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ON COORDINATED MULTIPLE WH-QUESTIONS 
Introduction: It has been claimed (Gribanova 2009 and Haida & Repp 2011) that multiple 
wh-fronting (MWF) languages like Bulgarian and Russian allow a coordinated multiple 
wh-question (CWH) of two wh-arguments with different grammatical functions (1) and a mixed 
CWH (one is a wh-argument and the other is a wh-adjunct) with an obligatorily transitive verb 
(2), but non-MWF languages like English do not (3, 4). Although their analyses differ in detail, 
they agree that while MWF languages allow a mono-clausal structure of a CWH, non-MWF 
languages only allow a bi-clausal structure. They claim that these two types of CWH can only be 
derived from the former but not from the latter. Contrary to their claim, however, I observe that 
Japanese, though it is a wh-in-situ (non-MWF) language and thus only has a bi-clausal structure, 
allows these types of CWH (5, 6). Note that in such coordination, conjuncts must be wh-phrases 
(7), and cannot appear in-situ (8). This paper proposes that scrambling enables CWHs (5, 6) to be 
derived by a bi-clausal structure, explaining the variations among non-MWF languages. I also 
argue that Japanese has overt wh-movement and superiority effects under limited circumstances.  
Japanese CWHs as Bi-clausal: There is evidence for a bi-clausal structure of Japanese CWHs 
(coordination of two wh-questions). First, the conjunct sosite ‘and’ can conjoin clauses (9a) but 
not case-marked phrases (9b). Second, clause final particles like kasira ‘I wonder’ may appear at 
the end of each conjunct (10a), which is in contrast with phrasal coordination with to ‘and’ (10b). 
A Proposal: Taking (5b) as an example, while constructing the conjuncts, we apply sideward 
movement of dare-ga ‘who-Nom’ from Spec-T of the second conjunct to Spec-T of the first 
conjunct (11a, b). In the first conjunct with null C[+Q], overt wh-movement of dare-ga 
‘who-Nom’ to Spec-C takes place in Japanese (12a). I argue that this follows from clausal typing 
(Cheng 1991; Chomsky 1995); a wh-question must be overtly marked either by a Q-particle in C 
or fronting of a wh-phrase to the minimal domain (MD, Chomsky 1995) of C, including Spec-C. 
In the second conjunct, nani-o ‘what-Acc’ undergoes scrambling, adjoining to TP (12b). Given 
Chomsky’s (2001) weak version of the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC), this scrambling 
does not stop at vP-edge. Then, the two CP conjuncts are merged (13). Given Munn’s (1993) 
coordinate structure, the first conjunct appears in the regular position where a single-term phrase 
would, and the second conjunct is the complement in &P, which is adjoined to the first conjunct. 
In (13), given May’s (1985) domination, dare-ga ‘who-Nom’ c-commands not only t’1 in the 
first conjunct but also t1 in the second conjunct. This is confirmed by variable binding (14).  
 At LF, nani-o ‘what-Acc’ in the first undergoes covert wh-movement to Spec-C (15). I 
assume Richard’s (2001) Principle of Minimal Compliance (PMC), which states that an 
ill-formed dependency in isolation can be saved by a well-formed dependency with respect to a 
constraint; the constraint needs to be satisfied once per clause. Since overt movement of dare-ga 
‘who-Nom’ to Spec-C satisfies the PIC, covert movement of nani-o ‘what-Acc’ to Spec-C of the 
same clause can ignore the PIC; the latter does not stop at vP-edge. In the second conjunct, the 
scrambled phrase nani-o ‘what-Acc’, which is adjoined to TP and thus not dominated by TP, is 
in the MD of C; it can be associated with no ‘C[+Q]’ without covert movement to Spec-C. I adopt 
Fox and Lasnik (F&L)’s (2003) parallelism condition on ellipsis; a parallel dependency must be 
established in the antecedent and the elided clause. Then, (15) satisfies parallelism, since the 
variables in the antecedent TP (the lower TP), t1 and t3, and those in the elided TP, t’1 and t2, are 
bound from parallel positions. I claim that the wh-phrase in Spec-C of the first conjunct and the 
one in the TP-adjoined position of the second conjunct count as being in parallel positions, since 
they are in the MD of C[+Q]. Backward sluicing applies at PF (16), correctly yielding (5b).  
Evidence: First, our analysis explains the crosslinguistic variations. In English CWHs like (3), 
scrambling is not available so that wh-movement of what in the second conjunct stops at vP-edge 
on its way to Spec-C due to the PIC. F&L crucially claim that intermediate traces are relevant for 
parallelism. There is an intermediate trace t’3 in the antecedent clause but not in the elided clause 
(17). Parallelism is not satisfied; (3, 4) are deviant. The contrast between Korean (18), a 
wh-in-situ language with scrambling, and Chinese (19), the one without scrambling, also follows. 
Second, our analysis explains a word order restriction (20, 21), which follows from the 
superiority effects in the first conjunct. This cannot be explained by LF-copying analysis of 
sluicing (Chung, et. al. 1995), where the antecedent TP is copied to the null TP. Note that (20) 
cannot be derived by scrambling of nani-o ‘what-Acc’ in the first conjunct. It would be in MD of 
C, satisfying clausal typing without overt movement to Spec-C; sluicing could not apply.     
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(1) Koj  i  kakvo e  kupil?   (2) Kakvo i   kak kupil  Ivan? (Bulgarian) 
 who and what  Aux bought     what  and how bought Ivan 
 Lit. ‘Who and what bought?’    Lit. ‘What and how did Ivan buy?’  
(3) * Who and what gave to Mary?  (4) *What and how did you buy? (English) 
(5) a. (Ittai)   dare-ga  sosite nani-o  Bill-ni  nomaseta  no?  
  (the hell) who-Nom and  what-Acc Bill-Dat made-drink Q? 
  Lit. ‘Who1 (the hell) and what2 [t1 made Bill drink t2]?’ 
 b. (Ittai)   dare-ga  sosite nani-o   Mary-ni  ageta no?  
  (the hell) who-Nom and   what-Acc Mary-Dat gave Q   
  Lit. ‘Who (the hell) and what gave to Mary?’ 
(6)  (Ittai)   nani-o  sosite ikura-de  kimi-wa  katta no?   Lit. ‘What (the hell) and  
 (the hell) what-Acc and at-what-price you-Top bought Q     at what price did you buy?’ 
(7) * John-ga  sosite wain-o  Bill-ni  ageta         
 John-Nom and  wine-Acc Bill-Dat gave Lit. ‘John1 and wine2, [t1 gave t2 to Bill].   
(8)*?John-wa  Mary-ni  kossorito (ittai)   nani-o   sosite ikura-de    ageta no?    
 John-Top Mary-Dat secretly  (the hell) what-Acc and   at-what-price gave Q   
 Lit. ‘John secretly gave Mary what (the hell) and at what price?’    
(9) a. [Dare-ga  banana-o   tabeta no], sosite [dare-ga   ringo-o  tabeta no] 
   who-Nom banana-Acc ate   Q  and   who-Nom apple-Acc ate   Q   
  ‘Who ate bananas, and who ate apples? 
 b. *John-wa  [banana-o  sosite ringo-o]  tabeta no? 
  John-Nom banana-Acc and  apple-Acc ate   Q  ‘Did John eat bananas and apples?’ 
(10) a. Dare-ni  kasira  sosite nani-o   Mary-ga   kihusita   no kasira? 
  who-Dat Part(icle) and  what-Acc Mary-Nom contributed Q Part? 
  Lit. ‘Whom and what did Mary contribute to (I wonder).’ 
 b.*John-ga [banana kasira to  ringo]-o tabeta kasira    
  John-Nom banana Part and apple-Acc ate Part    Lit. ‘John ate bananas and apples.’ 
(11) a. [ T [vP Mary-ni  nani-o   ageta ]]    [TP dare-ga  [vP Mary-ni  nani-o   ageta]]  
          Mary-Dat what-Acc gave          who-Nom  Mary-Dat what-Acc gave 
 b. [TP dare-ga1 [vP Mary-ni nani-o ageta]]   [TP t1 [vP Mary-ni nani-o ageta]]  
(12) a. [CP dare-ga1 [TP t’1 [vP Mary-ni  nani-o   ageta] C[+Q]] 
   who-Nom        Mary-Dat what-Acc gave  
 b. [CP [TP nani-o3 [TP t1 [vP Mary-ni  t3 ageta]] no] 
      who-Acc       Mary-Dat   gave  Q 
(13) [CP [CP dare-ga1 [TP t’1 [vP Mary-ni  nani-o    ageta]] C[+Q]] [&P sosite [CP [TP nani-o3 

    who-Nom       Mary-Dat  what-Acc gave	          and       what-Acc 
 [TP t1 [vP Mary-ni  t3 ageta]] no]]]  
         Mary-Dat   gave  Q 

(14) Doitu1-ga     sosite nani-o    soitu1-no   hahaoya-ni ageta no? 
 which guy-Nom and  what-Acc that guy-Gen mother-Dat gave  Q? 
 Lit. ‘Which guy1 and what2 gave to his1 mother?’ 
(15) [CP [CP dare-ga1 [nani-o2 [TPTP  t’1 [vP Mary-ni t2 ageta]] C[+Q]]] [&P sosite [CP [TP nani-o3 

   who-Nom what-Acc      Mary-Dat  gave	          and       what-Acc 
 [TPTP  t1 [vP Mary-ni   t3 ageta]]] no]]] 
     Mary-Dat   gave   Q 
(16) [CP [CP dare-ga1 [TP t’1 [vP Mary-ni nani-o2 ageta]] C[+Q]] [&P sosite [CP [TP nani-o3 [TP t1 

[vP Mary-ni t3 ageta]] no]]] 
(17) [CP [CP who1 [what2 [TP t’1 [vP give t2 to Mary] [&P and [CP what3 [TP t1 [vP t’3 [give t3  
 to Mary]]]] 
(18)  Nwu-ka kuliko mwues-ul Mary-eykey cwu-ess ni?   (19) *Shei yiji shenme du  le?  
 who-Nom and  what-Acc Mary-Dat     gave Q       who and what   read Asp  
 Lit. ‘Who and what gave to Mary?’         Lit. ‘Who and what read?’ 
(20)* Nani-o   sosite dare-ga  Mary-ni ageta no?   (vs. (5b)) 
 What-Acc and  who-Nom Mary-Dat gave Q?     Lit. ‘What and who gave to Mary?’ 
(21)* What and who gave to Mary? 


