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Multiple wh-fronting in Slovenian Petra Mišmaš Wiener Linguistische Gazette Institut für Sprachwissenschaft Universität Wien Issue (Year): Pages Abstract While multiple wh-fronting has been a widely researched topic since the 1980's (with its beginnings in the 1970’s), these accounts, for the most part, do not talk about Slovenian multiple wh-fronting. The goal of this article is to propose an analysis for multiple wh-fronting in Slovenian. I will show that multiple wh-fronting is motivated by the [+focus] feature and that it proceeds to IP (and not CP). The second part of the article shows multiple wh-fronting in Slovenian is optional, which is a property usually not associated with multiple wh-fronting.



1 On multiple wh-fronting When it comes to wh-fronting, languages can be divided into three groups. On the one hand there are languages that do not front wh-phrases – the in situ languages, such as Chinese or Japanese, on the other languages that move wh-phrases. In the second group, languages can be further divided into languages that only move one wh-phrase, such as English, and languages that front one or more wh-phrases − the so called multiple wh-fronting languages which are the main topic of this paper. Multiple wh-fronting has been a widely researched topic since the 1980's (with some initial work in the 1970’s), much of the work appearing after Rudin’s (1988) paper on multiple questions.1 What had soon become clear soon was that despite superficial similarities not all multiple wh-fronting behaves in the same way. Here I will explore the behavior of Slovenian multiple wh-fronting with respect to other multiple whfronting languages. In order to examine the nature of multiple wh-movement I will be adopting diagnostics developed in Bošković (1997a, 1997b, 2002), Citko (1998) and Stepanov (1998). In this diagnostics Superiority (which can be observed in that wh-movement of the subject wh-phrase must precede the movement of the object wh-phrase and results in a rigid order of wh-phrases 1



Prior to this paper, there was also work done by Wachowicz (1974) and Toman (1981).
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(Richards 1997)) indicates “real” wh-movement (i.e., movement to check the [+wh] feature), while the lack of Superiority effects indicates that no overt wh-movement takes place and that wh-phrases move to check the [+focus] feature. 2 Bošković (1997a, 1997b, 1999, 2002) develops the described diagnostic on the basis of the fact that in languages such as Bulgarian (the group that Rudin (1988) analyzed as languages with multiply filled Specifiers, [+MFS] group, in which all wh-phrases move to SpecCP) only the highest wh-phrase obeys Superiority, but other wh-phrases exhibit a free word order. Serbo-Croatian on the other hand exhibits free a word order between all wh-phrases in some contexts, such as matrix questions as in (1), and Superiority effects in others, for example matrix questions with overt C shown in (2) but also embedded and long distance questions. These environments are, according to Bošković (1997a), also the environments in which French obligatorily fronts wh-phrases.



(1)



a.



Ko



koga



vidi?



who



whom sees



Serbo-Croatian



‘Who sees whom?’



(2)



b.



Koga ko vidi?



a.



Ko



li



koga



who



Q



whom loves



voli?



‘Who on earth loves whom?’ (Bošković 2002: (10)) b



* Koga li ko voli?



Bošković (1997a, 1997b, 2002) bases his analysis on the proposal by Stjepanović (1995, 1998, but I am here following 2003), who shows that focus phrases and wh-phrases exhibit parallel behavior in that focused phrases and wh-phrases occupy the same positions (see also section 5). Based on this observation Bošković proposes that wh-phrases in languages such as Serbo-Croatian are contrastively focused and come with a [+focus] feature that must be checked.3 Notice that the strong feature is on the element that undergoes movement, which accounts for the fact that all wh-phrases front in Serbo-Croatian. In this analysis the [+focus] feature is checked in the Agr position. In examples without Superiority effects overt whmovement is not triggered because phonologically null interrogative C is inserted at LF. In environments with Superiority, on the other hand, interrogative C is inserted overtly and 2



I am assuming the Minimalist framework (Chomsky 1995) in which all movement must be motivated by checking a feature. 3 Bošković (2002) calls this movement non-wh-fronting.
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comes with a strong Q feature that needs to be checked by the closest wh-phrase. We can therefore see that when C is inserted overtly, it triggers overt wh-movement and the structure will exhibit Superiority effects. Citko (1998) proposes a similar analysis, according to which wh-phrases are moved to clause initial position to check a feature, but do not move to IP. In her analysis the movement proceeds to a Specifier position of a functional projection which she calls Operator Phrase where it checks the Operator feature. Still, one wh-phrase moves to SpecC to check the Q feature - in languages where there are no Superiority effects all fronted wh-phrases are in the same minimal domain (i.e., they are equidistant from the SpecCP) and any of the wh-phrases can move − resulting in free word order in Polish multiple wh-questions. The proposal by Bošković (1997a, 1997b, 2002) is also adopted by Stepanov (1998) who shows that Russian never exhibits Superiority effects (shown below for matrix clauses, (3), and embedded questions, (4))4 and therefore never moves wh-phrases to check the [+wh] feature, but rather to check the [+focus] feature. Still, contrary to Bošković, Stepanov does not adopt the Split-Infl version of the analysis, but assumes the complement of C is I and the fronted wh-phrases are adjoined to IP (and not Agr projection). Crucially, wh-phrases in Russian do not overtly front to SpecCP.



(3)



a.



Kto



kogo videl?



Russian



Who whom saw ‘Who saw whom?’ (Stepanov 1998: (11))



(4)



b.



Kogo kto videl?



a.



Ivan



i



Petr



Ivan



and



Peter not



ne



pomnjat



kto



kogo pobil



remember



who



whom beat



‘Ivan and Peter do not remember who beat whom.’ (Stepanov1998: (18)) b.



Ivan i Petr ne pomnjat kogo kto pobil



Based on this we can conclude that there are two different motivations for wh-fronting (following Bošković 1998, 1999, 2002; Stepanov 1998). The first is the checking of [+wh] feature, which results in Superiority effects, the second is the checking of the [+ focus]



4



Superiority effects in Russian are exhibited in Multiple Sluicing examples (Grebenyova 2005), the same holds for SC main clauses under Sluicing (Stjepanović 2003). We will leave Sluicing examples aside at this point.
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feature, which does not result in Superiority effects. I will use this diagnostics in order to analyze Slovenian multiple wh-fronting in the next section. 2 Superiority in Slovenian multiple wh-fronting Slovenian is a multiple wh-fronting language which can be observed in (5), in which all whphrases are moved to the clause initial position. (5) also shows that there is no strict word order of wh-phrases for the subject and direct object in matrix questions (i.e., no Superiority effects in matrix clauses). (6) shows that the same holds for the subject and the adjunct whword. But as it was shown by Bošković (1997a), the word order of wh-phrases in matrix questions is not enough to establish where and why wh-phrases move. In order to achieve this we must also look at embedded and long distance questions.5 The examples (7) and (8) (8) show that the word order of wh-phrases is free in Slovenian embedded questions (for argument and non-argument wh-phrases).



(5)



a.



Kdo je koga



poljubil?



who is who



kisses



‘Who kissed whom?”



(6)



b.



Koga je kdo poljubil?



a.



Kdo



je



kdaj



who



is



when kissed



poljubil



Toneta? Tone



‘Who kissed Tone when?’



(7)



b.



Kadj je kdo poljubil Toneta?



a.



Miha razmišlja,



kdo



je



koga



poljubil.



Miha thinks



whoNOM



is



whoACC



kissed



‘Miha is thinking about who kissed whom.” b.



Miha razmišlja, koga je kdo poljubil.
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Bošković (1997a) also shows that there are no Superiority effects in Serbo-Croatian overt C matrix questions, but Slovenian has no overt C questions multiple wh-questions in which we could check for Superiority effects. Slovenian has questions with over C - ali 'or' in standard Slovenian or a or ka, če ‘if, or’ in colloquial Slovenian (depending on dialect). At first glance these seem to co-occur with whphrases, but these are in fact yes/no questions with indefinite pronouns, which have the same form as wh-words in Slovenian. (i)



A kdo pride? Q whoINDEF come ‘Is anybody coming?’ Possible answer: Yes, X is coming./No, nobody is coming.
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(8)



a.



5



Miha razmišlja,



koga



je



kdaj



poljubil.



Miha thinks



whoACC



is



when kissed



‘Miha is thinking when did he kiss whom?’ b.



Miha razmišlja



kdaj



je



koga



poljubil.



Long distance fronting from embedded clauses is not completely acceptable in Slovenian (see also section 4). Still, examples are equally (un)acceptable regardless of the word order or fronted wh-phrases. Slovenian again displays no Superiority effects with argument and adjunct wh-phrases, as shown below.



(9)



a.



?Kdo



komu



Miha trdi



Maji,



whoNOM



whoDAT



Miha claims MajaDAT



da



je



dal



that



is



give



darilo. gift ‘Who is Miha claiming to Maja, that have a gift to whom?’



(10)



b.



?Komu kdo Miha trdi Maji, da je dal darilo?



a.



Koga



kdaj



whoACC



when want2SG



hočeš,



da



povabim.



that



invite1SG



‘When do you want me to invite who?’



(11)



b.



Kdaj koga hočeš, da povabim?



a.



Če



bo



kdo



koga



videl, bo



ta



tega



if



will



whoNOM



whoACC



see



this



that



bo



ta



will



this



will



spoznal. recognize ‘If somebody sees someone, he will recognize him.’



(12)



b.



Če koga kdo vidi, ga bo spoznal.



a.



Če



bo



kdo



kdaj



if



will



whoNOM



when sees



takrat



spoznal.



that-time



recognize



videl Oglo, jo Olga



her



‘If someone sees Olga at any time, they will recognize her.’ b.



Če kdaj kdo vidi Olgo, jo bo ta takrat spoznal.
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Examples (11) and (12) show that there is also no Superiority effect in correlative sentences. These show Slovenian behaves as Russian (see Stepanov 1998), but as in Russian, wh-words here have an indefinite meaning and the examples below are not questions. Still - word order can vary in correlative sentences. The same can also be observed in questions with topicalized phrases (these are adjoined to CP and the interrogative Q on C is projected overtly (Stpeanov 1998)) - the word order of fronted argument and non-argument wh-phrases is free (as in Russian, see Stepanov (1998)).



(13)



a.



V



tej



šoli,



kdo



in



this



school whoNOM



koga



vzgaja?



whoACC



educates



‘In this school, who educates whom?’



(14)



b.



V tej šoli, koga kdo vzgaja?



a.



V



tej



šoli,



in



this



school whoNOM



kdo



kako



vzgaja?



how



educates



‘In this school, who educates how?’ b.



V tej šoli, kako kdo vzgaja?’



The examples above indicate that multiple wh-fronting in Slovenian is similar to Russian multiple wh-fronting in that it never exhibit Superiority. Using Superiority as a diagnostics tool, as described above, we can conclude that wh-phrases are never moved to check the [+wh] feature, but rather to check the [+focus] feature. Adopting the analysis proposed by Stepanov (1998) for Russian, I will be assuming that movement proceeds to IP (rather than to Agr as in Split-Infl approach by Bošković (1997b), or Operator Phrase as in Citko (1998)).



3 Interpretation of multiple wh-questions in Slovenian Bošković (2001a, 2002), based on Hagstrom’s (1998) analysis of questions, showed that the syntactic movement of a wh-phrase to SpecCP results in the loss of the single-pair interpretation, i.e. it forces the pair-list interpretation.6 This can be seen in the contrast between English, which only has pair-list answers (and moves one wh-phrase in SpecCP) and cannot be felicitously asked in context described in (15) (15) below (which forces a pair-list
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Due to space constraint I will not go into details of the analysis here. To learn more about the analysis please refer to the references cited in the chapter (for an alternative suggestion see Grebenyova (2004)).
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interpretation), while Japanese (or other in-situ languages) has both pair-list and single-pair readings.



(15)



Context: John is in a store and sees somebody buying an article of clothing, but does not see who it is and does not see exactly what the person is buying. He asks the clerk: a.



# Who bought what? (Bošković 2002:(18))



b.



Dare-ga



nani-o



katta



whoNOM



whatACC



bought Q



no?



‘Who bought what?’ (Bošković 2002:(19))



Bošković (2001, 2002) shows that in multiple wh-fronting languages that have wh-movement to SpecCP (as in Bulgarian) these exhibit only pair-list answers. On the other hand in matrix multiple wh-questions in Serbo-Croatian, in which (focus) movement proceeds to IP, both single-pair and pair-list answers are allowed. This means that (16) cannot be felicitously asked in the context described in (15), while (17) is acceptable.



(16)



(17)



# Koj kakvo e



kupil?



who



bought



what



is



Bulgarian



‘Who bought what?’ (Bošković 2002: (21))



Only pair-list answer



Ko



je



šta



kupio?



Serbian



who



is



what



bought



‘Who bought what?’ (Bošković 2002: (22))



Single-pair and pair-list answers



Based on this we can predict that if Slovenian does in fact move wh-phrases to IP, we will consistently get both single-pair and pair-list interpretations. This prediction is borne out since in Slovenian a multiple wh-question can receive a single-pair answer (as A1 in (18) shows) or a pair-list interpretation (as A2 below shows). This also means that (18) can be felicitously asked in the context described in (15).



(18)



Kdo



je



kaj



kupil?



who



is



what



bought



‘Who bought what?’ A1: John bought a cake. A2: John bought a cake, Mary some beer, Martin bought some juice…
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The availability of both single pair and pair list answers in Slovenian confirms the analysis of multiple wh-movement as focus fronting that proceeds to SpecIP to check the [+focus] feature. 4 Previous analysis of Slovenian multiple wh-fronting For the most part various accounts of multiple wh-fronting do not talk about Slovenian multiple wh-fronting, but there are suggestions about analysis of multiple wh-fronting in Slovenian (cf. Golden 1995, 1996, 1997). Golden (1997) bases her work on Rudin’s (1988) division of languages into languages with and without Multiply Filled Specifiers, which is based on the behavior of multiple wh-fronting languages with respect to Superiority, whether wh-phrases form a constituent, availability of multiple extraction out of embedded clauses and wh-islands effects (see Rudin 1988). Golden (1997) argues for an analysis of Slovenian multiple wh-movement in which two structures are needed to account for Slovenian data since Slovenian does not uniformly behave as other languages in Rudin’s (1998) division. In this section I will summarize what Golden’s (1997) analysis of Slovenian multiple wh-fronting is and show that her arguments must be revised in accordance to revisions made to Rudin’s (1988) work. Golden (1997) argues that Slovenian wh-fronting falls between two groups of multiple whfronting languages (which are described in Rudin 1988). Golden (1997) shows that Slovenian does not exhibit Superiority effects (which was already explored above) and behaves like Serbo-Croatian or Czech (matrix questions). She also notes that wh-phrases do not form a constituent, (19), and can be divided by the parenthetical po tvoje ‘in your opinion’ or a clitic as in (5) in the previous section.



(19)



a.



Kdo



po



tvoje kdaj



who



after



you



kuha



kosilo?



when cooks luch



‘Who in your opinion cooks lunch when?’ b.



Kdaj po tvoje kdo kuha kosilo?



In Rudin’s (1988) division these are properties of languages without Multiply Filled Specifiers (=[−MFS]) where only one wh-phrase moves to CP, while other are located below CP. Golden (1997) shows that this analysis is compatible with the Slovenian examples above. This is also consistent with our analysis if we take into account Bošković (1997a, 1997b, 2002) who shows that that no wh-phrase has to move to SpecCP, as described in section 1.
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Golden (1997) also claims that Slovenian allows extraction out of embedded clauses and shows no wh-islands effects. These are (following Rudin (1988)) properties of languages with Multiply Filled Specifiers (=[+MFS]), such as Bulgarian and Romanian, in which, according to Rudin, all wh-phrases are moved to multiple SpecCP projections. This would mean that Slovenian fronts wh-phrases to multiple specifiers of CP. But as I will show below, Slovenian speakers provide judgments that are incompatible with judgments presented in Golden (1997) and in addition researches have shown that Rudin’s analysis (which Golden (1988) adopts) needs to be revised. Golden (1997) shows that Slovenian allows (optional) multiple extractions out of tensed clauses based on examples in (20) (taken from Golden 1997: (19a,b)):



(20)



a.



Sprašujem



te,



koga



komu



Ask.1SG



you



whoACC whoDAT



Peter trdi,



da



Peter claims that



ogovarjam. disparage



‘I am asking you, who Peter claims that I am disparaging to whom?’ b.



Sprašujem



te,



koga



Peter trdi,



da



Ask.1SG



you



whoACC Peter claims that



ogovarjam



komu.



disparage



whoDAT



Examples in (20) however need to be revised. First, (20) includes the verb ogovarjati ‘to disparage’, which is not common in Slovenian. When it is replaced with a more common verb opravljati ‘to gossip’, judgments are better for (20b), which is accepted by speakers as completely acceptable, but note that this is an example with single extraction out of embedded clause which is also allowed in [−MFS] languages. (20a) however is judged completely unacceptable by speakers (regardless of the verb) or gets assigned a different meaning: The majority of speakers get a reading in which we are not asking about ‘Peter’s claims about who and to whom I am gossiping’, but rather ‘to whom Peter is claiming this’, which would mean that the wh-phrase does not move from the embedded clause and no multiple extraction out of embedded clause takes place. Rather only the nominative wh-word moves from the embedded clause and the dative wh-word moves from the main clause. This points toward the fact that Slovenian speakers do not completely accept multiple extraction out of embedded clauses.7
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Marušič (2008) shows that Slovenian only allows for single long distance movement out of embedded finite clauses. However, he also notes that Slovenian allows multiple wh-movement out of non-finite clauses, as shown in (ii), but that this movement can be optional. (i)



Kaj je (*komu) rekel Janez, (*komu) what is whoDAT said Janez, whomDAT ‘What did Janez say that Peter gave whom?’ (Marušič 2008: (15))



da je Peter dal *(komu)? COMP is Peter give whom
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Also, if speakers find an example like (20) marginally acceptable, no Superiority effects are exhibited. This suggests, that wh-movement in these examples does not proceed to SpecCP but rather to IP (see section 1 and Stepanov (1998) for a similar claim about Russian):



(21)



?Sprašujem



te,



komu



koga



Peter trdi,



da



Ask.1SG



you



whoDAT



whoACC



Peter claims that



opravljam. gossip



‘I am asking you, who Peter claims that I am gossiping to whom?’



These facts suggest that multiple extraction out of embedded clauses does not give sufficient support to the claim that Slovenian can exhibit multiple fronting to multiple SpecCP. Multiple extraction out of embedded clauses is, following Rudin (1988), related to extraction out of wh-islands, which is, according to Golden (1997), acceptable in Slovenian, which she shows with examples in (22a, b).



(22)



a.



Komu mi



povej, kaj



Whom to-me tell



what



Špela zavida? Špela envies



‘Tell me whom Špela envies what.’ (Golden 1997: (23a)) b.



?Zakaj si



prepričan



katere knjige ne



bodo prevedene?



Why are



convinced



which books not



will-be translated



‘Why are you convinced which books will not be translated.’ (Golden 1997: (24)) c.



*Kdo



je



Miha vprašal Majo, kaj



gleda



na televiziji.



whoNOM



is



Miha ask



watches



on TV



Maja, what



If we compare example (22a) which is marked as acceptable in Golden (1997) to (22c), which speakers find unacceptable, we can see that speakers do not necessarily accept island violations. Also, the speakers who do not accept (22c), also do not accept (22a), which shows that judgments presented in Golden are problematic. (22b) on the other hand is accepted but not with the intended reading. (22b) is completely acceptable when we are not asking ‘why the books will not be translated’ but rather ‘why is one convinced that the books will not be translated’. This means that ‘why’ is not moved out of the wh-island, but rather merged in the



(ii)



Komu si kaj pozabil dati? whoDAT AUX whatACC forget giveINF ‘Whom did you forget to give what?’ (Marušič 2008: (16a))
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IP (I am here following Stepanov and Tsai (2008)). Note also that adjunct extraction out of wh-islands is also unacceptable in Bulgarian which is a [+MFS] language (see Bošković 2003). In addition, Bošković (1999, 2003) provides an argument against Rudin’s analysis of whislands on which Golden (1997) bases her arguments for movement to SpecCP. He shows that wh-islands violations are possible in Swedish, a language that does not allow multiple whfronting and also that Serbo-Croatian does not allow wh-island violations even in environments in which wh-phrases are fronted to SpecCP. This means that multiple SpecCPs do not mean they will also act as an escape hatch for wh-phrases and wh-island effects cannot be used to argue for a SpecCP analysis. Different judgments and the revised analysis by Bošković (2003) mean that the data and analysis presented in Golden (1997) are not solid arguments for movement to SpecCP. In addition, when we do find marginally acceptable examples in which multiple wh-phrases move from embedded clauses, these are acceptable regardless of the word order of fronted wh-phrases, which again points toward fronting to IP. 5 How is Slovenian different or multiple wh-movement in Slovenian is optional As it has been mentioned in section 4, Slovenian multiple wh-fronting was often described as optional (see Golden 1997, Marušič 2008). In the Minimalist framework (Chomsky 1995), optionality is problematic since it holds that when a feature that motivates movement is present than the movement is obligatory and it also holds that when we have the same Numeration in different languages, the resulting order should also be the same. Now, if an uninterpretable feature that motivates movement is present in the Numeration and is not eliminated at interfaces, the derivation will crash. This means that if Slovenian multiple whmovement is motivated by a certain feature, then movement should always happen and there should never be an option of not moving, but as we will see, an option of not moving does exist in Slovenian. There are two different views on optionality of wh-fronting in multiple wh-fronting languages. Rudin (1988) claimed that Serbo-Croatian can leave wh-phrases in situ and still gets a



non-



echo reading, but Polish and Czech can leave wh-words in situ only in echo questions. Bošković (2002) on the other hand claims that there is no optional wh-fronting and the preferred form of a question is always with fronted wh-phrases. He claims that Slavic languages such as Serbian, Bulgarian and Russian (see also Stepanov (1998)) have to move
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all wh-phrases (even in echo questions) and there are only a few Slavic speakers who leave wh-phrases in-situ (Bošković 2002, p. 356, fn.7).



(23)



a.



Ko



šta



kupuje?



who



what



buys



Serbo-Croatian



‘Who buys what?’ (Bošković 1999: (8)) b.



?* Ko kupuje šta?



This seems to be the prevailing view in the literature, since Dayal (2005) notes that while there are languages whit optional wh-fronting these languages do not overlap with languages with multiple wh-fronting in interesting ways. She also notes that there are no reports on languages in which there is the option of leaving wh-expressions in situ or moving wh-phrases to SpecCP (i.e., an optional-multiple-fronting language). I claim that Slovenian is such a language (where movement proceeds to IP rather than SpecCP). As shown, Slovenian is a multiple wh-fronting language; however wh-phrases can stay in situ in multiple wh-fronting (Mišmaš 2012).8 This was first noted by Golden (1997), see for example (20b) above.



(24)



a



Kdo



gleda



koga?



whoNOM



looks-at



whoACC



‘Who is looking at whom?’ b



Kdo koga gleda?



c



Koga kdo gleda?



This is also related to focus fronting. In SC focus phrases have to move while in Slovenian focus phrases do not have to move to a clause initial position. This is of course not surprising, given that wh-movement was shown to be an instance of focus fronting. Examples below show that in Slovenian a focus phrase can both front or stay in situ regardless of whether it is a wh-phrase or not.
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In single wh-questions in Slovenian the wh-phrase must move (unless it is focused as in (2d)): (i) *Maja vidi koga? Maja sees whoACC (ii) Koga Maja vidi? whoACC Maja sees ‘Who does Maja sees?’
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(25)



a.



JOVANA



savjetuje.



Jovan.ACC



advises



13



Serbo-Croatian



‘(S)he advises Jovan.’ (Bošković 2002: (17))



(26)



b.



?*Savjetuje



JOVANA.



a.



JOŽETU



svetuje.



Jože.ACC



advises



Slovenian



‘(S)he advises Jože.’ b.



Svetuje



JOŽETU.



c.



KOMU



svetuje?



who.ACC



advises



‘Whom is (s)he advising?’ d.



Svetuje



KOMU?



Examples (26c,d) are examples with wh-words pronounced with an emphasis which get an echo-reading - still, these phrases optionally front (in surprise and request for repetition readings). SC is different: in surprise readings, in which new information is required, whphrase is focused and must be moved (Bošković 2002, 2003) and the same holds for whphrases. The only environments in which wh-phrases in Serbo-Croatian do not have to move are examples in which movement would cause some type of violation. Slovenian, however, does not exhibit the same restrictions, which will be shown below for phonological and semantic restrictions as described in Bošković (2002) and the restriction that are exhibited do not explain all occurrences of optionality, as I will show in the following sub-sections.



5.1 Semantic restrictions: Semantic restrictions only apply to D(iscourse)-linked phrases, which can stay in situ in languages such as SC:



(27)



a.



Ko



je



kupio koju



knjigu?



who



is



bought which book



(Bošković 2002: (26a))



“Who bought which book?” b.



?Ko



je



koju



knjigu kupio?



who



is



which book bought



(Bošković 2002: (27))
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This is possible because of focus – since D-linked phrases are given in the discourse, they are not inherently focused and do not have to be moved for focus (note that focused phrases (whor non-wh-phrases must always front (Stjepanović 2003)). Bošković (2002) also notes that some speakers can optionally front them, possibly because of scrambling.9 In Slovenian D-linked phrases can either stay in situ or move, (28). In addition, it is not only D-linked phrases that can stay in situ, (29). This shows that the semantic restrictions do not explain optionality of wh-fronting in Slovenian:



(28)



a.



Kdo



je



poljubil



katero punco?



who



is



kissed



which girl



“Who kissed which girl?” b.



c.



(29)



a.



Kdo



je



katero punco poljubil



who



is



which girl



kissed



Katero punco je kdo poljubil which girl



is who kissed



Kdo



je



poljubil



koga?



who



is



kissed



who



“Who kissed whom?” b.



Kdo



je



koga



poljubil?



who



is



whom kissed



Bošković (2002) claims that in Serbo-Croatian D-linked phrases can stay in situ because they are not focused. The question is then why in Slovenian D-linked phrases can still move and also why non-D-linked phrases can stay in situ in Slovenian, despite the fact that they are focused (again, as shown above, focus in Slovenian behaves differently than in SerboCroatian).



5.2 Phonological restrictions Bošković (2001b, 2002) shows that avoiding movement can be used as a last resort operation to avoid forming a sequence of homophonous wh-words. For example: SC does not allow



9



There are speakers who judge this sentence as completely acceptable and also find sentences such as (i) grammatical, but marked: (i) Koju knjigu je ko kupio? which book is who bought “Who bought which book?”
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sequences of homophonous wh-words, (30a). Such sequences are avoided by leaving a whword in situ, (29b), but both wh-words can be fronted if the sequence is divided by an adverb, (31a). Also, in cases with an adverb, both wh-words must be fronted (Bošković 2002).



(30)



a



b



*Šta



šta



uslovljava?



what



what



conditions



Šta



uslovljava



What conditions



(Bošković 2001b: 102, fn. 5)



šta?



(Bošković 2002: (37))



what



“What conditions what?” (31)



a



Šta



neprestano



šta



uslovljava?



what



constantly



what



conditions



(Bošković 2002: (38a))



“What constantly conditions what?” b



?*Šta neprestano



uslovljava



šta?



what



conditions



what



constantly



(Bošković 2002: (38b))



Slovenian on the other hand allows sequences of homophonous wh-words. But even in these examples a wh-word can be left in situ:



(32)



a.



Kaj



kaj



pogujuje?



what



what



conditions



“What conditions what?” b.



Kaj



pogojuje



kaj?



what



conditions



what



Examples in (32) show that the optionality of Slovenian wh-fronting cannot be explained with phonological restrictions.



5.3 Distinctness as a restriction on wh-movement in Slovenian Slovenian is affected by the Principle of Distinctness (Richards 2010), which can act as a restriction on movement in Slovenian. The Principle of Distinctness means that sentences in which two phrases of the same type appear in a single phase of the derivation are unacceptable. For Slovenian this means that two DPs which have the same feature bundles cannot both be fronted (see Mišmaš (to appear)). Following Richards (2011) suppressing movement is one of the mechanisms used to avoid Distinctness violations (others include
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adding and deleting structure and movement). This claim by Richards (2010) was tested on 15 Slovenian speakers in an experiment. According to this experiment, example (33a) is unacceptable, which can easily be attributed to the violation of the Principle of Distinctness, given that both fronted DPs have the same feature bundles (both DPs are feminine and accusative). Examples such as (33b) on the other hand are acceptable, because one wh-DP is left in situ – which means that the two DPs are not in the same phase and the derivation is successful. Example (34) shows that when two wh-DPs that are fronted have different features (dative and genitive DPs), the sentence is acceptable, which again falls out nicely from the Principle of Distinctness.



(33)



a



b



*Kateri punci



kateri tetki



ni



[Which girl]DAT.F



[which aunt]DAT.F



not-be annoying



Kateri punci



ni



pomagati



kateri tetki?



[Which girl]DAT.F



not-be annoying



helpINF



[which aunt]DAT.F



zoprno



zoprno



pomagati? helpINF



“Which girl is not annoyed to help which aunt?” (34)



Kateri punčki



katere starke



ni



[which girl]DAT.F



[which old-lady]GEN.F not-be



zoprno



narisati?



annoying



drawINF



“Which girl is not annoyed to draw which old-lady?”



Experimental data have shown that leaving a DP in situ can be a mechanism of improving grammaticality in examples where two DPs have the same feature bundles. But this is not a sufficient explanation for examples such as (35) or (36), in which DPs have different feature bundles. Such examples have not been tested so far, but should be rechecked with Slovenian speakers in a formal environment.



(35)



a.



Katera punca



katerega fanta



tepe?



[which girl].NOM.F



[which boy].ACC.M



hits



“Which girl is hitting which boy?”



(36)



b.



Katera punca



tepe



a.



Kdo



koga



tepe?



who.NOM



whom.ACC



hits



“Who hits whom?” b.



Kdo tepe koga?



c.



Koga tepe kdo?



katerega fanta?



Multiple wh-fronting in Slovenian



17



Slovenian is not restricted by semantic or phonological restrictions, but it is affected by the Principle of Distinctness (Richards 2010), which is applied during the mapping from syntax to phonology. The Principle of Distinctness explains why in some cases a wh-word or wh-phrase needs to remain in situ, but it cannot account for the examples where multiple wh-fronting appears to be truly optional. Conclusion This paper used Superiority effects as a diagnostic tool to analyze multiple wh-movement in Slovenian. It was shown that multiple wh-movement in Slovenian is motivated by [+focus] feature and proceeds to IP. This means that Slovenian behaves similarly to other multiple whfronting languages (especially Russian). However, an important difference exists: Slovenian multiple wh-fronting is optional and the possibility of not moving wh-phrases cannot be accounted for with restrictions that apply to other multiple fronting languages.
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