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Abstract

This paper analyzes the existence of superiority with each instance of wh-
fronting in Basque multiple questions, and shows how the phenomenon
forces us to reconsider our understanding of the mechanisms of multiple
wh-fronting in general. I propose that the role of the verb is crucial in
determining the specific patterns of multiple wh-fronting found across
languages. If correct, my analysis shows that head-to-head dependencies
cannot be entirely shifted from narrow syntax into the PF-component, as
they are the key factors in the syntactic organization of multiple wh-
fronting. My analysis also entails that because it depends on such
uninterpretable features as phi-features on finite verbs, superiority is a
narrow-syntax requirement, and not an interpretive effect.

1 Background on Multiple Wh-fronting

The investigation of multiple wh-questions has occupied an important place in the
Principles-and-Parameters approach. At first, properties of multiple questions of
the English type, where all but one wh-phrase don’t move, were related to
instances of wh-in-situ in languages like Chinese and Japanese (see Huang 1982,
Lasnik and Saito 1984). Based on the evidence from island effects with wh-in-
situ, it was concluded that the wh-phrases that are not pronounced in a displaced
position in English actually undergo covert movement. It was hypothesized that at
LF all the wh-phrases conglomerate into a big wh-unit via a rule of absorption
(see Higginbotham and May, 1981). Pesetsky (1987) suggested that some
languages such as Polish displaying multiple wh-fronting (hereafter MWF) reveal
the LF-absorption rule on the surface, an idea that he reiterated in a somewhat
different fashion in Pesetsky (2000).

The phenomenon of MWF really came to the fore in the Minimalist
Program. In their introduction to a recent volume on MWF (Boeckx and
Grohmann, 2003a), Boeckx and Grohmann (2003b) list several reasons for this
‘minimalist’ interest in MWF. First and foremost, MWF is an interface
phenomenon par excellence: recent research has indeed suggested that in order to
understand MWF one needs to look at the syntax, semantics, and morpho-
phonology of wh-phrases. For instance, work by Boskovi¢ (2001, 2002) suggests
that restrictions on multiple wh-fronting provide important insights into the
organization of the Phonological Component, in particular providing evidence for
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a PF-oriented mechanism of copy-pronunciation. Further investigations of
interface issues should help us test the idea first formulated in Calabrese (1983)
that the absence of multiple questions in some languages such as Italian is due to
PF factors, especially, prosodic structure (see also Grohmann, 2003, 2004). Since
the role of the interfaces is so prominent in minimalism, the focus on MWF is not
surprising. But there are other reasons as well for why MWF has attracted a lot of
attention. The variety of Superiority effects that were discovered by Boskovi¢
(1998a, 2001) and that will be the focus of the present paper, has helped refine the
economy flavor of Chomsky’s original superiority condition, in addition to
offering a privileged perspective on the driving force for wh-movement. In
addition, the investigation of multiple specifiers (Koizumi, 1994; Richards 1997,
1999, 2001) appears to be tailored for a multiple-movement phenomenon such as
MWEF. Likewise, recent developments in the study of the COMP-area, proposing
an elaborate CP-field (Rizzi, 1997; see also the collection of articles in Belletti
2003 and Rizzi, 2003), should also connect in interesting ways with the general
phenomenon of multiple wh-fronting and its cross-linguistic manifestations. This
is particularly clear in cases where it has been claimed that discourse notions such
as focus are the driving force for multiple wh-movement and in some instances
even topic, a connection that will also be explored in this paper. All in all there
seem to be several reasons for examining and refining the nature of MWF from a
minimalist point of view.

But despite the fact that it promises to shed ‘overt’ light on otherwise
invisible LF relations, the MWF data would not have attracted so much attention
if fronting all wh-phrases were the only thing there is to MWF. A parameter
forcing overt movement of all wh-phrases would have been easy to come up with.
But as the first in-depth study of MWF, Rudin (1988) convincingly showed that
this is not the whole story. In particular, not all MWF languages pattern alike. The
most salient difference between them is that some languages like Bulgarian
appear to impose a rigid order among wh-phrases; roughly, the order must reflect
the underlying (‘Deep Structure’) hierarchy, as in (1). By contrast, in other
languages such as Serbo-Croatian, the surface word order is free (2).

(D) a. Koj kogo vidjal? (Bulgarian)

who whom saw
‘Who saw whom?’

b. *Kogokoj vidjal?

C. Kogokakvo e pital Ivan?
who what is asked Ivan
‘Who did Ivan asked what?’

d. *Kakvo kogoe pital Ivan?
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(2) a. Ko jekoga vidio? (Serbo-Croatian)

who is whom seen
‘Who saw whom?’

b. Kogaje ko vidio?

c. Ita jekome lvandao?
what is whom Ivan given
‘What did Ivan give to whom?’

d. Kome je "ta lvan dao?

Rudin concluded from (1)-(2) that of the two languages, only Bulgarian
wh-movement obeys the so-called Superiority Condition. The latter was first
formulated in Chomsky (1973: 246) (reproduced in (3)) to deal with contrasts like

.

3) Supeiority Condition

a. No rule can involve X,Y in the structure ... X ... [ ... Z ... WYV ...]
where the rule applies ambiguously to Z and Y, and Z is superior
to Y.

b. The category A is superior to the category B if every major

category dominating A dominates B as well but not conversely.

4 a Who bought what?
b. *What did who buy?

However, in a series of important papers, BoSkovi¢ (1997a,b, 1998, 1999,
2001, 2002) has shown that Rudin’s characterization is both too weak and too
strong. It is too strong because Superiority effects disappear in Bulgarian once
more than two wh-phrases are fronted. In this case, the first instance of movement
obeys Superiority, but all subsequent movements are free from it. Consider (5).

(5) a. Koj kogo kakvo e pital?
who whom what is asked
‘Who asked whom what?’
Koj kakvo kogoe pital?
*Kogokakvo koj e pital ?
*Kakvo kogokoj e pital?
*Kakvo koj kogoe pital?
*Kogokoj kakvo e pital?

mo a0 o

And it is too weak because Boskovi¢ has shown that Serbo-Croatian and
languages patterning like it are subject to the Superiority Condition in well-
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defined contexts. Thus, even though Superiority seems to be inoperative in short-
distance wh-movement (wh-movement within one clause), it clearly constrains
long distance wh-movement (movement crossing more than one C-projection),
embedded questions, and short questions with an overt complementizer. Witness

(6):

(6) a. Ko s koga turdio da jeistukao? (Serbo-Croatian)
who are whom claimed that is beaten
‘Who did you claim beat whom?’
b. *Kogas ko turdio dajeistukao?
C. Ko koga woli, taj o] njemu | govori.
who whom loves that.one about him even talks
‘Everyone talks about the person they love.’

d. ?7*Koga ko wvoli, taj o njemu/onjemuta i go\ori.
whom who loves that.one about him that even talks
‘Everyone talks about the person they love.’
e. Ko li "ta kupujg?

who C  what buys

‘Who on earth buys what?’
f. *ta li ko kupuje?

what C who buys

‘Who on earth buys what?’

Nevertheless, the two patterns of MWF discovered by Rudin still remain
the basis for any study in this area. In this paper I investigate properties of
multiple wh-questions in Basque, an area of the language that hasn’t received
much attention so far, and show how they force us to reconsider our
understanding of the mechanisms of multiple wh-fronting (MWF) in general,
since standard accounts do not make the right prediction for Basque. Specifically,
Basque differs from both Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian in showing iterative
Superiority effects. As originally noted in Ortiz de Urbina (1989), all instances of
wh-fronting are subject to Superiority, not just the first one, as shown in (7).

(7) a. Nork nori zex eman dio? (Basque)
Who-ERG to whom-DAT what-ABS give aux
‘Who gave what to whom?’

b. *Nork zer nori emandio?
C. *Nori nork zer emandio?
d. *Nori zer nork emandio?
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As I show in section 2, the two dominant, competing theories of MWF —
Richards (1997) and Boskovi¢ (1999) — do not predict the existence of iterative
superiority. To account for the relaxation of superiority in Bulgarian, Richards
(1997) claims that Attract Closest, which gives rise to superiority, is subject to the
Principle of Minimal Compliance (PMC). The PMC has the effect of relaxing
Attract Closest after the first instance of movement satisfying it. The pattern in (7)
essentially amounts to saying that the PMC is not operative in Basque. Why this
would be so is unclear, since by virtue of being a principle, the PMC does not
appear to be parameterizable.' For Boskovi¢ (1999) superiority in Bulgarian
comes about by the checking of a [wh]-feature, which may be checked only once
by the closest element. Superiority is relaxed as other instances of wh-fronting are
the result of the checking of a [focus]-feature, which can be checked multiply, and
does not necessitate any Attract Closest. As far as I can see, an extension of
Boskovi¢’s analysis to Basque would require at least three features to ensure
iterative superiority: an Attract-All feature to get all the wh-phrases to front, and
two Attract-1 features. As I argue below, it is far from clear what the three
features would be, to say nothing about how their effects would have to combine
to yield the right results. I also show that the various versions of the interpretive
approach to superiority effects first advanced by Chierchia (1991), which views
superiority violations as instances of Weak Cross-Over at LF, fail to make the
right predictions for Basque.

In light of this I propose a novel analysis of Basque in section 3. My
starting point is an obvious factor setting Basque aside from other MWF
languages, viz. the fact that the finite verbal element in Basque encodes three
agreement markers (one morpheme for each argument), which are hierarchically
organized word-internally. I claim that Verb movement to C forces iterative
superiority. The intuition is that just like the verb agrees three times, and that

" Howard Lasnik (personal communication) raises the possibility that the PMC may be a
parameter. This doesn’t seem to be adequate in the case at hand as there is evidence that Basque
shows signs of PMC effects. For instance, Richards 1998 suggests that me-lui effects (the
constraint that forces direct objects to be [third person] in the presence of a indirect object
agreement), which obtain in Basque (i), fall within the PMC (see also Lopez 2003); the idea being
that the finite verb in Basque requires full-¢ agreement (Person + Number). Once the indirect
object triggers agreement, the direct object, which is otherwise forced to agree for all ¢-features,
no longer has to (in fact, can’t.) If Richards is right about the me-lui constraint, the PMC is
operative in Basque.

6)] a. Azpisapoek etsaiari misilak  saldu d-@-izki-o-te
traitors-erg enemy-dat missiles-abs sell abs3-dat3-erg3
‘the traitors sold the missiles to the enemy’
b. *Azpisapoek etsaiari ni saldu na-i-o-te
traitors-erg enemy-dat me-abs sell absl-dat3-erg3
‘the traitors sold me to the enemy’
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triple agreement is encoded hierarchically (in a way to be made precise), COMP
abides by that hierarchy once it attracts wh-phrases. In section 4, I show that
iterative superiority in Basque is disrupted in a variety of contexts, all of which
involve D-linking of wh-phrases. I show how to account for such patterns once
the notion of D-linking has been refined. In section 5, I discuss properties of wh-
adjuncts in Basque, which haven’t figured much in the literature on MWF.
Section 6 is the conclusion.

2. Existing Accounts of MWF and why they would fail to account for Basque

2.1 Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian patterns As I mentioned in section 1, the
investigation of MWF has been dominated by the contrasts found between
Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian. Rudin’s original characterization was dismissed
after Boskovi¢’s (1997a,b) refinement of the phenomenon in the two languages.
Since then two accounts of MWF have dominated the syntactic scene: one
proposed in a series of papers and under slightly different guises by Boskovi¢ and
another proposed in Richards (1997). Let us review each in turn.

2.1.1 Boskovi¢’s analysis Boskovi¢’s treatment starts with a parallel between
French and Serbo-Croatian with respect to the contexts in which wh-movement
takes place in these languages. As is well-known, French allows wh-phrases to
remain in situ only in one context: short, matrix questions with a null
complementizer. In other contexts (embedded questions, long-distance questions,
short questions with overt complementizer), wh-in-situ is disallowed.

(8) a. Jean a vu qui

Jean has seen who
Who did Jean see

b. *I1 a demande Jean a vu qui
He has asked Jean has seen who
He asked who Jean saw

c. *11 a dit Jean a vu qui
He said Jean has seen who
Who did he saw Jean saw

d. *Que Jean a vu qui
That Jean has seen who
Who (is it) that Jean saw

The contexts in (8b-d) are precisely those in which superiority surfaces in

Serbo-Croatian, as we saw in (6). This leads Boskovi¢ to the conclusion that the
curious behavior of Serbo-Croatian with respect to Superiority can be explained if
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one assumes that Serbo-Croatian is a French-type language with respect to when
it must have overt wh-movement. By wh-movement, I mean movement to check a
[wh]-feature, which is to be kept distinct from wh-fronting. So, overt wh-
movement is present in long-distance, embedded and overt C questions in Serbo-
Croatian just as in French. Short distance null C matrix questions in Serbo-
Croatian just need not involve overt wh-movement, just as in French. Boskovi¢
argues that in those contexts, C, the locus of the wh-feature, is not present in overt
syntax in French/Serbo-Croatian. > By contrast in Bulgarian, C is always present,
hence the [wh]-feature must always be checked overtly.

With respect to the question of what forces wh-fronting in Serbo-Croatian
in those contexts where C is not present, Boskovi¢ follows Stjepanovi¢ (1998),
who shows that in these questions, wh-phrases appear in the positions in which
contrastively focused material occurs. According to Stjepanovi¢, fronted wh-
phrases that do not undergo wh-movement undergo focus movement, adjoining to
IP, under whose head, [focus]-feature resides.

Following standard economy arguments in the minimalist program,
Boskovi¢ argues that when a [wh]-feature has to be checked, it must be checked
in the most economical way, that is, by moving the wh-phrase that is closest to C.
This gives rise to superiority effects.

Unlike wh-movement, focus-movement does not give rise to superiority.
This is so, Boskovi¢ argues, because the [focus]-feature attracting wh-elements is
an Attract-All-feature attracting all focus elements. By contrast, the wh-feature on
C is an Attract-One feature, which must be checked in the most economical way,
i.e., through the shortest movement possible.’

* Boskovi¢ argues that lexical insertion, or, more precisely Merger, can occur in LF under well-
defined conditions: the element to be merged must be phonologically null since LF cannot deal
with phonological features, and Merger must be at the top of the tree, since, by assumption
(Chomsky 1995), Merger must always expand the structure (Extension Condition). An element
with a strong feature can be inserted in LF, given Chomsky’s (1995) definition of strong features,
where strong features are defined derivationally as objects that cannot be tolerated by the
derivation and need to be eliminated immediately upon their introduction into the structure. So,
according to Boskovié¢, French and Serbo-Croatian do not have obligatory overt wh-movement in
null C matrix questions because a null C with a strong [wh]-feature, the trigger for wh-movement,
can be inserted in LF here. In embedded, long distance and overt C matrix questions, LF C
insertion is blocked (see Boskovi¢ 1997b for discussion). C has to be present in the overt syntax,
hence overt wh-movement is obligatory in this case. As far as Bulgarian type languages are
concerned, BoSkovi¢ argues that C is lexically specified as a phonological affix, and it therefore
must be inserted in the overt syntax.

? Boskovi¢ (1997b, 1998) offers a slightly different account of these facts. Boskovié (1997b, 1998)
proposes that the strong focus feature resides not in the target of movement, but in the moving
elements. See Boskovi¢ (1997b, 1998) for more discussion.
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9) Wh-movement
C wh-phrase; wh-phrase; wh-phrase;
+wh +wh +wh +wh

The attractor, C, has an Attract-1F(eature). This means that it attracts only
one element bearing the relevant feature. Here, the situation is the same as in
languages like English, where the attractor for wh-movement, i.e., [+wh]-C, is
clearly an Attract 1F head. Hence, if wh-phrase; does not move to check it, a
Superiority effect will result. With focus movement, the Focus attractor has an
Attract-All-feature. Since it is an Attract-All-feature, it attracts all [focus]-bearing
elements. As a result, no Superiority effects will be expected with Focus
movement. The Attract All property is satisfied in the same way from the point of
view of economy regardless of the order in which the wh-phrases move to the
focused head. In (10), regardless, whether the wh-phrases move in 1-2-3, 1-3-2, 2-
1-3, 2-3-1, 3-1-2, or 3-2-1 order, the same number of nodes will be crossed to
satisfy the Attract-All-feature of the relevant head. Hence, the lack of Superiority
with focus movement will result.

(10)  Focus movement
F wh-phrase; wh-phrase; wh-phrase;
+focus +focus +focus +focus

Boskovi¢ argues that the focus licenser in Bulgarian is C (unlike Serbo-
Croatian, where the focus licenser is either I or C depending on the presence of C
in overt syntax). So, the highest wh-phrase has to move in order to satisfy the
strong [wh]-feature of C, at the same time checking its own focus feature. Other
wh-phrases are attracted by the Attract-All-[focus] feature, and thus just as in
Serbo-Croatian, it does not trigger Superiority effects. The examples in (11)
shows that when only two phrases are present, if kak ‘how’ is the first in the linear
order and kogo ‘who’ follows, Superiority effects arise. In (12), however, as long
as the highest wh-phrase appears first in the wh-cluster, there are no ordering
requirements on kak ‘how’ and kogo ‘who’.

(11) a. Kogokak e tselunal?
who how is kissed
‘Who did he kiss how?’
b. *Kak kogo e tselunal?
how whom is kissed
‘Who did he kiss how?’
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(12) a. Koj kogokak e tselunal?

who whom how is kissed
‘Who kissed whom how?’

b. Koj kak kogo e tselunal?
who how whom is kissed
‘Who kissed whom how?’

C. *Kogokak koj e tsdunal?
whom how who is kissed
‘Who kissed whom how?’

2.1.2 Richards’ analysis An alternative analysis of the different behavior of
Serbo-Croatian and Bulgarian with respect to Superiority and the ambivalent
behavior of Serbo-Croatian in this respect is offered by Richards (1997, 2001).
For Richards, the difference between Serbo-Croatian and Bulgarian with respect
to Superiority lies in the interaction of several aspects of grammar, in particular
the Principle of Minimal Compliance in (13), and a constraint on Attract, given in
(14). The definition of Attract is given in (15).

(13)  Principle of Minimal Compliance (PMC)
For any dependency D that obeys constraint C, any elements that are
relevant for determining whether D obeys C can be ignored for the rest of
the derivation for purposes of determining whether any other dependency
D’ obeys C.

(14)  Shortest
A pair P of elements {a, 3} obeys Shortest iff there is no well-formed pair
P’ which can be created by substituting y for either a or 3, and the set of
nodes c-commanded by one element of P’ and dominating the other is
smaller than the set of nodes c-commanded by one element of P and
dominating the other.

(15) Attract
An attractor K attracts a feature F, creating a copy o’ of an element o
containing F, and Merging o’ with K. The relations between o’, K, and F
must all obey Shortest.

Shortest constrains the relation between the attractor K and the attracted
feature F, forcing the attractor to attract the nearest possible feature. This is what
Richards calls Shortest Attract. Shortest also constrains the relation between F and
the copy o’ of a, requiring that movement be as short as possible. In this way,
Shortest prevents movement of F past an attractor which could attract F, and also
forces movement to be to the closest available landing site. This is what Richards

106



calls Shortest Move. Richards argues that the interaction between PMC and
Shortest, as well as the assumption that fronted wh-phrases occupy multiple
specifiers of C, can account for the Superiority effects in Bulgarian. In the case of
multiple wh-phrases, given Shortest, C first attracts the highest wh-phrase. At this
point PMC renders the attractor C immune to Shortest, i.e. it turns off Shortest
Attract. As a result, C can attract the leftover wh-phrases in any order.
Furthermore, Richards argues that in the case of movement to multiple specifiers,
an inner specifier is closer than an outer specifier. He also argues that although
Shortest Attract is, Shortest Move is not affected by PMC. As a result, every
subsequent movement of wh-phrases will be to an inner specifier. This is what
Richards calls “tucking in”. So, in the case of wh-phrases in (16), C first attracts
wh; and PMC turns off Shortest Attract. As a result, C can attract either wh, or
wh;. If at this point it attracts wh,, wh, will move and tuck in, i.e. it will move to a
lower specifier of C. Then wh; tucks into the lowest specifier of C. The resulting
structure is given in (17). If, on the other hand, after attracting wh first, C attracts
wh; next, wh; will tuck into the lower specifier. After this C attracts wh,, which
moves to the lowest specifier. The resulting structure is given in (18).

(16) C Wh] Wh2 Wh3
(17)  [why [why [whs [C]]]]
(18)  [why [whs [why [C]]]]

As illustrated in (12), this is exactly the range of facts observed in
Bulgarian. Richards’ analysis thus works well for Bulgarian. As we have seen
above, Serbo-Croatian exhibits different behavior with respect to Superiority from
Bulgarian. Unlike Bulgarian, Serbo-Croatian lacks Superiority effects in short
distance null C matrix questions, while in all other contexts it exhibits Superiority
effects just like Bulgarian. Now, in order to explain why Superiority effects do
not show up in Serbo-Croatian short distance null C matrix questions, Richards
argues that Serbo-Croatian has a way of moving wh-phrases other than wh-
movement to Spec CP. Local movement of wh-phrases is A-scrambling. In
particular, Richards argues that Serbo-Croatian allows arbitrarily many attractors
within IP projections, which are responsible for scrambling wh-phrases. So, in
case of two wh-phrases, as in (19), one possible derivation is when there are two
such attractors (X and Y in (19)). The lower attractor Y attracts the higher wh;.
Now the higher attractor X must attract a wh-phrase and the only wh-phrase it can
attract is the lower wh.

(19) [er Clxe X [yr Y [whi why T]]]]
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At this point C attracts wh,, since it is the closest wh-phrase. This
derivation, therefore, yields a sentence in which the originally lower wh-phrase
moves to Spec CP without causing a Superiority effect, as in (20b, d). Given this
mechanism, it is easy to think of a derivation where originally higher wh-phrase
ends up in Spec CP, an expected result, as in (20a, ¢) (repeated from (2)).

(20) a. Ko jekoga vidio? (Serbo-Croatian)

who is whom seen
‘Who saw whom?’

b. Kogaje ko vidio?

c. Ita jekome lvandao?
what is whom Ivan given
‘What did Ivan give to whom?’

d. Kome je "ta lvan dao?

Thus, in Richards’ theory, an escape hatch from Superiority in these
examples is A-scrambling. In long distance questions, however, Richards
stipulates that this escape hatch is not available, and that this is why multiple
long-distance wh-fronting exhibits Superiority effects, as in (21) (repeated from

(6)).

21) a Ko s koga turdio da jeistukao? (Serbo-Croatian)
who are whom claimed that is beaten
‘Who did you claim beat whom?’
b. *Kogas ko turdio dajeistukao?

It is very difficult to tease Boskovi¢’s and Richards’ accounts. Both appear
to be conceptually consistent, and empirically they capture the same range of facts
internal to Serbo-Croatian and Bulgarian.”

* The only piece of data that appears to distinguish between the two, in favor of Boskovié, comes
from multiple sluicing in Serbo-Croatian (Stjepanovi¢ 2003). Stjepanovi¢ shows that Serbo-
Croatian patterns like Bulgarian under sluicing (i.e., it exhibits superiority effects). Stjepanovié
argues that this is consistent with Boskovi¢’s account (assuming that sluicing is wh-movement to
C followed by IP-deletion, as is standard), but inconsistent with Richards since nothing prevents
the language from scrambling the wh-phrases before moving them to SpecCP and deleting IP
(sluicing).

(1) a. Neko je udario nekog.
somebody is hit someone
‘Somebody hit someone.’
b. Ko koga?
who whom
‘Who hit whom?’
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I will not try to decide which analysis is correct for Slavic. What 1 would
like to do here is examine new data from Basque that, I will argue, require a
different kind of account for at least one pattern multiple wh-fronting, the one
involving iterative superiority. Either Boskovi¢’s or Richards’ analysis works as
long as languages fall under either the Bulgarian pattern (1) or the Serbo-Croatian
pattern (2). But Basque multiple wh-fronting doesn’t fall in either, as I will show
momentarily.

2.1.3 Superiority as an interpretive condition Before zooming in onto Basque I
would like to mention a radically different approach to superiority that was first
advanced by Chierchia (1991, 1993), and which was further developed in
Comorovski (1996), Hornstein (1995), Haider (2000), and Williams (1994, 2003).
The starting assumption is that pair-list readings in multiple interrogatives are a
subspecies of functional reading of the wh-phrase. The latter is best illustrated by
means of a sentence like (22).

(22) Who does everyone love?

Implementing the proposal made in Chierchia (1993), Hornstein (1995)
suggests a Logical Form for (22) like (23).

(23) [cp who; does [ip everyone; [ip tj love [pro; ti]]]]

The functional reading, corresponding to an answer to (22) like “his
mother”, (and the pair-ist reading as a subspecies of that) is the result of pro being
bound by everyone

Now, consider pair-list answers associated with multiple wh-questions.

c. ?7*Koga ko?
whom who
‘Who hit whom?
d. Neko jenekog  nekako prevario.

somebody is someone somehow cheated
‘Somebody cheated someone somehow.’

e. Ko koga kako?
who whom how
f. Ko kako koga?
who how whom
8. *Kako ko koga?
how who whom
h. *Koga ko kako?

whom who how
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Assuming that the pair-list interpretations in multiple wh-questions are parallel to
the one in (23), Chierchia proposes that such cases arise by treating the moving
wh-phrase as the binder (corresponding to ‘everyone’ in (23)) and the wh-phrase
in situ as containing a bound pro (corresponding to ‘his’ in the answer to (23):
everyone loves his mother). Concretely, consider (24) and (25).

(24) who bought what?
(25) *what did who buy?

Adopting Chierchia’s claim that pair-list readings are a subcase of
functional readings, and that the LF for functional readings is as in (23), we obtain
the following LFs for (24) and (25). (I ignore do-support in (25)/(27)). Compare
now (26a) with (23) (repeated here as (26b)), and (27a) with (27b).

(26) a.  [cp who; [1p t; bought [pro; N] (=what)]]
b.  [cp who; does [ip everyone; [ip t; love [pro; t;]]]])

(27) a.  [cp what; did [1p [pro; N] (=who) buy t]]
b.  [cp who; does [ip his; mother love t;]]

While (26a) is a fine LF, (27a), where pro; is coindexed with a variable t; on
its right, is a violation of Weak Crossover, on a par with (27b).

Chierchia’s insight, then, is that the configurations that display superiority
effects are precisely those that forbid pair-list readings. (Since English multiple
wh-questions require a pair-list reading, as BoSkovi¢ (2003) has argued, (25) is
ruled out under any reading.)

Weak Crossover Effects (in these cases) can be reduced to the condition on
pronoun binding: a pronoun may be interpreted as a bound variable only if linked
to a c-commanding variable. As Williams (2003:142) notes, the binding at issue
here does not result in coreference. But it serves to establish the asymmetry that
Kuno and Robinson (1972) noted in the context of multiple questions: in such
context, the moving wh-phrase serves as an independent variable (what Kuno and
Robinson dub a ‘sorting key’) and the unmoved wh-phrases are dependent
variables. In this view, pair-lists answers are functions that relate dependent and
independent variables. Bulgarian-style languages, too, select one independent
variable, i.e., the highest one, and define all remaining wh-phrases (or their traces)
as dependent variables. As Williams (2003:146) correctly observes, only one
independent variable/sorting key is needed. Just like in sentences with two

> The absence of a pair-list interpretation in (i) is also ruled out by WCO (ii).
6))] Who bought everything?
(i1) [Who; [everything; [1p [pro; t;] [bought ;]]]
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reflexives bound by an antecedent, the only requirement is that there be one
antecedent/independent variable. No particular structural relation among
reflexives/dependent variables is enforced. Hence the absence of superiority
among all but one wh-phrase in MWF languages like Bulgarian.’

On this approach, then, superiority effects reflect binding requirements of
the semantic interface rather than the workings of economy within the
computational system. But despite this important difference 1 will show that
Basque is equally problematic for the interpretive approach to superiority.

2.1.4 The Intersection of the three previous accounts: what can and can’t they
cover? So far I have shown two widely assumed syntactic approaches to MWF
and one interpretive approach. Even though they are different from one another in
implementing superiority effects and accounting for what’s in action in the realm
of multiple interrogatives, there is one thing they all have in common: the three
accounts require that there should be one ‘superior,” or independent wh-phrase to
the other wh-phrases, and allow one instance of Superiority. Now, as briefly
introduced in section 1, in Basque there is more than one instance of Superiority
among wh-phrases: when three wh-phrases are fronted, at least two instances of
Superiority are detected such that who-whom-what 1-2-3 is the only possible
order of fronted wh-phrases. Can the previous three accounts be readily extended
to this case? The answer is negative since in order to have two instances of
Superiority, we need two wh-phrases superior to the third one, and also we need
to know which of the superior wh-phrases will be more superior. In this sense, the
three accounts reviewed above fall short of accounting for the phenomenon in
Basque.

In the following two sections, I will show that there is a way of accounting
for the iterative Superiority in Basque by tying it to an independent parametric
property of the language that distinguishes it from the other MWF languages.

2.2 Basque Basque is a predominantly head-final language with free word order.
In neutral contexts, the order of arguments is <Nominative/Ergative, Dative,
Accusative/Absolutive>. Like Hungarian, Chadic, and other languages, Basque
requires the finite verb to be adjacent to the focused element, including wh-
phrases. This much-discussed phenomenon in Basque linguistics, in both
traditional and generative realm, known as ‘galdegaia’ (see Ortiz de Urbina
(1989, 1995, 1999a,b), and Uriagereka (1999), among many others) is
exemplified in (28).”

% To account for Serbo-Croatian, Hornstein (1995) and Williams (2003) also resort to scrambling,
as does Richards (1997).

7 Uriagereka (1999) points out that the V-adjacency condition is relaxed in some cases involving
zergatik ‘why’.
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(28)

o

Zer egiten duzu zuk hemen?
What do.IMPF  AUX yoOu.ERG here
‘What are you doing here?’
b. *Zer zuk egiten duzu hemen?
c. JONEK ikusi zuen Miren

Jon-Erg see aux Miren-Abs

‘It is Jon that saw Miren’
d. *JONEK Miren ikusi zuen

When it comes to multiple questions, Basque has the option of moving all
three wh-phrases.® In this case, as originally noted by Ortiz de Urbina (1989),
superiority effects arise. However, unlike Bulgarian, Basque imposes a strict
ordering among all wh-phrases, as we can see in (29).

(29) a. Nork nori zer eman dio?
Who-ERG to whom-DAT what-ABS give aux
‘Who gave what to whom?’

b. *Nork zer nori eman dio?
Who what to whom give aux

c. *Nori nork zer eman dio?
To whom who what give aux

d. *Nori zer nork eman dio?
To whom what who give aux

e. *Zer nori nork eman dio?

What to whom who give aux

3 Analysis of the Basque pattern
The distinguishing factor between Basque and Bulgarian/Serbo-Croatian is the
fact that superiority is iterative in Basque, while it stops applying after the first
instance of fronting in Slavic. Neither Boskovi¢ nor Richards, nor the interpretive
approach to superiority predict the Basque pattern.

To capture Basque, Richards would have to claim that the PMC does not
apply in the language, while it crucially does in Slavic. This not only would be a
strange difference between two languages, at least from the point of view put

6)] Zergatik zaldunak herensugea hil zuen
Why knight-Erg dragon-Abs killed 3-had-3
‘Why has the knight killed the dragon’

I set this example aside for now and return to it in section 5, when I examine the behavior of wh-

adjuncts in the language.
¥ It’s not the only option, I return to other options in section 4.
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forth in Chomsky (1995) that parameters are restricted to lexical differences.
Moreover, it would also predict that Basque grammar does not display any PMC
effects, which is false, as I have shown above (footnote 1). If we move away from
multiple questions in Basque, we can show that the PMC is operative in the
language.

For Boskovi¢, Basque poses a different problem altogether. For him,
multiple fronting is the result of an Attract-All-feature ([Focus]). Superiority
arises as a result of the presence of an Attract-1-feature in C® ([wh]). Since
Basque shows n instances of superiority, it would require n features with an
Attract-1 quality, alongside the Attract-All [focus]. It’s not clear what the Attract-
1 features could be. Wh- and Focus-features appear to exhaust the range of
possible driving forces for wh-displacement proposed in the literature. Moreover,
even if we were able to find relevant additional features, it’s not clear how
multiple Attract-1 features would combine their effects to yield the observed
patterns. There should be a hierarchy among the Attract-1 features to ensure that
wh; comes first and wh, second. It is not clear to me how this can be achieved
(other than the way I argue below, which departs from BoSkovi¢’s analysis in
crucial respects.)

Finally, the interpretive approach to superiority also makes the wrong
predictions for Basque. As we saw above, all this approach requires is the
establishment of one independent variable. It imposes no structural restrictions
among dependent variables. But the Basque pattern in (29) does precisely that: it
imposes an order among dependent variables.

It may be useful to point out at this stage that whereas Boskovi¢ and
Richards fail to account for the Basque pattern, their analyses in fact predict that
pattern to some extent: Richards’ account captures Basque if we eliminate the
effect of the PMC. And Boskovi¢ predicts the Basque pattern if the checking of
the Attract-All focus feature is evaluated under local economy (number of nodes
crossed for each application of wh-movement), as opposed to global economy
(number of nodes crossed by all wh-chains). But my point still remains that these
analyses are inadequate because what prevents them from capturing Basque is in
fact what allows them to capture Bulgarian. In other words, it is the extra
assumption they make to capture Bulgarian that prevents them from capturing
Basque. The situation is different for the interpretive approach to superiority.
Here no extra assumption is needed to capture Bulgarian. Basque would require
extra conditions (e.g., shortest Move on top of WCO). For this reason I think that
Basque is a bigger problem for the interpretive approach to superiority than it is
for the syntactic approaches. I’ll therefore try to propose a(n alternative) syntactic
approach to the problem posed by Basque.

Let me first begin by determining as precisely as possible the nature of the
landing site of wh-movement. Following Rizzi (1997) and much subsequent
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work, I assume that “CP” is too crude a notion to capture all the subtleties of A-
bar movement. Instead, a more articulated CP-domain is needed. Rizzi assumes
the following exploded complementizer (“CP”’) space in the clausal architecture in
(30).’

(30) ForceP
3
TopP*

FocusP

3
1P

Following Rizzi, I assume that the target of wh-movement is SpecFocusP.
This fits well with the often noted observation that if a language marks focus
syntactically, i.e., if the focused material has to occur in (a) particular position(s)
in the sentence, these positions also host wh-phrases. Some of the languages
having this property are Somali, Chadic, Aghem, Basque, Hungarian, Omabha,
Quechua, Greek, and Finnish (see, among others, Horvath 1986; Rochemont
1986; and papers in Kiss 1995).

The minimal assumption one can make about languages like Basque,
Bulgarian, and Serbo-Croatian is that in those language the Focus-head has an
Attract-All [Focus] feature, which acts as Boskovi¢ claims it does: it is
unselective in its pattern of attraction. A good parallelism would be with instances
of multiple Agree in the A-domain (Hiraiwa 2002; Boeckx 2003). That is, Focus’
is a Probe that attracts all potential Goals simultaneously, i.e., it does not stop
after the first one.

More specific to Basque is the assumption that Focus’ has a “V”-type
feature forcing verb movement.'® This is needed independently of MWF, as
Basque — as I have mentioned above — requires the finite verb to be adjacent to the
focused element(s). That is, Basque requires V-movement to Focus’. Following
much work on ‘galdegaia’ (see Ortiz de Urbina’s work in particular), I take V-to-
Focus movement to be akin to V-2 in Germanic in its traditional analysis, that is,
as V-movement to the C-domain. Now, just as in V2 languages, the “V”-feature
in Focus” must single out the finite verb, not just any verb, since only finite verbs

? Rizzi actually assumes a richer CP-structure than the one given in (30), but the essence of his
proposal, which is all that I need in this paper, is given in (30).

' Strictly speaking, the inflected auxiliary moves in Basque (pied-piping the verbal stem in most
cases). I assume, with Den Dikken (1994) and Boskovi¢ (2001) that auxiliaries start under Vv, so
that everything I say about “verb”-movement in what follows holds for auxiliary (or finite verbal
element)-movement.
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undergo ‘galdegaia.’'' The way this is traditionally expressed is that C attracts T,
which hosts the finite verb, specifically {V-T}-combination. Typically, (finite) T,
hosting the (finite) verb, has several features: a T(ense)-feature, a Case feature,
assigned to the subject, ¢-features, which are typically responsible for subject-
verb agreement, and a V-feature forcing verb movement. The finite verb is
defined as the combination of those factors: V, T, Case, and ¢.

The interesting thing about Basque is that the finite verb there is a little bit
richer than in languages like English, for instance, as it realizes morphologically
both Ergative/Nominative (hereafter nominative) and objective agreement. That
is, V2 in Basque consists of objective Case and ¢-features.

So, when finite T® moves to Focus’, it is actually a whole complex of features,
hierarchically organized word-internally (in a way similar to feature-geometric
representations in phonology), that moves there. That complex of features is
associated with arguments in the following way:

(31) FiniteT=  +T
+Case ! subject
+ ¢! subject
+V!I v
V, in turn, consists of: + V
+ Case ! object
+¢! object

Interestingly, in the case of ditransitives, the key context for MWF of
arguments, the dative element triggers agreement in Basque. In such situations,
the Absolutive/Accusative marker is always restricted to a g-marker (see Laka
1995; Ormazabal 2000; Ormazabal and Romero 2002, among others), which I
take to mean absence of agreement (as opposed to the more common

"It is interesting to note that some galdegaia effects holds with non-finite verbs, as in the
following examples whose relevance was pointed out to me by Juan Uriagereka (p.c.).

6)] a. Ez dakit sagar bat nori eman
I don-t know apple one who to-give
‘I don’t know who to give an apple to’
?Ez dakit nori sagar bat eman
c. Ez dakit nori eman sagar bat

It should be noted, however, that the V-focus adjacency in these examples is preferred, though not
forced, unlike in finite contexts. I do not know how to account for this difference at the moment. I
will tentatively assume that we are dealing with a different phenomenon altogether.

"2 More precisely, transitive V. Throughout I disregard unaccusatives, which cannot give rise to
argumental MWF by definition.
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interpretation of 3™ person agreement in the Basque literature.'’) Thus, consider
(32).

(32) saldu d-e-izki-o-te
sell  D-[eABS]-1ZKI-3Dat-3ERG
‘(they) sold (it) (to them)

So in ditransitives, ¢ in V, relates to the indirect object, whereas (by
assumption), Case relates to both the indirect object and the direct object (see
Jeong 2004 for multiple Case assignment mechanisms in the case of ditransitives).
So, in ditransitives, V has a V-feature, a Case features related to both indirect and
direct objects, and ¢-features related to the indirect object. So, in such contexts,
when V moves to T and T is attracted by Focus’, the finite verb is defined by the
following complex of features:

(33) Finite T= +T
+Case ! subject
+¢! subject
+V!I v

V, in turn, consists of: + V
+ Case ! indirect + direct objects
+ ¢! indirect object

It should be clear at this point that the iterative superiority effects we find
in Basque mirror the hierarchy encoded in the finite verb moving to the C-
domain. To capture this technically, I would like to claim that the matching
relation required between specifiers and a head (EPP-effect) must be compatible
with (i.e., must reflect) the internal content of that head whenever possible. This
would be one way of characterizing Chomsky’s (2000) Maximize Matching effect
principle.

Specifically, I take Attraction to consist of the following relations
(following Chomsky’s 2000 characterization of Probe-Goal relations):

(34) a. Find matching element/feature: i.e., select all relevant focus-phrases
b. Value all relevant features (‘agree’)
c. remerge (‘EPP’) all goals into the specifier-domain of the Probe

1 should note that it is not essential to treat the o-marker as the absence of agreement. For
present purposes, it may be treated as an instance of absolutive agreement, as long as it is made
hierarchically lower, dependent upon Dative agreement (a PCC effect of the kind examined by
Ormazabal 2000 and Ormazabal and Romero 2002).
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The important aspect of (34) is (c¢). As Chomsky (2001) notes, “(...) raising of a
(...) is always restricted to some category of constituents (...), hence some feature
of a (or complex of features.” I take this to mean that remerger of o must be
compatible with the featural specification of the Probe. Compatibility is here
understood in a strong sense: for Basque it means that remerger of wh-phrases
must proceed according to the probe’s specification, which, by matching with
Infl, determines a specific hierarchy, from most directly related (matching most
features) [Ergative], to least directly related [Accusative]. (The weak sense of
compatibility, which wouldn’t give us the right results, would be that remergers
should be consistent with the featural set under C, not the hierarchical

organization of that set.) (35) schematizes the derivation I propose for a sentence
like (29a).

(35) a. Stepl: Match+ Value

Value [wh]
Nork )
| VP
< [¢:Erg] ,
[Cagg:Erg] nor v’
< A 3 ’
¢ 3 V
3
taork V’
3
\% )
[¢:Dat] 3
[Case:]  tnor \V&
W Dat,Acc |
Match [Focus] T V |
|

V-(v)-T Movement

V-(v)-T Movement:
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TOMax [+T]
3 [+V]
[+V] yOMax T’ [Case: Erg]
[Case: Dat, Acc] | 3 [o: Erg]
[¢: Dat] V° v
(AUX)

copy of the head)

Three important things happen before “multiple wh-fronting”:
1. movement of the verbal element (through T) to Foc/C. All the features
pied-piped are shown (on the respective projections, since the label is a

2. A matching process between Foc/C and all the wh-phrases.
3. A valuation step (turning C into [+wh]) by the closest matching wh-phrase

b. Step II: Remerge by EPP

CP/FocP
/ 3

Nork C’/ Foc’
[Foc] 3
[Erg] nori C’/Foc’
[¢] [Foc] 3
[Dat] zer C’/ Foc’
[¢]  [Foc] 3
[Acc] COMa?.‘./_Epc TP
TOI\fIfix CO
......... TO e
............................................ > x
v (Aux) [+V] [+T] [+Foc]
[+V] Attract-all
dio [Case: D,A]| | [Case:Erg] [+T]
[¢: Dat] [¢: Erg]
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Remerger of the matching wh-phrases for EPP-purposes proceeds according to
the featural hierarchy available at the C-domain: as a result of pied-piping
through head-movement, the ¢-feature hierarchy determines the ordering within
the wh-sequence

In a sense, what I’ve done here is find the relevant ‘third’ feature for an
account like Boskovi¢’s. Boskovi¢ crucially made use of [Focus] and [Wh] to
determine the order of moved wh-phrases, but this does not appear to be the right
way to proceed. In the A-domain (which is generally better understood in terms of
featural specifications), it has been argued (see Boeckx 2003) that two features,
Case and ¢, are necessary to establish an Agree relation, i.e., a relation
independent of movement. The same, I think, should be true in the A-bar domain.
The two operations of Probing and Valuing demand two features. As far as
remerger is concerned, these features play a minimal role. They will force
movement, but will not determine the order of movement in case multiple
relations are involved. So my use of the third feature is very different from
Boskovi¢. Whereas he correctly singled out the role of [Focus] for Probing (34a)
and of [Wh] for Valuing (34b), I have added a third ‘feature’ determining
remerger. But this third feature is in and of itself a complex of features.

Before proceeding I would like to point out that my account, relying as it
does on a head-head dependency to capture the behavior (ordering) of XP-
movement is at odds with Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) recent claim that head-
movement is outside the range of the computational system narrowly construed.
Because it is the pied-piping of features under head-movement that determines the
order within the wh-sequence, my account is incompatible with head-movement
being a morphological process taking place at PF (unless the ordering of the wh-
phrases itself is taken to be a PF process).

I should also note that it is crucial for my implementation that features
such as ¢ on the verb do not delete immediately upon checking (cf. Chomsky
1995), since they are crucially needed for matching purposes at the C-level. My
account is compatible with the idea that (unintepretable) features, say on v and/or
T, delete at the completion of the next strong phase (CP), as argued in Chomsky
(2001) (see also Pesetsky and Torrego 2001; see also Uriagereka 1999:431ff.). I
should also note that those features are not valued a second time upon wh-
movement. They are there solely for matching purposes.

Having discussed the details of my analysis, let me now move on to
Basque data not yet discussed that turn out to provide some evidence for the kind
of account I am pursuing here.
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Consider (36) first (taken from Etxepare and Ortiz de Urbina 2003)."

(36) a. Nori nork zer iruditu zaio esan duela?
who.to who.ERG what seem AUX say  AUX.COMP
‘To whom does it seem that who said what?’
b. Nork zer nori iruditu zaio esan duela?

(36) shows that superiority effects are absent in Basque in cases of
multiple fronting of wh-phrases originating from different clauses. This is
expected under my account since the verb immediately following the wh-phrases
signaling the Focus’-attracting head no longer encodes agreement for all of the
wh-phrases. The verb only encodes agreement for a clause-mate wh-phrase. Since
the finite verb does not specify a complete ordering of arguments, Focus’ cannot
specify a complete ordering of wh-element according to the account developed
here, hence the optionality seen in (36). I do not see how an account that does not
relate verbal morphology and MWF could capture this fact."

Before closing this section, let me note that the mechanism proposed here
to capture iterative superiority effects does not extend to Slavic, where finite
verbs only encode one agreement relation.'® So the fact that iterative superiority is
not found in Slavic is at least compatible with the present analysis. (As I said
earlier, I will not attempt to decide which analysis is valid for languages like
Bulgarian or Serbo-Croatian.)

4 Other patterns
Although I have analyzed the main pattern of MWF in Basque, the one showing
iterative superiority, the language in fact has several ways of forming multiple
questions. I discuss those in this section and indicate their theoretical relevance.
The first possibility is to move one wh-phrase and leave the other(s) in
situ, as shown in (37). If that strategy is chosen, no superiority effect arises: the
fronted wh-phrase need not be the Closest one; and the order of wh-phrases in situ
is free.

' Note that the wh-phrases moved from the embedded clause cannot be separated by matrix
material. This is reminiscent of the fact that multiple long-distance scrambled elements cannot be
split by matrix material. Boeckx and Sugisaki (2000) propose a parsing explanation for this.

"> Howard Lasnik (p.c.) wonders whether argument structure, as opposed to verbal morphology,
couldn’t be involved. I would like to claim that argument structure can’t be involved, since if it
were, one could not distinguish between Basque and Bulgarian.

' But my account predicts that if a language has multiple wh-fronting and object agreement for
both objects, it will exhibit the Basque pattern. Languages like Georgian should be tested in this
respect, but I haven’t been able to find informants.
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(37)

o

Nork eman dio nori zer?
Who-ERG give aux to whom-DAT what-ABS
‘Who gave what to whom?’
Nork eman dio zer nori?
Who give aux what to whom
Nori eman dio nork zer?
To whom give aux who what
Nori eman dio zer nork?
To whom give aux what who
Zer eman dio nork nori?
What give aux who to whom
Zer eman dio nori nork?
What give aux to whom who

The second option is for Basque to move two wh-phrases and leave the
remaining wh-phrase(s) in situ. Here superiority effects between the fronted wh-
phrases arise. Consider (38).

(38) a.

Nork nori eman dio zer?
Who-ERG to whom-DAT give aux what-ABS
‘Who gave what to whom?’

Nork zer eman dio nori?

Who what give aux to whom

Nori zer eman dio nork?
To whom what give aux who
*Nori nork eman dio zer?

To whom who give aux what
*Zer nork eman dio nori?

What who give aux to whom
*Zer mnori eman dio nork?

What to whom give aux who

However, the superiority effects just reported in (38) disappear if (and
only if) there is a pause/intonational break after the wh-phrase ‘violating’
superiority. Consider (39). (The pause /intonational break is indicated by #.)

(39) a.

b.

Nori # nork eman dio zer?
To whom who give aux what
Zer # nork eman dio nori?
What who give aux to whom
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c. Zer #nori eman dio nork?
What to whom give aux who

Incidentally, this relaxation of superiority is also observed in the pattern of
iterative superiority analyzed in the previous section. Contrast the now familiar
data in (40) (repeated from (29)) with those in (41).

(40) a. Nork nori zer eman dio?
Who-ERG to whom-DAT what-ABS give aux
‘Who gave what to whom?’

b. *Nork zer nori eman dio?
Who what to whom give aux
c. *Nori nork zer eman dio?
To whom who what give aux
d. *Nori zer nork eman dio?
To whom what who give aux
e. *Zer nori nork eman dio?

What to whom who give aux

(41) a Nork zer # nori eman dio?

Who what to whom give aux

b. Nori # nork zer eman dio?
To whom who what give aux

c. Nori zer # nork eman dio?
To whom what who give aux

d. Zer nori # nork eman dio?
What to whom who give aux

Interestingly, whenever superiority fails to obtain, as in (39) and (41),
replacing the otherwise offending wh-phrase by an “aggressively non-D-linked”
element corresponding to English Gwh-the hdlO renders the sentence
ungrammatical. Consider (42). 17

" The good possibilities are those that have the aggressively non-D-linked element adjacent to the
verbal element or in an order than abides by superiority.
6)] a. Nork nori zer arraio eman dio?

Who to whom what the hell give aux

‘who gave what the hell to whom’

b. Nork zer nori arraio eman dio?
who what to whom the hell give aux
‘who gave what to who the hell?’
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(42) a. *Nork zer arraio nori eman dio?
Who what the hell to whom give aux
‘Who gave what the hell to whom?’
b. *Nori arraio nork zer eman dio?
To whom the hell who what give aux
‘Who gave what to who the hell?’
c. *Nori zer arraio nork eman dio?
To whom what the hell who give aux
‘Who gave what to who the hell?’
d. *Zer nori arraio nork eman dio?
What to whom the hell who give aux
‘who gave what the hell to whom’

LikewAise, wh:phrases that remain in situ ((37), (38), (39)) cannot be
modified by @he hdl((see Reglero 2003 for a similar observation about Basque):

(43) a. Nork erosi du zer?
who-ERG buy AUX what-ABS
‘Who bought what?’
b. *Nork erosidu zer arraio?
who-ERG buy AUX what hell-ABS
‘Who bought what the hell’

From this we can conclude that wh-in-situ and wh-phrases violating
superiority form a natural class. A clue to the identity of that class comes from
generalizations in Slavic summarized in Boskovi¢ (2002). First, Boskovi¢ notes
that D-linked wh-phrases (which cannot be modified by the hdl, see Pesetsky
1987) are the only type of wh-phrases that need not front in Bulgarian/Serbo-
Croatian. Witness (44).

(44) Ko jekupio koju knjigu? (Serbo-Croatian)
Who is bought which book
‘Who bought which book?’

c. Nori nork zer arraio eman dio?
To whom who what the hell who give aux
‘who gave what to who the hell?’
d. Nork nori arraio zer eman dio?
Who to whom the hell what give aux
‘who gave what the hell to whom’
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Second, D-linked wh-phrases may violate superiority in contexts where it
otherwise obtains in Slavic. (This is also true in English, cf. Which woman did
which man kiss?, as originally noted by Pesetsky 1987)

(45) Koja knigakoj coveke kupil? (Bulgarian)
Which book which man is bought
‘Which man bought which book’

On the basis of this parallelism between Slavic and Basque, I would like to
argue that instances of both in-situ and superiority-violating wh-phrases in Basque
are necessarily D-linked. Note that in order for this characterization to be
adequate, I have to assume, along with Pesetsky (1987), that morphologically
simple wh-forms like nork ‘who’ and zer ‘what’ can be covert D-linked phrases
like “which person’ and ‘which thing’ respectively (provided the right context).

Technically, I will follow Richards (1997, 2001), Grohmann (1998),
Hornstein (2001), and Rizzi (2001), among others, in taking D-linked wh-phrases
to be topics (see also Reglero 2003 specifically for Basque). The idea behind this
characterization being that D-linked wh-phrases by definition draw on a pre-
defined set of elements that are contextually salient, just like familiar topics, and
unlike foci.

As to their landing sites, I assume that topics target the specifier position
of a Topic Phrase. Recent research has independently established the fact that
TopicP may be located at the left edge of VP (see Rizzi 1997, Belletti 2001,
Jayaseelan 2001, among others), or at the left periphery of the clause (‘articulated
C-domain’, see (30) above). I propose that what I called wh-in-situ earlier are in
fact topics sitting in the low, VP-edge Spec TopicP. Superiority-violating wh-
phrases at the left edge of the clause occupy the high Spec TopicP in the C-area.

The question that now remains to be addressed is why we don’t find
superiority with D-linked wh-phrases. This question is one that virtually all
approaches to wh-movement must explain.

It seems to be a fact that topicalization in general does not have to abide
by Closest Attract (see Rizzi 1997). Since I claimed that D-linked wh-phrases are
topics, it is not surprising to find apparent superiority violations with D-linked
wh-phrases in Basque. Note, however, that although topics can violate superiority,
they don’t have to. That means that it need not be the case that whenever
superiority effects obtain, as in (29), wh-phrases are necessarily non-D-linked.
They may be D-linked, and we may be dealing with multiple topics.

The ‘the-hell’ test is the one that removes the possibility that we are
dealing with topics in (29). Notice, incidentally, that the ‘the-hell’ test also
discards the possibility that (29) is in effect a situation where all wh-phrases are in
situ, in their canonical positions (a possibility pointed out to me by Juan
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Uriagereka, p.c.), since arrio ‘the hell’ is incompatible with a wh-phrase in situ.
(For further discussion of the wh-in-situ hypothesis, see Appendix.)

(46) Nork nori zer arraio eman dio?
Who-ERG to whom-DAT what-ABS the-hell give aux
‘Who gave what to whom?’

But the approach pursued here can be carried on a bit further, as far as the
absence of superiority with topics is concerned. Recall that the strict ordering of
wh-phrase is Basque was tied to verb movement to Focus. Interestingly, Etxebarre
and Urbina (2003) point out that there need not be any adjacency between the
finite verb and a D-linked wh-phrase, as illustrated in (47). (the pause/intonational
break in (39, 40) may be interpreted in a similar fashion.)

47) a. Zein idade, gautkkoedo denborabateko, iruditzen zaizu
which writer today.REL or  time other.REL seem.IMPF  AUX
gidaririk z2uzenena hitz kontuan? [Mitx. EIG 1:92]

guide.PRTT  correct.most.DET word matter.in
‘Which writer, from today or from other times, seems to you the
best guide in terms of words?’
b. *nork, gaurko edo  denbora bateko, iruditzen Zzaizu
who today.REL or time other.REL seem.IMPF AUX
gidaririk zuzenena hitz kontuan?
guide.PRTT correct.most.DET word matter.in
‘Who, from today or from other times, seems to you the best
guide in terms of words?’

This is exactly what the approach I have proposed predicts. I interpret this
to mean that (finite) V doesn’t raise to Topic. In the absence of V-raising, the
specified order among arguments is not reflected onto Topic. Attraction proceeds
via Multiple Agree (Attract-All [Top]), with no ordering restriction. Admittedly,
one would like to know why V must raise to Focus, but doesn’t raise to Topic. I
have no explanation for this fact.

In (48) and (49) I schematize the derivations I propose for (41a) and (38a),
respectively.
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(48) a.

Step I: Match + Value

Value [wh]
C/Foc TP
A A L3
. Nork T
[Top] 3
T vP
[p:Erg] 3
[Case:Erg] norn \4
/
3
zer v’
' [Top] 3
tNork \4
3

v VP
[¢:Dat] 3
[Case:]  thori \%A
Dat,Acc 3

Match [Focus] A%

[
V-(v)-T Movement
TOMax [+T]
3 [+V]

[+V] yOMax T’ [Case: Erg]

[Case: Dat, Acc] | 3 [¢: Erg]

[¢: Dat] V° v

(AUX)

tzer




1. movement of the verbal element (through T) to Foc/C. All the features
pied-piped are shown (on the respective projections, since the label is a

copy of the head)

2. A matching process between Foc/C and the wh-phrase marked [Foc].
3. A valuation step (turning C into [+wh]) by the (closest) matching wh-

phrase

b. Step II: Remerge of nori + Movement to TopP of nork and zer

(after Match of Top® and nork and zer)

TopP
3
Nork  Top’
[Top] 3
zer Top’
[Top] 3
Top CP/FocP
[Top] 3
attract-all  nori C’/ Foc’
[Foc] 3
[Dat] C"™*/Foc TP
[e] 3 6
TOMax% CO
3
VOMax TO
3 .
V° v (Aux)
eman dio
[+V] [+T] [+Foc]
[Case: D,A] [+V] attractall
[o: Dat] [Case:Erg] [+T]

[¢: Erg]




1.

2.

(49)

A matching process between Top® and the matching (D-linked) wh-
phrases [Top]

Remerger (EPP-satisfaction) of the matching wh-phrases in SpecTopicP.
Crucially, because the verb doesn’t raise to Top’, no effect of the ¢-
hierarchy on the verb obtains as far as EPP is concerned ! no superiority
effect

a. Step l: Movement to TopP (in v-domain)

TopP
3
zer Top’
3
Top vP
[+Top] 3
norn \4
3
tzer v’
3
nork \4
3
\% VP
[@:Dat] 3
[Case: trori \%A
Dat,Acc] 3
T Voo
V
V-v Movement
VOMax _— [+V]
3 [Case: Dat, Acc]
v [¢: Dat]
(AUX)




1. A matching process between Top® and the matching (D-linked) wh-phrase
[Top]

2. Remerger (EPP-satisfaction) of the matching wh-phrase in SpecTopicP.
Crucially, because the verb hasn’t raised to Top’, no effect of the ¢-
hierarchy on the verb obtains as far as EPP is concerned ! no superiority
effect (if there were several wh-phrases moving to SpecTopicP)

b. Step II: Match + Value

— > Value [Wh]

T
TopP
[¢:Erg] 3
[Case:Erg] zer Top’
3
Top vP
3
nori \'a
3

P

< | 3
thork v’

3
v VP
[p:Dat] 3
[Case:  toori \%A
Matc\g [Focus] Dat,Acc 3
V e
V-(v)-T Movement
TOMax [+T]
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[+V]
[Case: Dat, Acc]
[¢: Dat]

3 [+V]

yOMax T’ [Case: Erg]
3 [: Erg]
A% \%
(AUX)

(98]

movement of the verbal element (through T) to Foc/C. All the features
pied-piped are shown (on the respective projections, since the label is a

copy of the head)

A matching process between Foc/C and all the wh-phrases.
A valuation step (turning C into [+wh]) by the closest matching wh-phrase

c. Step III: Remerge by EPP

CP/FocP
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Nork C’/ Foc’
[Foc] 3
[Erg] nori C’/Foc’
(9] [Foc] 3
[Dat] C ®#/Foc TP
[p] 3 6
IOMaxg . ozer...
3
VOMax TO
3 Ferreeerarerrareerar e aaas,
VO v (Aux)
eman dio
[+V] [+T] [+Foc]-Attract-all
[Case: D,A] [+V] [+T] |
[¢: Dat] [Case:Erg] :
[¢: Erg] i
i
|
|
i
! i
i |
| i
| i
i !
| i
| i
L _i

Remerger of the matching wh-phrases for EPP-purposes proceeds according to
the featural hierarchy available at the C-domain: as a result of pied-piping through
head-movement, the ¢-feature hierarchy determines the ordering within the wh-
sequence

Bef, losing thi ion 1 14 1i I i Ll
focused material. As has been pointed out repeatedly in the literature, non-wh foci
and wh-phrases tend to occupy the same position in the left periphery, and
languages with MWF also typically front all (non-wh) foci. However, what hasn’t
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received much attention in the literature is that contrary to wh-phrases, which
often show some degree of superiority, non-wh foci don’t: they front in any order.
This is illustrated here on the basis of Basque data, but the facts hold for all MWF
languages as far as I have been able to determine.

(50) a. JONEK MIRENI MUXU BAT eman zion
Jon-Erg Miren-Dat kiss one give aux

‘It is JON that gave a KISS to MIREN’
MIRENI JONEK MUXU BAT eman zion
MUXU BAT MIRENI JONEK eman zion
MUXU BAT JONEK MIRENI eman zion
JONEK MUXU BAT MIRENI eman zion
MIRENI MUXU BAT JONEK eman zion

mo a0 o

To account for this discrepancy I would like to capitalize on the fact that
fronted non-wh foci in Basque and other MWF languages are a special kind of
‘foci:’ they are contrastively ‘focused.” By being contrastive, they draw on a pre-
established set of elements in the discourse. In that sense I would like to relate
them to D-linked wh-phrases, and argue that they too are topics, or at the very
least, they contain a [topic] component, possibly alongside a [focus] component. I
hypothesize that non-wh foci first check their [focus] feature in Spec FocusP, then
move to Spec TopicP. This last step is free to disrupt any ordering among non-wh
foci established in Spec FocusP. Hence the absence of ‘superiority’ in (50).

In sum, the distinction between the nature of topics and the nature of (new
information) foci can capture the range of superiority effects found in Basque.

5. Wh-adjuncts

In the last section of this work I would like to touch on the behavior of adjuncts.
Here I am moving toward a surprisingly uncharted territory in the realm of MWF.
In this area the focus of attention, as it has been in this chapter so far, has been on
the interactions among wh-arguments. Accordingly, I will not be able to compare
the Basque data provided in this section with what happens in Bulgarian or Serbo-
Croatian. But this is a task that future research should concentrate on.

Let me start this investigation of wh-adjuncts by pointing out that like in
so many languages zertako ‘why’ is special. In Basque, zertako is the only non-D-
linked element that doesn’t require V-adjacency, as shown in the following data
from Etxeparre and Urbina (2003) (see also Uriagereka 1999).

(51) a. Zertako baratze hartako ogiak ekhartzen du horrenbertze buru?
why land that.from wheat.ERG bring.IMPF AUX so.many head
‘Why does the wheat in that land produce so many heads?’
[Duv. Lab.:55]
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b. Zergatk Christok hautatu zuen beretzat pobrezaren bidea?

why Christ.ERG choose AUX  for.himpoverty.GEN way
‘Why did Christ choose the way of poverty for himself?’
[Mogel CB:263]

The facts in (51) can be understood in light of similar facts from Italian
analyzed in Rizzi (2002) (see also Thornton 2003 for similar data from Child
English).

(52) Perche Gianni a venuto
Why  Gianni has come
‘Why did Gianni come?’

cf. *Che cosa Gianni ha fatto /che cosa ha fatto Gianni
What Gianni has done
‘What did Gianni do’

Rizzi argues that perche ‘why’ occupies a specific projection (not shared
by other wh-phrases), IntP, which in our terms would have a strong V-feature
attracting the finite verb.

Interestingly, very few young speakers of Basque accept sentences like
(51), and impose an adjacency condition. For those speakers, I assume that IntP is
not active, and that all non-D-linked wh-phrases occupy Spec FocusP. This seems
to be a case of micro-parametric variation. But irrespective of the exact location
of ‘why’, I would like to argue, as I did in Jeong (2003) for Japanese naz and
Korean wae, that ‘why’ in Basque does not move to Spec FocusP (or Spec IntP),
but instead is merged directly in its surface position (see Bromberger 1986; Rizzi
1990, 2002; Uriagereka 1988; Boeckx 2001; Law 1991, 1993; Starke 2001 for a
similar claim on the basis of a wide range of typologically unrelated languages)."®

This enables me to capture the fact that in multiple questions (54) ‘why’
must be the last in the wh-cluster. Following McGinnis (1998) 1 assume that
tucking-in obtains only in case of multiple movement chains related to a head by
the same featural relation. It does not hold if one element is base generated and
the other is moved, or if the moving elements move to check different features.
Once zergatik ‘why’ is base-generated in Spec FocusP,'” other (argumental) wh-
elements will target the outer specifier positions of SpecFocusP, as shown in (53).

"I leave open the possibility that why checks a feature distinct from [+wh] by direct merger (a
possibility brought to my attention by Norbert Hornstein, p.c.).

"It could also be located in Spec IntP. In this case I assume that there is a featural relation
between Focus and Int (but no actual verb movement), to capture the word order in (53).
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(53) a. Zer zergatk irakurri zuen Jonek?
What-abs why read AUX Jon-ERG

‘Why did Jon read what?’
b. *Zergatik zer irakurri zuen Jonek?
Why  what-ABS read AUX Jon-ERG
‘Why did Jon read what?’

This captures the behavior of ‘mixed’ wh-clusters: clusters comprising
both wh-arguments and wh-adjuncts. As far as multiple wh-adjuncts,”® Basque
seems to disallow them entirely and forces coordinated structures like (54).'

(54) a. Noiz eta nola sortua daSai hor? [Mitx. EIGI:115]
when and how born is section that
‘When and how was that section born?’
b. Non, norekin eta zertako eginen dugu gerla? [Eliss. P.A.:89]
where, who.with and why make.FUT AUX war
‘Where, with whom and why will we make war?’

I would like to propose that this follows from the fact that wh-adjuncts are
directly merged into Spec CP. When two adjuncts are involved, they are
competing for the same position. (Direct merger operations, like expletive
insertion or theta-role assignment appear to be restricted to one instance per
clause.) The only way to combine them is to coordinate them, much as when two
arguments compete for a position, as in (55). In other words, it seems to be the
case that multiple specifiers are only available to those elements that start off their
syntactic lives in distinct positions.*

(55) Mary kissed Bill/Tom ! Mary kissed Bill and Tom

6 Conclusion

In this paper I have investigated a special feature of multiple wh-questions in
Basque, the existence of superiority with each instance of wh-fronting, and show
how it forces us to reconsider our understanding of the mechanisms of multiple
wh-fronting in general, since standard accounts based on Slavic (Boskovi¢ 1999,

T am restricting attention to true adjuncts like ‘why’ and ‘how’, as I haven’t been able to obtain
clear judgments for quasi-adjuncts like ‘when’ and ‘where’.

*! For an analysis of coordinated wh-phrases in Hungarian, see Liptak (2003).

**1 do not have a deep explanation for this fact.
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Richards 1997) predict a relaxation of superiority after the first instance of wh-
fronting. As an alternative I have proposed that the role of the verb is crucial in
determining the specific patterns of multiple wh-fronting found across languages.
If correct, my analysis shows that head-to-head depencencies cannot be entirely
shifted from narrow syntax into the PF-component, as they are the key factors in
the syntactic organization of multiple wh-fronting. It also shows that because it
depends on such uninterpretable features as ®-features on finite verbs, superiority
is a narrow-syntax requirement, and not an interpretive effect (as argued by
Chierchia 1991 and many others). The present paper has also examined the
behavior of D-linked wh-phrases, wh-adjuncts, and fronted non-wh foci, and has
therefore built a comprehensive picture of multiple A-bar dependencies in Basque
that hopefully will prove useful to subsequent research.
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Appendix

As I mentioned in passing in section 4 (based on a suggestion by Juan Uriagereka,
p.c.), sentences like (29), repeated here as (56), are, on the surface, compatible
with the idea that only the topmost wh-phrase moves to SpecCP, while the
remaining wh-phrases are in situ (or in their Case/A-positions).

(56) Nork nori zer eman dio?
Who-ERG to whom-DAT what-ABS give aux
‘Who gave what to whom?’

Throughout this work I have assumed that although Basque is a strictly
head-final language on the surface, complements of all projections branch to the
right, along the lines of Kayne (1994). But the Linear Correspondence Axiom on
which Kayne’s antisymmetric view on syntax rests is just an assumption. It may
be that all complements are left-branching in Basque, and that (56) is to be
represented as in (57).

(57)  [cp nork [ip thork [AGRiop NOT1 [AGRdoP Z€T [P thork [P thori [v> tzer ti] ti] ti] 6] ti]
[eman dio]i]

If (57) is the correct representation of (56), iterative superiority would be
an illusion. There is no iterative superiority because there is no multiple wh-
movement in Basque. In other words, Basque would be like English.

However, there are several reasons for not adopting (57), and for taking
Basque to be a multiple wh-fronting language. Let me list them all here.

First, the very fact that Basque imposes a V2’ constraint in focus
constructions forces one to assume that unless the material in IP is [+focus], it
must be extraposed to the right of the finite verb in C for the latter to be adjacent
to the element in SpecCP. This seems to me highly implausible.”

Second, in cases discussed in section 4 where one or more wh-phrases
appear to the right of the finite verb, one must assume that these wh-phrases have
been moved rightward. But I know of no spoken language that has rightward wh-
movement. Basque would thus be highly marked.

Third, a head-final structure like (57) would predict, incorrectly, that
sentences like (58), derived by local scrambling of 10 and DO, followed by
(vacuous) wh-movement of the subject would be possible. But such sentences are
bad (as predicted under my account, where the finite verb and an aggressively
non-D-linked wh-element mark the right edge and left-edge of FocP,
respectively).

# Ortiz de Urbina has argued in a series of work that at least C° cannot be head-final in Basque,
precisely based on ‘galdegaia.’
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(58)  *Nork arraio zer nori eman dio
Who the-hell what to whom give aux
‘Who the hell gave what to whom’

Huang and Ochi (2004) propose an explanation of this robust, but
otherwise mysterious generalization surrounding wh-the hell. Huang and Ochi
argue, on the basis of Chinese examples like (59), that the complex “wh-the hell”
is actually base-generated as a discontinuous constituent. In the absence of overt
wh-movement, the surface order in languages like Chinese is the hdl E wh. In
languages like English (and presumably Basque) the surface order is reversed (wh
the hdl) as a result of overt wh-movement, which unites the discontinuous
members of wh thehel.**

(59) tadaodi mai-le shenme
he the-hell ~ bought what
‘What the hell did he buy?’

Finally, as pointed out to me by Juan Uriagereka (p.c.), if sluicing is taken
to be the result of wh-movement followed by IP deletion (see Ross 1969,
Merchant 2001, and Lasnik 1999), the existence of sluicing with multiple wh-
remnants in Basque, as in (60), indicate that the language allows multiple wh-
movement. >

(60) Jonek norbaiti zerbait  eman zion baina ez dakit
Jon-erg someone-dat something-acc give aux but Idon’t know to
nori  zer
whom what

‘Jon gave something to someone, but I don’t know what to whom’

** Huang and Ochi note that sentences like (i) seem to suggest that in a limited set of cases wh-the-
hell phrases may remain in situ. However, they note that such sentences are not perfect, and relate
them to mysterious anti-superiority cases like (ii). Both observations can’t extend to Basque since
sentences like are (56) perfect, and crucially must abide by superiority.

6)] ?7?who gave what the hell to whom

(i1) ?what did who give to whom

*The order of the wh-remnants is fixed. Unfortunately, my informant rejected instances of
sluicing with more than two wh-remnants (unless the wh-phrases were D-linked), so the iterative
superiority t the core of this paper could not be tested. (I have no idea as to why sluicing examples
with more than two remnants were deemed unacceptable.)

*®In fairness, I note that the sluicing test is inconclusive, since wh-in-situ language like Japanese
and Chinese have sluicing. So they too must find a way to move wh-phrases overtly (perhaps via
wh-scrambling). But if that is the case, it may be that Basque moves wh-phrases overtly in
sluicing contexts, but may leave all but one in situ in non-sluicing contexts like (56).
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In sum, it appears that a head-final structure for Basque faces several
problems. I therefore reject it in favor of a head-initial structure.
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