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Crosslinguistic Variations with CSC Effects and
Interpretations of Multiple Questions

Toru Ishii
Meiji University

1. Introduction

It is a traditional generalization that while overt wh-movement exhibits
both the ECP and bounding condition effects, wh's-in-situ only exhibit the
ECP effects; wh-arguments in-situ, which are always properly governed and
thus exempt from the ECP, are free of island effects, as shown below (see,

among others, Huang 1982):l

(1) a. Who likes [books that criticize who]?
b. Who remembers [why we bought what]?
c. Who thinks that [pictures of who] are on sale?
d. Who got jealous [because I talked to who]?

It has been claimed, however, that in English, the coordinate structure
constraint (CSC) (2) is operative with wh-arguments in-situ as shown in (3):

(2) The Coordinate Structure Constraint (CSC)
In a coordinate structure, no conjunct may be moved, nor may any
element contained in a conjunct be moved out of that conjunct (unless

* | would like to thank Jean-Charles Khalifa and Sze-Wing Tang, who kindly acted
as informants. Remaining errors and emissions are, of course, the sole responsibility of
the author. This work was supported in part by a grant from the Institute of
Humanities at Meiji University.

1. It should be noted that although overt extraction of a subject exhibits the ECP
effects as shown in (i), wh-subjects in-situ do not, as shown in (ii) (see, among others,
May 1985, Lasnik and Saito 1992, Tiedeman 1990):

(i) *Who did you wonder why ¢ bought the book?
(ii) a. Who remembers why who bought the books?
b. Who remembers whether who went to the movies?

(iia, b) are acceptable if the embedded wh-subject who is paired with the matrix wh-
subject who. In other words, the wh-subjects in-situ do not exhibit any ECP effects

on the matrix pair-list readings.
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the same element js moved out of all the conjuncts)

(3) a. *Who played [checkers and what]?

b. *I wonder who wrote [which textbook and (Bresnan 1975:3 7)

that novel).

(Chomsky 1981:279)

nd defends what theory]?
(Pf:setsky 1982:611)
(Fiengo, et. al. 1988:81)

. *Which article [proves your theorem a

d. ?Who saw [John and who]?

not operative with wh-arguments in-si
' ts In-sity
be attribut o :
o f:l ed to thc.CSC; t?ut to some other factors, Evidence for this vi
al.gmnemcm.l CI.'OSSllngluSth variations with the "CSC" effects w'ltil ok
$ m-situ. Not all languages exhibit the "CSC" effects w;th :’Z-

arguments in-situ; languages lik i
"CSC" effects, 2y shon, bilow- e Chinese and Japanese do not exhibit any

(4) Chinese

a. Shei kanjian [Zhangsan he shei]?
'who saw Zhangsan and who
) I\\;Vho saw [Zhangsan and who]?'

- Na  pian wenzhang [zhengmine ni i
which Cl  article proveg ® o DE o
sheide lilun)?
who DE theory
‘Which article

5) Tapaas [proves your theorem and defends what theory]?'
a. Dare-ga [hon to nanil-o i i
- kaimashita ka?

'who-Nom book and what-Acc bought Qa

. l;IVho bought [a book and what]?'

- are-ga [hon-o  yonde nanj-o sh ishima;
- o 1

'who-Nom book-Acc read what-Acc pro:;:i]els “hital ka?
Who [read the book and proved what)?' Q

he piping
you DE analysis and criticize

(adapted from Ross 1967:89)

vk
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This paper proposes an analysis of the hitherto unnoticed crosslinguistic
variations with the "CSC effects" based on an interplay between wh-in-
situ/overt wh-movement languages and the "CSC effects." Specifically, it is
shown that overt wh-movement languages like English, which have only
pair-list readings of multiple questions, exhibit the "CSC effects" with wh-
arguments in-situ, whereas wh-in-situ languages like Chinese and Japanese,
which have both pair-list and single-pair readings, do not exhibit any "CSC
effects.” Organization of this paper is as follows. Section 2 explicates an
analysis of interpretations of multiple wh-questions proposed by Hagstrom
(1998) and further developed by Boskovic (2001; 2002). It is shown that
Boskovic/Hagstrom's analysis gives an account of crosslinguistic differences
with interpretations of multiple questions, i.e. while multiple questions in
wh-in-situ languages have both pair-list and single-pair readings, those in
overt wh-movement languages have only pair-list readings. Section 3
proposes an analysis of the crosslinguistic variations with the "CSC effects.”
1 will argue that Goodall's (1987) parallel structure analysis of coordination
coupled with Boskovic/Hagstrom's analysis of multiple questions enables us
to account for the crosslinguistic variations with the "CSC effects." Section
4 investigates the "CSC effects” in French, arguing that they provide further
support for our analysis. Section 5 makes concluding remarks.

2. Interpretations of Multiple Questions

Before turning to an analysis of the crosslinguistic variations with the
"CSC effects," this section explicates interpretations of multiple questions.
This paper adopts Boskovic's (2001) analysis of multiple questions, an
extension of Hagstrom's (1998) analysis. Boskovic (2001; 2002) observes
that multiple questions in overt wh-movement languages like English only
have pair-list readings but not single-pair readings, as exemplified by (6)
(Boskovic 2001:1):

(6) Who bought what?

(6) can be answered by an exhaustive pair-list of persons and things they
bought, such as the one in (7), but not by a single pair, i.e. a person and a
thing which that person bought:

(7) John bought beer, Mary bought milk, and Bill bought apple juice.

Multiple wh-questions in wh-in-situ languages like Chinese and Japanese,
on the other hand, have both pair-list and single-pair readings, as shown in



186 Crosslinguistic Variations with CSC Effects and ...

(8, 9):

(8) Dare-ga nani-o  kaimashita ka?
who-Nom what-Acc bought Q
'Who bought what?'

(9) Sheimai-le shenme?
who buy-Perf what
'Who bought what?'

(adapted from Boskovic 2001:2)

Boskovic claims that this crosslinguistic difference with interpretations of
multiple questions straightforwardly follows from Hagstrom's analysis of
multiple questions.

Hagstrom (1998) gives an analysis of interpretations of multiple
questions in wh-in-situ languages like Chinese and Japanese. He proposes
that the semantic type of a multiple question with a pair-list reading and that
of a multiple question with a single-pair reading differ. The latter is a set of
propositions, which is of type <p, t> (where <p> is the semantic type of a
proposition and <t> is the semantic type of a truth value). The semantic type
of a single-pair reading, therefore, has the same type as that of a single wh-
question. The semantic type of a multiple question with a pair-list reading,
on the other hand, is a set of questions, i.e. a set of sets of propositions,
which is of type <<p, t>, t>. This captures the intuition that the pair-list
reading is a series of questions, the answers to which are provided in the
response. For example, asking (6, 8, 9) under the pair-list reading is like
asking What did John buy? What did Mary buy? What did Bill buy?
Hagstrom assumes that every interrogative clause has a Q-morpheme. The

-morpheme is an existential quantifier over choice functions, which is of
type <<c, t>, p>, a function from a set of choice functions to propositions,
where a choice function is defined as (10) (Hagstrom 1998: 130). Note that
<c> is the abbreviation of <<e, t>, €>, the semantic type of a choice function,
and <e> is the semantic type of an individual:

(10) Choice Function
A function f is a choice function if it applies to a (non-empty) set and
yields a member of that set.

The Q-morpheme, an existential quantifier, originates in a clause internal
position and then moves to the interrogative C by means of QR. There are
two possible base positions of a Q-morpheme, i.e. a position adjoined to the
lowest wh-phrase and a clause-peripheral position. A pair-list reading
emerges when a Q-morpheme is adjoined to the lowest wh-phrase; only the
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lowest wh-phrase is within the scope of the Q-morpheme. A single-.pair
reading emerges, on the other hand, when a Q-morpheme. appears in a
clause-peripheral position; all the wh-phrases (or their copies/traces) are
within the scope of the Q-morpheme. .

Let us first look at the pair-list reading of a multiple question, tak}ng 3
as an example. Under Hagstrom's analysis, (8) is derived as shown in (11)
when it has a pair-list reading:

(11) a. [[Dare-ga nani-ka-o kaimashita] C
who-Nom what-Q-Acc bought

- QR >
b. [[Dare-ga nani-f-0o  kaimashita] C-ka;
who-Nom what—tQ-Acc ‘bought -Q

In (11), the Q-morpheme ka, an existential quantifier over choice functions,
is adjoined to the lowest wh-phrase nani 'what'. Then, it overtly moves to
the interrogative C by means of QR, leaving a trace of type <<e, t>, e>, a
choice function. The trace of Q, a choice function, takes nani 'what' <e,t>,a
set of individuals, as its argument, returning an individual <e>, as

represented below:

(12) what-t;, <e>
what, <e, t> 1, <<e,t>, &>

The chosen individual is in turn taken by the two-place predicgte kaimaslfila
‘bought’ <e, <e, p>> as an argument, returning the composite expression
nani-ty,-o kaimashita 'bought what', which is of type <e, p>:

(13) what-¢; bought, <e, p>
what-#;, <e> bought, <e, <e, p>>

This composite expression has to take dare 'who' <e, t> as its argument.
There is a semantic mismatch here, however, since dare 'who' is a set of
individuals, but the composite expression nani-t; -0 kaimashita ‘bought
what' has to take an individual, not a set of individuals, as its argument. This
semantic mismatch is repaired by flexible functional application (Hagstrom
1998: 142):
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(14) Flexible Functional Application
[[fal] = (where fand a are sisters)
a. f(a)
b. Am3 x.[m=f(x) Aa(x))
¢. Am3g3 [m=g(x)Af(g) Aa(x)]
whichever is defined.

Flexible functional application receives a set of individuals instead of an
individual. The repair is done by applying the function to each individual in
the set of individuals, with the result collected into a set. This yields a set of
propositions, which is of type <p, t>;

(15) who what-1;, bought, <p, t>
who, <e, t> what-; , bought, <e, p>

Following Heim and Kratzer (1998), Hagstrom assumes that a movement
relation is interpreted as causing A-abstraction over the scope of the moved
constituent, which is represented by treating the index as having its own
node in the tree. In (11), movement of the Q-morpheme 4a is interpreted as
causing A-abstraction over its scope, ie. Dare-ga nani-t-o kaimashita,

which binds the trace of the Q-morpheme, the choice function variable. This
yields a set of unsaturated propositions <<c, p>, t>, each of which requires a
choice function;

(16) who what-1; bought, <<, p>, t>
who what-¢; boug{qa,t:\ i

This set is composed with the complex C head <<c, p>, <p, t>>, which
consists of the Q-morpheme (type <<c, p>, p>) and the interrogative C (type
<<<¢, p>, p>, <<c, p>, <p, £>>). At this stage, we have a semantic mismatch
again. The complex C head has to take an unsaturated proposition as an
argument and turns it into a set of propositions. Its argument, however, is
not an unsaturated proposition, but a set of unsaturated propositions.
Flexible functional application repairs this mismatch, applying the function
to each unsaturated proposition in the set of unsaturated propositions and
yielding a set of sets of propositions, i.e. a set of questions:
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)] who what-¢; bought C-Q;, <<p, t>, t>
who what-¢; bought, <<c, p>, t> C-Q;, <cp, pt>

C, <<<c, p>, p>, <mc, p>, p>

Let us next look at the single-pair reading of a m.ultiplc_: question, takirfg
(8) as an example. Under Hagstrom's analysis, (8) is derived as shown in
(18) when it has a single-pair reading:

(18) a. [[Dare-ga nani-o  kaimashita] ka] C
who-Nom what-Acc bought Q
-QR > . .
b. [[Dare-ga nani-o kaimashita] #;] C-ka;

who-Nom what-Acc bought 79 -Q

In (18), the Q-morpheme ka, an exiﬁential quantifier over cllljmc.:etfur:)ct;?vsé
appears in the clause-peripheral position and tl'len n'u?ves to t' e :jn er{hign e
C. Since not only nani 'what' but alsQ dfz(e who is contained wi the
choice function, dare 'who', a set of md.mdual's, is reduced to onei ok .
member before it propagates; a single-pair reading emerges. Letku§ ooh s
an explicit derivation of (8). First, the two-placF:' prec}lcate almast lof
'bought’, which is of type <e, <e, p>>, takgs nani v_vhat <e,l‘t>,t'a seThe
individuals, as an argument with help of ﬂex1blc} fu'nc':tlonal a;;lp llclza }olnd.S ne
function applies to each individual in t.he set of mdnvnd'ual(s, w >lct>ylehich e
composite expression nani-o kaimashita 'bought what' <<e, p>, t> w

a set of properties:
19) what bought, <<e, p>, t>
what, <e, t> bought, <e, <e, p>>

i i ‘who' >, a set of individuals,

the composite expression takes dare \yho <e,t>,a
Ishzg’ argumen‘t). With help of flexible functional appllcatlon, eaf:h property
in the set of properties is applied to each individual in the set of md.mdua.ls;;
which results in a set of propositions, one for each possible subject wit

each possible object:
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(20) who what bought, <p, t>
who, <e, t> what bought, <<e, p>,

Then, this is composed with the trace of the Q-morpheme, which is of type
<<e, t>, &> (_abbreviated as <c>). The trace of the Q-morpheme, which is a
chmce.f:unctlon, takes a set of propositions as its argument, ,retuming a
proposition with an unbound choice function variable. The trace of Q, a
chmce.t:unction, takes a set of propositions, as its argument, retuminé a
proposition <p>:

@n who what bought ¢;, <p>

who what bought, <p, t> f;, <c>

Due to movement of the' Q-morpheme ka, A-abstraction, which binds the
trace o'f the choice function variable, takes place, yielding an unsaturated
propositions <c, p>:

(22) who what bought ¢, <c, p>
who what bought ¢;, <p> i

This set is composed with the complex C head <<c, p>, <p, t>>, which

consist:s .of the Q-morpheme and the interrogative C. This yields a set of
propositions <p, t>:

(23) who what bought 1; Q;, <p, t>
who what bought ;, <c, p>  Q;, <<c, p>, <p, t>>

l-!ence, multiple questions in wh-in-situ languages have both pair-list and
single-pair readings.

_ Extending Hagstrom's (1998) analysis of multiple questions in wh-in-
situ languages, Boskovic (2001) proposes an analysis of multiple questions
in overt wh-movement languages. Let us next look at (6) (repeated here as
(24)) as an example:

(24) Who bought what?
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Boskovic assumes that languages like English also have a Q-morpheme,
though it is not overtly realized. Under his analysis, (24) is assigned either
(25) or (26) depending on its interpretation:

(25) Who [C [¢,,, bought what+Q ]]

(26) Who [C [Q [#,4, bought what]]]
__x_,

In both (25) and (26), the wh-phrase who overtly moves from the subject
position to the Spec of C. In (25), the Q-morpheme is adjoined to the lowest
wh-phrase what; this yields a pair-list reading. Note in passing that in overt
wh-movement languages, the Q-morpheme is assumed to move to the
interrogative C by means of QR at LF. In (26), on the other hand, the Q-
morpheme appears in the clause-peripheral position. This would yield a
single-pair reading. (26) is ruled out, however, since overt wh-movement of
who to the Spec of C crosses the Q-morpheme, which is blocked by Rizzi's
(1990) Relativized Minimality (RM) on the assumption that both the wh-
phrase and the Q-morpheme have wh-features and hence the Q-morpheme
interferes with wh-movement to the Spec of C. Hence, multiple questions in
overt wh-movement languages have only a pair-list reading but not a single-
pair reading.

To summarize this section, it was shown that Boskovic's (2001)
analysis of multiple questions, which is an extension of Hagstrom's (1998)
analysis, accounts for the crosslinguistic difference with interpretations of
multiple questions, ie. while multiple questions in wh-in-situ languages
have both pair-list and single-pair readings, those in overt wh-movement
languages have only pair-list readings. The next section argues that the
crosslinguistic variations with the "CSC effects" straightforwardly follow if
we assume Boskovic/Hagstrom's analysis of multiple questions coupled
with Goodall's (1987) parallel structure analysis of coordination.

3. A Proposal
3.1. Parallel Structure Analysis of Coordination

Given this Boskovic/Hagstrom's analysis of multiple questions, let us
return to the crosslinguistic variations with the "CSC effects" with wh-
arguments in-situ. This paper adopts Goodall's (1987) parallel structure
analysis of coordination, which claims that coordination is represented as a
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union of phrase markers. Goodall assumes Lasnik and Kupin's ( 1977)
theory of reduced phrase makers (RPM's), where phrase markers are
represented as sets of strings. Lasnik and Kupin's analysis makes use of the
following two universally defined vocabularies, ie. N (a set of non-
terminals) and Z (a set of terminals). N and X are represented according to
the following conventions (Lasnik and Kupin 1977: 175):

(27) abec.. single terminals (elements of 3)
wXyz strings of terminals (elements of Z*)
ABC.. single non-terminals (elements of N)
. XYZ strings of non-terminals (elements of N*)
afy.. single symbols (elements of ZUN)
XYoo strings of symbols (elements of (ZUN)*

A reduced phrase marker consists of a set of a string of terminals and
monostrings, the latter of which is defined as below (Lasnik and Kupin
1977: 176):

(28) @ is a monostring with respect to the sets Zand N if pEX* - N - £*

A monostring contains one non-terminal surrounded by strings of terminals,
and thus enables us to identify a particular non-terminal. Lasnik and Kupin
then define the following predicates (where ¢ = xAz, 9EP, yEP, and P is
an arbitrary set) (Lasnik and Kupin 1977: 176-1 77):

(29) yisa*@inPifxyzeP
(30) ¢ dominates y in P if y = xyz, X#9D, x#A
(31) @ precedes winPifyisa*cpinPandw=xyx, X#Z

Based on these predicates, RPM's are defined as follows (Lasnik and Kupin
1977: 177):

(32) Pisan RPM if there exist A and z such that
AE€Pand zE€P; and if {y, ¢} SP,
either y dominates ¢ in P
or ¢ dominates v in P
or y precedes ¢ in P
or ¢ precedes y in P.

According to this definition of RPM's, there are two requirements on RPM's.
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First, RPM's must minimally contain a single nor'l-tenr?inal and a string of
terminals. Second, every pair in the RPM must satisfy either a dominance or

a precedence relation. .
Lgt us consider the following set as an example (Goodall 1987: 8):

(33) {A, Bbc, aC, aDc, abE, abc}

(33) satisfies the above two requirements and thgs counts as a 'RPM: (3‘2)
satisfies the first requirement, since it contains a single non-termma!, 1.e.p R
and a string of terminals, i.e. abc. (33) also satisfies the second requirement.

The pairs in (33) are listed below:

i. Bbc abc
COE L L i e
c. A aDc k. aC abE
d A abE . aC abc
e. A abc m. aDc abE
f. Bbc aC n. aDc abc
g. Bbc aDc o. abE abc
h. Bbc abE

(34a-e, i-l, n, o) satisfy the dominance relation while (34f-h, m) satisfy thfa
b £ ed N 4

precedence relation. Since (33) satisfies the above two requirements, it

counts as a RPM. This RPM can be represented in terms of a tree as shown

below:

(35) A
B C
I /\
a D lE
|
b c

i i j i ell as RPM's.
Hence, this exemplifies objects which are trees as w .
There are objects which are neither RPM's nor trees. Let us consider the

following set as an example (Goodall 1987: 9):
(36) {Bbc, aC, aDc, abE, abc}

(36) does not qualify as a RPM, since it violates the requirement that it
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sl.lould contain a single non-terminal.
either (Goodall 1987: 10):

(37 B C

I /\
a D E

(37) is not rooted and thus is not a well-formed tree.

There are also objects which are trees b
t not !
(39) are well-formed trees (Goodall 1987: Il):u not RPMs. Both (38) and

(38) A
—
B C
f [
D b
I
a
(39) A
—
D C
| I
B b
I
a

In (38), B dominates D, but D does not domi
! A ominate B. In (39), on t
hand, D dominates B, but B does not dominate D. RPM(‘s (Zanonnoth:x;;:i::sr

this difference between (3 8) and (39). Both
_ . 38 i i
the following RPM (Goodall 1987: l)l): O 214 (39) ar asociated with

(40) {A, Bb, aC, Db, ac}

In (40), Bb and Db dominates each oth
X : er. In other words, there
;vhere B dom{nates D but D does not dominate B,orD domirrlzt:ass l;:t:fllt)lg
hoes not dqmmate D Hence, under Lasnik and Kupin's theory of RPM's
L utirteh :re objects \g'hlch can be represented only by trees but not by RPM's,
re are no objects which can be represented on| ' ’
y by RPM's but
trees. In other words, the set of RPM's is a proper subset of the set of ;l(l):agz

(36) cannot be represented as a tree

Toru Ishii 195

markers representable as trees. They argue that RPM's are empirically
adequate for linguistic description and thus should be preferred over trees,
since RPM's are more restrictive than trees.

Goodall (1987) has revised Lasnik and Kupin's theory of phrase
markers, replacing the definition of RPM's (32) with (41) (Goodall 1987:

14):

(41) P is an RPM if there exist A and z such that AEP and zEP; and if for
¢, EP, QEX*, there exists y, such thaty is a* ¢ in P.

The first part of (41) is the same as (32) in that it requires that RPM's should
minimally contain a single non-terminal and a string of terminals.The
second part of (41) requires that some portion of the terminal string should
bear the is a* relation to each monostring. In other words, a phrase marker
is ruled out if there is a non-terminal which does not dominate any part of
the terminal string. Thus, according to the revised definition of RPM's (41),
each non-terminal node is dominated by the root node and dominates some
part of the terminal string. Crucially, the revised definition of RPM's allows
phrase markers which contain pairs of nodes for which neither a dominance
nor precedence relation holds. These nodes exist in "parallel planes” within
the same phrase marker. Such phrase markers are representable only by
RPM's but not by trees. It should be noted that the revised definition of
RPM (41) maintains the restrictiveness of the original version (32)
regarding trees, but it is less restrictive than (32) regarding non-trees.

Goodall argues that evidence for this revised definition of RPM's comes
from two domains of data, one of which is coordination. The phrase marker
of coordination consists of two or more independently well-formed phrase
markers. The phrase marker then contains two or more distinct terminal
strings. Such a phrase marker is referred to as the "union of phrase
markers," which indicates that the larger set is thought of as the union of
two or more smaller sets. Let us consider (42) as an example:

(42) Jane and Alice saw Bill.

Under his analysis, the phrase marker for (42) contains the following two
component sentences:

(43) a. Jane saw Bill.
b. Alice saw Bill.

The phrase marker for (42), which is given in (45), is the same as the union
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of phrase markers for (43a) and (43b), which are given in (44a) and (44b)
respectively:

(44) a. {s, NP, saw Bill, Jane VP, Jane V Bill, Jane saw NP, Jane saw
Bill}
b. {S. NP, saw Bill, Alice VP, Alice V Bill, Alice saw NP, Alice saw
Bill}
(45) {S. NP, saw Bill, Jane VP, Jane V Bill, Jane saw NP, Jane saw Bill, S,
NP; saw Bill, Alice VP, Alice V Bill, Alice saw NP, Alice saw Bill}

Goodall assumes that non-terminals which dominate at least some of the
same terminals are non-distinct, Non-terminals which do not share any
dominated termianls, on the other hand, are distinct. In (45), the two S nodes
are non-distinct. One S node dominates Jane saw Bill and the other
dominates Alice saw Bill. Since the two S nodes both dominate saqw Bill,
they are non-distinct. The two VP nodes, the two V nodes, and the two
object NP nodes are also non-distinct, since they dominate saw Bill, saw,
and Bill, respectively. The two subject NP nodes, on the other hand, are
distinct, since the one dominates Jane and the other dominates Alice. Since
these distinct nodes do not dominate or precede one another, they exist in
"parallel planes.” The phrase marker for (42) is informally represented in
(46). where only precedence relations are displaced:

(46)  Jane
saw Bill.
Alice

In (46), neither of the conjoined elements Jane and Alice dominates or
precedes the other and exists in "parallel planes,” with all the non-conjoined
elements, i.e. sqw Bill, being non-distinct. The conjoined elements Jane and
Alice are linearized in the PF component by the "linearization principle"
(Goodall 1987: 23):

(47) Given an RPM containing distinct terminal strings x,, x,, X,, for each
element y; of x;, Yi not an element of x;,,, there is an element y,,, of
Xiv1; Yir) DOt an element of x;, such that Yi precedes y,,,.

(47) says that when there are two distinct elements from two different
strings, one of these must precede the other. In (45), we can take Jane saw
Bill to be x,, and Alice saw Bill to be x,. Then, Jane is Y1, and Alice is y,.
Hence, Jane precedes Alice, which yields (42).
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3.2. An Analysis of the Crosslinguistic Variations with the "CSC Effects

i inati ider the
i lysis of coordination, let us consi :
Given the parallel structure ana : : ! °
crosslinguistic Sariations with the "CSC effects" reg_ardmg wh a;gun;ir;:] :‘t
situ. Let us first consider the "CSC effects" with overt wh-m

languages, taking (3d) (repeated here as (48)) as an example:

(48) ?Who saw {John and who]?

Goodall claims that interpretation rules like those concerning the G-tl;e:;;):
and the binding theory apply independently to each of thg com;; .
sentences. Then, it is plausible to ailssumel that l':;osktgvx;/ll;l;gi ;oxtnhe
i tation rules of multiple questions a so apply ' .
::[c]:;:}r)’::lent sentences. Recall that under Boskov1c/Hagstron]11 s lz:nals);sllts;, i:lh:
i djoined to the lowest wh-phrase, w ich re .
e or oo i ipheral position, which results in
ir-list reading, or appears in a cl:inuse-Penp position, :
:Zlil;lgle-pair reiding. The latter option yields the following structures:

(49) a. Whq[C [Q [£,, saw John]]]?

b. Who [C [Q [#,,5, saw who]]]?

(493, b), however, are excluded by the RM, sincgci) ;vho crt(;sszs :v::; rﬁ)pgz exlt‘s;

’ -CP. Hence, neither (49a) nor (4  counts a ¢
‘s"::x)tle:::escl:ttE c(48). When the Q-morpheme gets ac'!Jomed to the lov.vest wh
phrase, on the other hand, (48) contains the following two structures:

(50) a. Who+Q [C [¢,,5, saw John]]?
b. Who [C [¢,,4, saw who+Q]]?

is adjoi h-phrase, i.e. the subject
the Q-morpheme is adjoined to the lowest w -
:‘h(cf(i)rz’(sga?and g’\e object who in (50b). Althoul%h (50a) ar::it(:g:t)e;i?s“g‘
ir-li i ly, they cannot count as the compon
pair-list readings properly, et whot O 1
is i 50a, b), the non-conjoined e : 3
(48). This is because in ( : e o o
i 50b), are not non-distinct. X
saw in (50a) and who C ¢t saw in (- , are A
- heme attached with it while in (50b), who . Ve
gislrrgfp(l?e;l: l’z:)t'tached with it. Hence, there is no way of fon'n:ng leglgnlzﬁ
component sentences of (48); (48) is excluded and thus the llCSC effe
with wh-arguments in-situ in overt wh-movement languages follow.
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Let us next consid g
ider the lack of the "CSC effects” with wh-arguments

in-situ in wh-in-situ la i
I nguages, taking (5a) (repeated here as (51)) as an

(51) Dare-ga [honto nanij-o kaimashita ka?
'who-Nom book and what-Acc bought Q '
Who bought [a book and what]?'

R - i -
14

or appears in the clause-periph iti
following structures: peripheral position. The former option yields the

(52) a. [Dare+ka-ga hon-o kaimashita] C
who-Q-Nom book-Acc bought

b. [Dare-ga nani+ka-o kaimashita] C
who-Nom what-Q-Acc bought

In (52 is adj
(52a, b), the Q-morpheme a is adjoined to the lowest wh-phrase, i.e

dare 'who' in (52a) and nani ' .
i 'what'
moves to C, which yiclds (53, what' 1n (52b). The Q-morpheme ka then

(53) a. [Dare+t;,-ga  hon-o kaimashita] C-ka

who- Zg-Nom book-Acc bought -Q
b. [Dare-ga nanitfy -0 kaimashita] C-ka
who-Nom what- fg-Acc bought -Q

This would result in a pair-li i
pair-list reading. (53a, b
h , b), however, ¢
d;e ict)mponint. senfences of (51), since the non-conjoi;::lgmeroum 5
. 'ka-8a kaimasita C-ka 'who-tQ-Nom bought C-Q' in (53a) anfln:;zms,
e g2 haima re-
(gs3a)a’"(,;::e"f:y Eo{a}zlawltm;-Nom bought C-Q' in (53b), are not non-distinct. In
i (ot o B § the trace of the Q-morpheme ka attached with it h
, dare 'who' does not have any Q-morpheme attached with it e

When the Q-morpheme ka a i
ppears in the clause-peri iti
the other hand, (51) contains the following twi)csgz:u‘::gphem positiom, on

(54) a. [[Dare-ga hon-o kaimashita] ka] C
who-Nom book-Acc bought Q
b. [[Dare-ga nani-o kaimashita] ka] C

who-Nom what-Acc bought Q

i

—
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The Q-morpheme ka then moves to C, which yields (55):

(55) a. [[Dare-ga hon-o  kaimashita ] #;,] C-ka
who-Nom book-Acc bought ) -Q

b. [[Dare-ga nani-o kaimashita] ;,,] C-ka
who-Nom what-Acc bought ) -Q

(55a, b) can count as the component sentences of (51), as informally
represented in (56):

(56)
hon-o
book-Acc
dare-ga kaimasita , C-ka
who-Nom bought 19 -Q
nani-o
what-Acc

In (56), the distinct elements, i.e. hon-o '‘book-Acc' and nani-o 'what-Acc',
do not dominate or precede one another and exist in "parallel planes," with
all the non-conjoined elements, i.e. dare-ga kaimashita t;; C-ka ‘who-Nom
bought o C-Q' aw Bill, being non-distinct. Hence, (51) is acceptable; no
nCSC effects” with wh-arguments in-situ in wh-in-situ languages follow.

To summarize, this section has first explicated Goodall's (1987) parallel
structure analysis of coordination. It was then shown that the parallel
structure analysis coupled with Boskovic/Hagstrom's analysis of multiple
questions enables us to account for the crosslinguistic variations with the
"CSC effects" with wh-arguments in-situ, ie., while overt wh-movement
languages like English, which only allow pair-list readings of multiple
questions, exhibit the "CSC effects,” wh-in-situ languages like Chinese and
Japanese, which allow both single-pair and pair-list readings of multiple
questions, do not. The next section investigates the "CSC effects” with wh-
arguments in-situ in French, arguing that it presents further support for our
analysis of the "CSC effects.”

4. Further Consequences

It has been observed that French can employ either the overt wh-
movement or in-situ strategy in questions (see, among others, Aoun,
Homstein and Sportiche 1981, Boskovic 1998, Cheng and Rooryck 2000):
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(57) a. Tu as wu qui?
you have seen whom
‘Who did you see?'
b. Qui as-tu vu?
whom have-you seen
"Who did you see?'

Bln]askovic (2091; 200?) observes that in-situ multiple questions like (58

:n uc;:iv Il;oth stl?gle]}?la(xr and pair-list readings while overt wh—movemezz
e S0, .

o ple questions like (58b) only allow pair-list readings (Boskovic 2001;

(58) a. Il a donné quoi a qui?
he has given what to whom
‘What did he give to whom?"

b. Qu'a-t-il donné a qui?
what-has-he given to whom
'What did he give to whom?'

Ithis noteworthy that there is an interplay between the "CSC effects" with
wh-arguments in-situ and the overt wh movement/in-si
: . - nt/in-situ  strate i
2:;18;1?!:}51 :"\é shown in (59{1), overt wh-movement multiple quegsi,ioxl:sl
it the SC effects." In-situ multiple questions, on the other hand, d
not exhibit any "CSC effects,” as shown in (59b): e

(59) a. Jeana donné quoi a [Marie et qui] ?
John has given what to [Mary and who]
. 'W]l'nat has John given to [Mary and who]?'
b.* Qu'est-ce que Jeana  donné 4 [Marie et qui] ?
what John has given to [Mary and who]
‘What has John given to [Mary and who]?"

This hitherto unnoticed asymmetry between the overt w,

. . : h-mov in-
situ strategies .thh the "CSC effects" straightforwardly foll::an; I;;::lndtlll:
Eresent anal):IS{s. (59§) can be accounted for on par with the lack of th:
thCSC effects” in wh-in-situ languages like Chinese and Japanese. (59b), o

e other hand, can be accounted for on par with the "CSC effect. " in overt
wh-movement languages like English. v over

5. Coclusion

This paper has proposed an analysis of the hitherto unnoticed
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crosslinguistic variations with the "CSC effects” based on an interplay
between wh-in-situ/overt wh-movement languages and the "CSC effects." It
was first shown that overt wh-movement languages like English, which have
only pair-list readings of multiple questions, exhibit the "CSC effects" with
wh-arguments in-situ, whereas wh-in-situ languages like Chinese and
Japanese, which have both pair-list and single-pair readings, do not exhibit
any "CSC effects." 1 have then argued that Goodall's (1987) parallel
structure analysis of coordination coupled with Boskovic/Hagstrom's
analysis of multiple questions enables us to account for the crosslinguistic
variations with the "CSC effects.”
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