
the NP in which it is generated and if we make tanaassumption that the Q-morpheme is stranded
with the NP from which the LB/h-element moves, as in (7d), where it has the sogpe(the copy of)
the lowerwh-phrase only, all the facts follow straightforwardl his Q-stranding analysis is confirmed
by the data in (8), where the whalla-NP, and not only the LB/h-element, moves. Such examples can
have only SP readings. Since the whole NP movesQtmorpheme cannot be stranded and it ends up
scoping over botiwh-NPs.

Therefore, we are forced to conclude thatLBE does not have to involve ovevh-movement
to SpecCP, contrary to what has been claimed (RdemaSalgueiro 2005, see also Bo3k@007) and
that the BoSkowi-Hagstrom analysis of multiple question interprietatan accommodate these findings.
Thus,wh-LBE is not different from the regulavh-fronting in SC. Also, LBE cannot involve remnant
movement (Franks and Progovac 19B4Sk 2005), since under this analysis in examples(tiigthe Q-
morpheme would end up having scope over both pii@sein (9)) and, therefore, only a SP reading
would be expected. Similarly, the data argue ag#iescopy deletion approach (Fabselow @asar
2002) towh-LBE.

(D)a. Kakvuje ko [t ocjenu] dobio? b. Kaji je ko [t film] gledao?
what is who grade gotten which is who filrseen
‘Who got what grade?’ ‘Who saw which film?’
(2)a. Ko koga voli? b. Koga ko voli?
who whom loves whom who loves
‘Who loves whom?’ ‘Who loves whom?’
(3)a. Petar Mariju, lvan Vesnu, Asmir Melu. b. &d¥lariju
Petar Marija, Ivan Vesna, Asmir Mela Petarijda
‘Petar loves Marija, lvan loves Vesna, ‘Péteves Marija.’

Asmir loves Mela, etc.’
4) Peter is a professor who gives one grade testurdent every day and John knows this. On Tues-
day John sees Peter just after a group of stutlastieft him and asks him:

A kakvu je ko ocjenu danas dobio? Peter ansv&rsan tricu
And what is who grade today gotten rdBahree
‘And who got what grade today?’ ‘Gogot a C.’
(5)a. ?*Koji ko tvrdiS da je film gledao? b. Kkoji  tvrdi§ da je film gledao?
which who claimsgthat is film seen who which clatsgthat is film seen
‘Who do you claim saw which film?’ ‘Who do yalaim saw which film?’
(6)a. ?*Pavle se pita koji je ko fifgredao. b. Pavle se pita ko je kdjim gledao?
Pavle SELF asks which is who film seen Pa#é&Frsasks who is which film seen
‘Pavle wonders who saw which film.’ ‘Pavle meters who saw which film.’
(7Ma. SP reading: C Q [WiRVH2] b. PL reading: C [ WHWH2+Q)]
C. C WHi+Q [ WHati] d. C WHi[ WHz1 [wh-neti NJ+Q ]
(8)a. Kakvu ocjenu je ko dobio? b. Koji nfije ko gledao?
what grade is who gotten which film ieanseen
‘Who got what grade?’ ‘Who saw which film?’

(9) [wh-nPWH21i Jk+Q WH1 NP t]



