Three interrogative strategies in Czech questions with two wh-items

This paper examines three interrogative strategies the Czech uses in questions with two
wh-items. The three strategies are exemplified in (1) : in (1a), the two wh-items are fronted, in
(1b), the two wh-items are fronted and the conjunction a (‘and’) appears between them, and in
(1c), one wh-item is fronted and the other one is introduced by the conjunction a in clause-
final position.

In the first part of the paper, I show that questions using these interrogative strategies

have different syntactic and semantic properties.
(i) In questions with multiple fronting, wh-items are syntactically independent constituents. In
effect, second position clitics (Lenertova 2001) as well as focus particle Ze normally intervene
between the two wh-items, as in (2a). Fronted wh-items in Czech do not show superiority
effects. However, two wh-adjuncts cannot be fronted, except if they are conjoined
(Przepiorkowki (1994) for other Slavic languages), as in (3). I claim that questions as in (3)
are out because non argumental wh-items are incompatible with pair list reading triggered by
fronted wh-items. (ii) In questions with multiple fronting with conjunction, the prosody and
the clitics position show that wh-items and the conjunction form a single syntactic constituent,
as in (2b). Contrary to multiple fronting, both argumental and non argumental wh-items can
appear in this configuration, as in (1b) and (3b). Semantically, these questions trigger a single
pair reading. (iii) In questions with the ‘conjoined’ final wh-item, the two wh-items clearly do
not form a constituent. These questions differ from those with fronted and ‘conjoined’ wh-
items. First, the final wh-item cannot be an argument of the verb in the interrogative clause,
except if it is an optional argument, as in (Ic). Second, although they trigger a single pair
reading, the constituent that resolves the first wh-items can be either an atomic or a plural
individual. Finally, these questions can be interpreted as conjoined questions, thus involving
more that one questioning.

The second part of the paper aims to provide a syntactic analysis of these questions.

(i) Assuming that clitics occupy the head of FinP in the left periphery of the clause (Lenertova
2001), I argue that in questions with multiple fronting the wh-item preceding clitics moves to
a syntactic position higher than FinP (ForceP or ContrastP, Rizzi (1997)), and the second wh-
item to a syntactic position below FinP (adjunction to IP, Rudin (1988)). Wh-items being
quantified expressions, the wh-item higher in the clause takes scope over the wh-item lower
in the clause, which leads to the quantified (list pair) reading of fronted wh-items (Beghelli &
Stowell 1997). This also predicts patterns where wh-items co-occur with some focussed or
topicalized material, as in (4). (ii) I argue then that multiple fronting with conjunction involves
coordination of wh-phrases, rather that focussing of fronted wh-items (Penn 1999 for Serbo-
Croatian). Coordination of wh-phrases may however seem problematic, since constituents
with different syntactic functions cannot normally be coordinated. I argue that coordinate wh-
phrase is licensed not on syntactic, but on pragmatic ground, wh-items being focus elements
(Liptak 2001). As a focus element, this coordinate phrase moves to a single position in the left
periphery of the clause (Spec-ContrastP), which blocks the scope between ywo independently
fronted wh-items, allowing only for a single pair reading of conjoined wh-items. (iii) Finally,
I argue that questions with ‘conjoined’ final wh-item involve clausal coordination with one
elliptical conjunct. Clausal coordination prevents the argument of the first interrogative verb
from occuring in the clause-final position and explains the sentential interpretation of these
questions. From syntactic point of view, I show however that the elliptical conjunct is better
to be analyzed as a fragment (Ginzburg & Sag 2001) than as a clause with deleted material.

Finally, I show how these three interrogative strategies combine in questions with more
than two wh-items.



(I) a. Kdo komu koupil knihu ? (multiple fronting)

who-NOM who-DAT bought book
‘who bought a book for whom ?’

b. Kdo a komu koupil knihu ? (multiple fronting with conjunction)
who-NOM and who-DAT bought book
‘who bought a book, and for whom ?’

c. Kdo koupil knihua komu ? (fronting and final conjunction)
who-NOM bought book and who-DAT
‘who bought a book, and for whom ?’

(2) a. Komu (ze) Jsi co koupil 7/ *Komu co (Ze) jsi koupil ?
who-DAT that-FOC CL:AUX-2SG what-ACC bought
‘What did you buy for whom 7’
b. Komu a co (ze) Jsi koupil ?/ *Komu (Ze) jsi a co koupil ?
who-DAT and what-ACC that-FOC CL:AUX-2SG bought
‘What did you buy, and for whom ?’

(3) a. *Kde jak ho Petr uhodil ?
where how him Peter hit ?
#for every x and for every y, in which place x and in which manner y did Peter hit him ?
b. Kde a jak ho Petr uhodil ?
where and how him Peter hit ? = “Where did Peter hit him, and how ?’
for which x and y is it true that Peter hit him in the place x and in the mannery ?

(4) a. [ForceP Kdo [ConLraslP (Zve) [FinP Si [IP co [IP pfeéetl]]]]] ‘7
who PART.FOC CL:REFL what-ACC read
b' Chceé Védét [ForceP co [ConLraslP MNE [FinP se [IP kdy [IP StalO]]]]] ‘7
want-2sg know what to-me CL:REFL when happened
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