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l. bitrodac&ll 

Observe the following question-&n8wer pair. 

(1) Speaker A: Mary wa John ni nani o ageta. hlto ni atta no? 
topic dat. what acc. gave person dat. met 

•Mary met the pemon who gave what to John.• 
Speaker B: a. ??/*Konpyuutaa desu. 

computer is 
•It is a computer.• 

b. Konpyuutaa o ageta. hlto desu. 
computer aoc. gave pemon is 
•It is the peraon who gave (him) a 
computer.• 

On the basis of the fa.ct that the short-form &n8wering pattern (lBa) 
does not oon.stitute an adequate &nllWer to question (IA), Nishlgauchi 
(1984), Choe (1984), and Peeetsky (1984) have hypothesized that a. 
wh-expreasion in an island necessitates the raising of the whole island 
in LF.1 Therefore, the whole i8land needs to be repeated in the 
answer, yielding the long-form answering pattern of (lBb). We will 
heneeforth refer to this analysis as •the Pied Piping Analysis". 
Peeetsky Mher hypothesized that this situation holds only when a. 
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wh-expression in an island ranges over the eet of objecta that are not 
d.iacourae-lin.ked, and propoees that discoW11e-lin.ked wh-expreaaio1111 
(and therefore, the islands that c:oa.tam them) can remain in situ in 
LF. We will show in this paper that the phenomenon under 
diacU815ion does aot give evideiioe either to the hypothesis that a 
wh~ in an island nec:eesitatea the n.Wag of the whole island, 
nor to the hypothesis that short-form &1111wers are poesible if ud only 
if the wh-expreseion is discov.ree-liD.ked. We will propose that a 
pragmatic !a.ctor that bu nothing to do with the discoW11e-lin.king of 
the wh-expretiSion in islands controls which anawuing pattern is 
appropriate. 

But before showing that there are numerous C0W1terexamples 
to Choe'•, Nish.igauchi'a and Peeetaky'a hypotheeea, we want to point 
out that it ia risky to attempt to determine the ayatax of questio1111 
eolely on the basis of the ayatax of the &1111Wers to them. Obeerve the 
following questio11-&1111Wer pair: 

(2) Speaker A: Who remembers where we bought which boob? 
Speaker B: a. John and Mary remember where we bought 

which boob. 
b. John remembers where .we bought the phyaks 

book, and Martha and Ted remember where we 
bought The Wiurd fil Oz. 

Ou. the basis o{ the &cl that (2A) can be a.n.swered either with (Ba) 
or (Bb), Baker (1970) bu propoeed that (2A) is ambiguous between 
(Sa) au.d (Sb): 

(3) a. (~ wh<>i remembers (Q,,k we bought w~ boob w~JI 
b. {~J wh<>i remembers (<4 we bought w~ boob wh~]J 

In (Sa), ~ boob is bound by the embedded--clauae Q, while in 
(Sb), it ia bound by the mtdn-dause Q. From a purely 8)'1lt&ctic 
point o{ view, the problem with this ana!yaia is that (2A) derived from 
(Sb) viol.ates Subjac:ency (or the Q-clauae Island Constraint) ud 
should be unacceptable. 2 Furthermore, from a. pragmatic point of 
view, even if (Sb) were a legitimate underlying structure, there is no 
way for Speaker B to determine whether Speaker A meant (Sa) or 
(Sb). And even if he could, that would not determine his &ll.llW~ 
pattern. Whether he answers with Pattern (a} or with Pattern (b) is 
determined by pragmatic conaidera.tio1111. If Speaker B usumea that 
John and Mary each have the full &1111Wer -- that is, if Speaker B 
MSumes that each of them remembers where the physics book and 
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The Wizard 2f: Oz were bought --- he will uee Pattern (a). He will 
al.so use Pattern (a) if he wumes that John and Mary, not 
individually, but together, have the full &D.BWer, but that Speaker A is 
not interested in finding out which part of the &1111Wer he can obtain 
from which pereon. On the other hand, if Speaker B usume11 that 
Speaker A is interested in finding out which pereon to uk about 
which book, he will ue Pattern (b). 8 The Caci that the la.tier 
&1111wering pattern hu little to do with the question of whether or not 
which boob is bound by the mtdn cl&wie Q can be eeen from the f&ci 
that Pattern (b) obta.ins even when which boob is repl.a.ced with theee 
boob. 

(4) Speaker A: Who remembers where we bought theee boob? 
Speaker B: a. John and Mary remember where we bought 

these boob. (John and Mary do.) 
b. John remembers where we bought the physics 

book. and Martha. and Ted remember where we 
bought The Wiurd fil Oz. 

Here agaia, Speaker B will use Pattern (b) if he &S5Ume8 that Speaker 
A would be intereeted in finding out from whom he ~ get the 
information. about the purcha11e place for each book. On the other 
hand, be will ue Pattern (a) if he wumes that A is not interested in 
the details, or if the faclual situation is such that John and Mary each 
have the full &1111Wer. • 

The above pragmatic explanation for the poeslD.ility of 
&MWeriDg the question (2A) either with (2Ba) or (2Bb) receives strong 
support from the &cl that the moat u.a.tu.ral ue of the latter pattern 
is u a continuation. or expansion.s of the former pattem:6 

(5) Speaker A: Who remembers where we bought which/these 
boobT 

Speaker B: John and Mary do. John remembers where -
bought the phyaica book, and .Mary remembers 
where we bought The Wizard fil Oz. 

It would be absurd to claim that the first pa.rt oC (5B) answers one 
interpretation of (5A), and the eecond pa.rt, another interpretation of 
the question. s 

Although Baker might indeed still be correct in hypothesizing 
the mec:haniam for Q-indexiu.g for multiple wh-question.s, the f&ci 
that there are two wa.ya to anawer (2A) -- which is the only 
evidenoe that he preeenta for the hypothesis -- does u.ot support his 
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hypothesis. 7 A functional explanation for the dual answeni to (2A), 
details oC which are given in Kuno and Robi.ntlon (1972), is n~. 

Now that we b.ve showu that it is D~ to reeon to 
pragmatic fa.ctore to aooount for the poel!ibility of b.ving du.al answeni 
io (2A), let u move OD. to question-answer pairs in Japaneee ud eee 
what kind of fa.ctore interact with the answering patterns. First, 
obeerve the following ex~: 

(6) A: Kimi wa, dare ga rakuaeD lita koto o llOllll& Di nageite 
you top. who nom. Iost-dection that llO deploring 
iru n dai? 
are 
•(Lit.) Who are you llO ad wu defeated in the 
electioo.t• 

B: a.manw-daigiai d~. 
M.P. is 

•It is Congreesman Tanab.• 
b. Tanah-da.igisi ga rUU6ell sita koto desu. 

M.P. Jost-election that is 
•It is that Congreasman Tanaka wu defeated.• 

(7) A: Kimi wa, Hanako ga dare bra tegami o mor&tta "koto o 
you nom. who from letter received tb.t 
okotte iru n daiY 
angry are 
•Who are you angry that Hanako received a letter from?• 

B: a. 11Taroo deGU. 
•It is Taroo. • 

b. ?Taroo bra desu. 
•It is from Taroo. • 

c. Taroo bra moratta koto desu. 
from received that is 

•It is tha.t ahe received a letter from Taroo. • 
(8) A: Kimi wa, Hanako ga dare to deito sit& koto o okotte iru 

nom. who with dated that angry are you 
n da.i? 
•Who are you angry that ~ dated?" 

B: a. maroo desu. 
•n is Taroo.• 

b. ?Taroo to desu. 
•It is with Taroo. • 

c. Taroo to deito lita koto desu. 
with da.ted tha.t is 

•It is that Hanako went out with Taroo. • 
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The marginality of (6Ba), (7Ba) and (8Ba) is quite comparable to that 
of (I&). However, it is genenlly UGUmed that koto-cl&u.&es in 
Japaneee do not conatitute islaJtda, u the -.oceptability of the following 
11entenoes detnonatrates: 

(9) ([Hanako ga ei iega.mi o mora.tta J koto o kimi ni kakusite ita J 
nom. letter reoeived that you da.t. <:On~ 

otokei to iu no wa, ittai dare da? 
man in-the-world who is 
•Who in the world is the man who (lit.) Ha.nako didn't reveal 
to you that she had received a letter from?• 

(10) Dare to, kimi wa, (Ha.nako ga e deito sital koto o okotte 
who with you nom. dated that angry 
iru n daiT 
are 
•Who are you angry that Ha.nako da.ted?• 

(9) involves relativiza.tion of an element in a. ko~ and (10) 
ecrambling of an element in a koto-da.U8e odt of that clauae. Both 
(9) and (10) are aooeptable. Therefore, no one would eeriou8ly 
propoee tb.t the whole koto-cla.wleas in (6A) - (SA) undergo raising 
in LF. Such a syntactk 110lution is clearly not available. Explanation 
of the mugina.lity o( these answers must be eooght elsewhere. 

It seems that the acceptability status of the short-form 
answer and the long-form answer above hu something to do with 
how tra.nspa.rent the main cla.Ube verb is eemantically. Consider the 
JK>llowing ~ 

(11) A: Kimi wa., doko no daiga.ku o deta to itte ita? 
you where 's university graduated tha.t saying was 
•What univeniity did you say you gradua.ted from?" 

B: a. Kyooda.i desu. 
•n is Kyoto University.• 

b. Kyoodai o demasita. 
graduated 

•J graduated from Kyoto University.• 
(ll2) A: Kimi wa dare ga okurete kuru koto o llOUJl& ni linpaisite 

you who nom. late come that ISO worried 
iru ll da.i? 
•Who a.re you ISO worried would oome late. 11 

B: a. TlLlla.ka.-kun desu. (Aitu wa asaneboo da. bra.. .. ) 
is he late-riser is since 
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•Jt is Tanaka. (He ill not an early mer.)" 
b. 7Tanab.-lam ga okurete kuru ltoio desu. 

late come that is 
•It is that Tanaka woald come J.ate.• 

The acceptability of the short-form &1111Wer (a) eeems io have 
something io do with how eem&Jltically transparent the main clause 
verb is. This works .in (UA), where itte it& •said• is semantically 
very light. In (12A), the main claw verb !2!!!!! !! sinpaisite iru •be 
worried so much•, although much richer than itte it& •said• 
eemantically speaking, eeems lees rich than the main clauae verbs of 
(6A), (7 A) and (SA). (12A) is roughly paraphruable u •Who do you 
th.inlt will come late?•. And, u with (11&), the short-form anawer 
given in (12Ba) is perfedJy aoceptaNe u an a.n.swer io the question. 

Whether or not semantic lightness tu.ma out io be the only 
ltey io the acoeptability of the llhorl-form a.n.swer pattern io questions 
whkh have wh-expressions .in koto- and ~. the acoeptability 
of (UBa) a.nd (12Ba) clearly shows that the muginality of the 
short-form a.n.swers in (6), (7) a.n<i (8) is not a syntactic "fact, but a 
semantic or discoU1'8e-bued one. 

2. GeDenl Situ.&. rill Waada 

Japanese obeerws the island conatraint on coordinate 
structure, as the following exJUD.ples show: 

(13) a. Kimi wa {Ha.na.ko to Saburoo to J bra. sono ltoio o ltilia 
you and and from the matter heard 
no lta7 
•You heard about it from Hanako and Saburoo7• 

b. '*Saburoo io, ltimi wa {Hll.llalo io e I bra. 80no koio o 
ltiita llO lta'l 

c. '*Hana.Ito io, ltimi wa [ e Saburoo io J bra 80no ltoio o 
ltiita no lta 1 

(13b) and (18c) are both ~ unaoceptable. 
Obeerve now the following excha.nge: 

(H) A: Kimi wa ltono ltoio o boltu io (hob ni) dare io bra 
you th.is ma.tier me and else who and from 
ltiita n dai7 
heard 
•You've heard about this from me (lit.) and who elae7" 
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B: a. Hana.ko-sa.n io Na.tuko-sa.n bra da. 
and from is 

•Jt is from Ha.na.ko a.nd Na.tuko. • 
b.11Kimi io Hana.ko-san io Natuko-san bra da. 

a.n<i and from is 
•1t is from you and Hana.ko a.nd Natuko. • 

In question (14A), we have a coordinate structure ~ io dare !2]. 
And here it is the long-form a.n.swer pattern that is marginal, while 
the short-form a.n.swer pattern is completely acoeptabie. 

It is not clear how GB Theory deals with the coordin&te 
structure island conatraint. At the very least, it seems that it invol:ves 
Subjaoeo.cy, but a given version of GB might contain some other ways 
io account for the fact that movement out of a coordinate structure is 
banned. In any cue, the Pied Piping Analysis predicts that in (14A), 
the whole coordinate structure ~ io dare !QI ~ should be 
raised in LF. This analysis predicts that the long-form answer given 
in (l.ffib), rather than the short-form ILll.SWer given in (l.ffia.), would 
be a.n acceptable answer io (14A). As we have seen, the reverse 
judgments actually obtain. .. 

Temporal clauaee are another type ..generally &861imed io be 
islands. For example, obeerve the following eentences: 

(15) a. Kimi wa Pari ni itta a.to de, Rooma ni yotta no bJ{ 
you io went after io siopped-over 
•Did you siop over at Rome after you went io Paris?• 

b. '*Pari ni, kimi wa [ e itta a.to de], Rooma ni yotta no b.i7 
.. To Paris, did you stop over at Rome after you went e7• 

Since the ato-de claWle is an island u shoWJJ. in (15), the Pied Piping 
Analysis would dictate that the entire ato-de claU8e in (16A) undergo 
raising in LF. Thus, short-form answer (16Ba) below should not be 
acoeptable, but it .is: 

(16) A: Kimi wa dolto ni itta a.to de, Rooma ni yotta n da.i? 
you where io went after to siopped-<>ver 
•You siopped over at Rome after you went where?" 

B: a. Pari desu. 
•It is Paris.• 

b. Pari ni itta aio desu. 
io went after is 

•n is after I went io Paris.• 

The above obeerva.tions show that there is in genera.I no 
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correlation between extra.ctability and the &Il5Wering patterns under 
cliacuasion. There!o~ there is no reuon io expect that there will be 
one just !or the complex NP island, u Nillhigauchi, Choe and Peeetsky 
have propoeed. 

3. Dlacoane Link 

Peeetsky (1984) has divided wh-phraaee into two types: 
Di.8counle-l!nled (D-l!nled) wh-phraaes . and nou.Di6couree-ll.nked 
(nonD-linked) wh-phraaee. The dichotomy is hued on the difference 
between multiple wh-questions that contain whkh and thoee that 
contain other wh-wocds nch u what or who. Obeerve the example 
sentencee below: 

(17) &. Wh<Ji did fOU persuade es to read what? 
b. ??What, did you persuade who(m) io read e, 7 

The LF repreeer>.tation of (17) is 

(18} a. (g.wh"' (g.~ Is :you persuade ei io read e, m •. 
I . I 

b.7?(g.wh91 (g.wh"1 fs you persuade ~ to read e,ffi 
I I I 

To expl.am these OOll.tr&sts, Peeetaky claims •if two WH-iraee 
dependencies overlap, one must contain the other'. He ea& this the 
Nested Dependency Condition. This condition is a condition on 
movement. 

However, multiple which questiou.s do not obeerve the Nested 
Dependency Condition, u shown below: 

(19) which book, did you persuade which ma.n io read e,? 

Were it parallel to (18b), the LF repl.'e8entation of (19) would be 

(20) (g.which lll&Di fs.which ~ fs you persuade ~ to read ~JI 
I I I 
'--~~~~~~~~~~' 
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This LF representation involves a <:ris5croesing dependency, and should 
be u una.coeptable u (18b). From theee facts, Peeetsky &88Wlles 
•whkh-phruas in situ, unlike who or what, do not undergo LF 
movement.• Therefore, the LF repreeentation of (19) ill taken not as 
(20), but as (21): 

(21) (g.Whkh book, Cs you persuade whkh man io read ~]J 

Peeetsky attempts to correlate the differenoe between thoee two types 
of wh-phraaee with a cfitlcourae fa.cior. He urn.mes that when whkh 
is used in a question, both the speaker and the hearer share the same 
eet in their mind and the speaker ub the hearer to chooee the 
answa- from the eet. Thus (19) implies a particular eet of boob and 
a particula.r aet o( men, whereas when what or who, for example, is 
used in a question under normal cittumstanoes, the speaker and the 
hearer do not share a set. Peeetsky calls whkh-pb.rases D-linked 
and what and who nonD-linked. He then concludes from the facts 
mentioned above, giving only the Nested Dependency Condition for 
justification, that •wn must move at LF only if it is nonD-linked. 
D-linked WH do not have io move." The· important tliing here is 
that cfitlcourae factors are said io determine whether wh-pb.rases have 
io move at LF or not. 

According to Peaetsky, in English, what and who in normal 
usages are nonD-linke,d but they can be U8ed u D-linked if an 
appropriate OOll.text is provided. To give some evidenoe for the 
<:Orrelation of diacour8e and LF movement, Pesetaky refers to 
Bolinger's a.nd his own examples where questions of the (17b) type are 
judged gra.mmatical when a context is provided. 

(22} a. I bow what just everybody was uked io do, but what 
did who (actually) do? (Bolinger) 

b. I bow that we need io install transistor A, transistor 
B, and transistor C, and I bow that these three holes 
are for transistors, but Pll be damned if I ca.n figure 
out from the instructions where what goes! (Pesetsky) 

The judgments on these eentences are far from obvious. Our 
informants, while a.coept~ (22&), in fact consider (22b) still marginal. 
Likewise, obeerve the following aentence..: 

(23) a.71/*I bow that John gave five boob io five people, but 
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I don't !mow which who got. 
b.il/'*I !mow that Profeseor Smith is meticulous about grade 

CUlVes. I am ~ that u many of ws have gotten C's 
u A's. I am a.nxiou.s to find out what grades who got. 

In .pite oC the fad that wh-ph.rues are D-linked in the above 
eentenoes, ~ a.ooeptability ctatws is very low.• Thus, Pesetsky'11 
claim that there is a strong correlation between di&courlle fadons and 
wh-movement in LF is at best problematic. However, llinoe his 
analy&is oC Japanese crucially depend& upon this claimed correlation, 
we will go along with him, and examine the Japanese data in his 
perspective.• 

4. Leck ol Coneia&.. Betweea D-Lmked Wll-PlaruN ud Sbori 
A.uwen 

It is a well-mown fad that Japanese violates the Subja.oency 
condition. Observe the following eentenoes: 

(24) L Mary wa [11p fs. John ni nani o ageta] hito Di a~ no7 
dat. what gave penson dat. met 

•Mary met the penon who gave what to John?• 
b. Mary wa (John ga nani o yomu mae ni] debketa no? 

what read before went-ou.t 
•Mary went out before John read what!• 

Baaed on 1JUch ~. Huang (1982), Lunik and Saito (1983) 
&SSUme that Subja.oency does Dot apply at LF in Japanese. However, 
Peeetsky claim& that Subja.oency ~erally applies to Japanese, too. 
Following Choe (1984) and Nishigauchi (1984), he explain& the 
aooeptabiliiy oC eentenC>e1S -=h u (24) despite their apparent violation& 
of Subjaoency, by assuming that the whole island gets raieed at LF. 
He uaes felicitous l.ll1!IWel'll for theee types of questions u the evidenoe 
for his a.naly&is. 

Adopting Choe'11 and N'IShigauchi's obeervation, Peeetsky says 
that usually one can answ« , wh-questions by using a word which 
correspond& to only the wh-phrue in the question, as shown below: 

(25) A: Mary W& John ni nani 0 ~ta no? 
dat. what acc. gave 

•Whae; did Mary give to John?• 
B: Konpyuutaa desu. 

computer is 
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•It is a computer.• 

However, when a wh-phrue is embedded in an island, the felicitoUll 
answer for the question is not a 11hort-form answer which correspond& 
to the wh-phrue in the question; the an.swer hu to recapitulate the 
entire island, &11 shown in (1), repeated in (26) below: 

(26) A: Mary wa John ni nani o ageta. hito ni atta no? 
•Mary met the pel'l!On who gave what to John?" 

B: Lil /*Konpyuutaa desu. 
•n is a computer.• 

b. Konpyuutaa o ageta hito desu. 
•n is the penson who gave (him) a computer." 

Peeetsky hypothesizes for Japanese, as he does for English, 
that islands that contain D(iscourse)-linked wh-phrases do not have 
to be raieed in LF. Thus, he predicts that a short-form answer to a 
question of the pattern of (26) would become aoceptable if the 
wh-phrues in island& are D-linked. He UBeS the following example 
to show that his prediction is borne out: 

(21) A: (Context: IBM to, Apple to, Fuzituu to, Matusita no 
nab. de. .. ) 
•Among IBM, Apple, Fujitsu and Panasonic (National) ... • 
Mary wa, (xp fs. John ni dono !tonpyuutaa o ageta I hito] 

ni atta no? 
dat. met 

da.t. which computer acc. gave pel'llOn 

•Which comi>«ter did Mary meet the man who gave e to 
John?• 

B: a. IBM no konpyuutaa desu. 
•It is the IBM computer.• 

b. (,ip fs. IBM no !tonpyuutaa o ageta I hito I desu. 
•It's the man who gave the IBM computer (to him).• 

Peeetsky obeerves that (27Ba) is an acceptable an.swer to the question. 
(Incidentally, we find this short-form answer less than perfect.10) He 
-.- this u crucial evidenoe for D-~ed wh-phrues in islands being 
exempt from nJaing in LF in Japanese. 

We have aummarUed above Pesetslcy's account of the 
ma.rgiu.ality of the short-form answer to (26A) and the aoceptability of 
the short-form answer to (27A). We will now show that it is fraught 
with problems, and that when the full range of Japanese data. are 
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considered, there d~ not eeem io be any way io make it work. 
First, there are many examples with nonD-linked wh-pb.raaes like 
(26) whkh allow short-form &nsWers: 

(28) A: Nani o iubtte iru bisya de hataraite iru n desu bT 
what aoc. making is company at working are 
•y oa are working in a company that produoes what?• 

B: &. Konpyuut&& den. 
•It is computers.• 

b. Konpyuut&& o tu.kutte iru bisya desu. 
computer aoc. making is company is 
•It is a company that produoes computers.• 

Exam.pie (28) does not eeem io require various kinds of products to 
have been diecuaeed in ~ preoed.ing diacoune. However, the 
short-form answer is perfectly acceptable. In this case, one might 
argue that the eet of possible products th&i companies produce is 
always shared between the speaker and the hearer, and that, therefore, 
(28) is an instance of D-linked wh-phrue. Thai this explanation is 
difficult io maintain can be eeen from the following excliau.ge: 

(29) A: Kimi wa n&ni o iubtte iru bisya bra obne o 
yoa what aoc. making is company from money &<:<:. 

b.rita n desu b? 
borrowed 
•Yoa borrowed money from a company that produoes what?• 

B: a. ??Konpyuut&& desu. 
•It's computers.• 

b. Konpyuut&& o iubtte iru bisya desu. 
computer aoc. mating is company is 
•It's a company that produoes computers.• 

Note that the short-form uswer is marginal in (29). If it is claimed 
th&i the wh-ph.rue is D-1.inked in (28), but not in (29), we would 
have to AY that D-li.nking jg a conoept that is so vague that we 
would be able io tell whether D-li.nking hu taken plaoe or not only 
by examining the answering patterns. 

Moreover, contrary to Peeetsicy'• prediction, there are many 
queetions with D-li.nked wh-phrues whkh, unlike (27), definitely do 
not allow short-form answers: 

(30) A: Koko ni kinoo nomi-no-Iti de btia rampu io, 
here in yesterday flea-market at bought lamp and 
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ruio io, tiltuonki ga arimasu. Kono naka de, n&ni o 
radio and phonograph there-are these among what 
utte it& hiio ga kimono o kite imuita b? 
eelling WU per80ll wearing WU 

•we have here & lamp, a radio and a phonograph whkh we 
bought at a flea market yesterday. Among them, the 
pereon who 90ld (ua) wh&i was wearing Japanese kimono?• 

s: L??rTikuonki deau. 
phonograph ls 
•n•a a phonograph.• 

b. Tikuonki o utte it& hiio desu. 
phonograph eelling was pereon is 
•It's a penon who eold (us) the phonograph.• 

The wh-phrue jg D-linked in (30). Therefore, Peeetsicy's hypothesis 
predkts thai the short-form answer would be acoeptahle. However, 
(30Ba) jg not io be an appropriate answer to the question. 

Pesetsicy &Lio claims that the word ittgj •(what) the hell• 
!orces the wh-phrue io be nonD-li.nked. Based on the sentences 
below, he claims that sinoe the ittai wh-phraee is ..foroed to have 
nonD-li.nked reading, the wh-phrue move. at LF and· Subjacency 
effects appear in th<>11e sentences. Henoe the ungnunmaticaliiy of (8la) 
and (8lb): 

(31) L *Mary W& ftip (s. John Jli itta.i n&ni 0 &get&) hiio) ni 

atta no? 
met 

in-the-world what gave pereon 

•Mary met the person who gave what (in ~ world} to 
John?• 

b. •Mary wa (John ga itta.i nani o yomu mae ni} debketa no? 
in-the-world what read belore went-oat 

•Mary went oat belore John read what {in the world)?• 

These eentenoes are suppoeed to provide evidence for Subjacency at 
LF and for the relation between LF movement and discourse factors. 
Pesetsicy ~ee th&i ju.st in cue ittai is added to a wh-phrase, the 
wh-phrue, and not the island that contains it, gets n.lood in LF. He 
does not give any explanation for this ad-hoc stipulation. He then 
attrilmtes the ungrammaticality of (Sla, b) io the ensuing violation of 
Subja.oency. 

Besides the stipulatory nature of the above explanation for the 
macoeptablliiy of (Sla, b), there are examples where ittgj is embedded 
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in an island without yielding unacceptable judgment: 

(32) A: Hanako wa (bnocyo ni ittai nani o purezento sit& J 
her dat. what preeented 

hito o era.nda no? 
pe1'90n choee 
•Ranako choee the per80l1 who had given her what (in the 
world)?• 

B: IL *Tokei desu. 
watch is 
•n is a watch.• 

b. Tokei o purezento sit& hito desu. 
watch pre9C11ted pel'llOl2 is 
•n is a pel'llOl2 who gave her a watch.• 

(32A) is a perfectly aooeptabJe question, and it does not require the 
context where various pre8e!lill have been mentioned. 

Contnry to Pesetslty'a claim that ittai forces a nonD-1.inked 
reading, it can in fact have a D-1.inked iu.ding, too: 

(33) Tokei to syatu to nekut&i no uti de, Taroo wa [kare "bra 
watch and shirt and necktie among him from 
ittai nani o btt&J hito ni (yotte) k.oroareta no de a:roo ka? 

what bought pel'llOl2 by was-killed 
•Among the watch, the shirt, and the tie, Ta:roo was killed 
by the penon who bought what?• 

The above obeervationa show that there .is no strong correlation 
between the aoceptahility of short-form anawem and D-1.inked 
wh~na, and that ittai has little to do with the distinction 
between D-1.inked and nonD-1.inked wh-phrasea. u 

5. f'-..tiopal Ex:pla .. tba 

We have established above that the following situations hold 
with respect to wh-phruee in isl&Dds: 

(34) (i) wh~ with wh-pb.ruea in .islands such u 
coordinate atructura and iemporal clauses can 
generally be anawered with short-form &J111Wem; 

(ii) NonD-1.inked wh-questions in complex NPs can 
sometimes be answered with short-form &DSWem; 

(ill} D-linked wh-questions in complex NPa sometimes 
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cannot be an.swered with short-form an.swem. 

In other words, we have shown that there is not any strong 
correlatioa between short-form answem ud D-linking, or between 
Jong-form &11.11Wem and nonD-linking. This conclusion, coupled with 
the obeervaUon that even koto- ud no-claWJeS eometimes require 
long-form answem, shows that what we have here is not a 
phenomenon that can be captured with u apparently deep syntactic 
generaliu.tion, but one that cries out for discolll'8e-based explanation. 

At the begin.ning of this paper, we obeerved that pragmatics 
determines how to an.swer questiou such as 

(35) Who remembem where we bought which boob? 

Now, let us compare our crucial Japanese examples to see whether 
there is a clue for explaining the contrast between short-form ud 
Jong-form &11.11Wem: 

(36} Speaker A: Mary wa John ni na.n.i o ageta hito ni atta no? 
•Mary met the pemon who gave what to John?• 

Speaker B: 1L7?/*Konpyuutaa detru. - · 
•rt is a computer." 

b. Konpyuutaa o ageta hito deau. 
•rt is the pereon who gave (him) a 
computer.• 

(37) Speaker A: Nani o tukutte iru )Wsya de ha.taraite iru n 
deau ka? 
•You work in a company that produoes what?• 

Speaker B: IL Konpyuutaa deau. 
•rt is computem. • 

b. Konpyuutaa o tukutte iru kaisya desu. 
•Jt is a company that produces computem.• 

We hypothesize that the short-form an.swer and the long-form &D..11Wer 
are different in that the former IMlllUJlles that the questioner's primary 
interest lies in the identification of the object that the wh-phrue asks 
about, while the long-form &WJWer &88Wllea that the questioner's 
interest lies primarily in the identification of the object that the 
complex NP ref'em to. In other words, in (36), it can be usumed, 
under normal circumatanoes, that Speaker A's primary interest lies in 
finding out the identification of the pel'llOn that Mary met. There 
does not eeem to be any compelling reason why Speaker A should be 
interested in the computer that John got from the pert!OD. that Mary 
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met. In oontrut, in (87), there is every reason for Speaker A to be 
interested primarily in the product of the company that Speaker B is 
working in. The nature of the product might tell what B specializes 
in, or A might be interested in finding out from B whether he can get 
his company's product at a diacou.nt prioe. Speaker B, in &DSWering 
the question with a short-form answer, must have assumed that 
Speaker A's primary interest lies in the product line, and not in the 
identification of the company.12 

Similarly, in 

(88) A: Kimi wa nani o tukutte iru kaisya bra okane o brita n 
desu b7 
•Yoo: borrowed money from a company that produces 
what?• 

B: a. ??Konpyuutaa desu. 
•J('s computers.• 

b. Konpyuutaa. o tukutte iru bisya desu. 
•Jt's a company that produces computers.• 

The short-form answer is not appropriate under normal circumstances 
becauae the produd line of a company has little to do with whether 
one can borrow money from them. ThWI, Speaker B must conclude 
that A's primary interest lies in company identification, and not in the 
produd name, and thWI chooees the Jong-form &DSWer. On the other 
hand, if Speaker B assumes that Speaker A is interested in finding out 
in what field it is osy to borrow money, he might legitimately use 
the short-form anawer. 

Likewise, in 

(39) A: Koko ni linoo nomi-no-iti de btta rampu to, razio to, 
Qkuonli ga arimasu. Kono nab de, nani o utte ita hito 
ga kimoa:ao 0 kite imaaita b7 (= 80) 
•we have here a lamp, a radio and a phonograph which we 
bought at a flea mark.et yesterday. Among them, the 
penon who 80ld (WI) what waa wearing a Japanese 
kimono?• 

B: a. 77 /•Tikuonki den. 
•It is the phonograph.• 

b. Tikuonki o utte ita hito desu. 
•Jt•e the penion who 80ld (us) the phonograph.• 

Speaker B can legitimately usume that Speaker A has little interest in 
the idenUfie&tion of the object whoee seller was wearing a kimono, but 
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is interested m the identification of the kimono-clad seller. This 
explains why the short-form &DllW'er is uu1.ppropriate !or (39). 

There are in fa.et many quest.ions in which the questioner is 
not interested in the identification of the hea.d noun, but in the 
identification of the objects that correspond to the wh-pb.rues. For 
example, observe the following sentences: 

(.(()) A: Saikoo nanben rikonslta hlto ga Guinness Book Di 
highest how-often divorced person m 
notte imaau b7 
recorded is 
•A person who haa had how many divorces maximally is 
recorded in the Guinness Book?" 

B: a.. 50-kai desu. 
•n is 50 times.• 

b. 750-kai rikonsita hito desu. 
times divorced person is 

•Ji is a pereon who haa had 50 divorces.• 
(41} A: Nannin atumeta hito ga, tada de ryokoo dekiru no desu 

how many gathered person free travel can 
b? 
•A person who has recruited how many members can travel 
free of charge?" 

B: a. 20-nin desu. 
people is 

•n is 20 members.• 
b. 120-Din atumeta hito desu. 

people recruited person is 
•It is thoee who have recruited 20 members.• 

The short-form anawer is felicitous in (40) because the &DP'erer can 
guess fairly safely that the questioner is not interested in identifying 
the person who has the world record of divorce, but that he is 
interested in finding out only the record figure. Similarly, in (<fl), the 
anawerer can determine that A's interest lies only in finding out how 
many people one has to recruit in order to qualify for a free trip. 
The questioner couldn't have been interested in identifying the referent 
of the complex NP because, since it is an indefinite NP ued 
generically, it does not have a referent. 

Here again, just in case ii might be argued that numbers are 
shared inherently between the speaker and the hearer, we give the 
following example: 
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(-42) A: Hanako-sa.n wa, nihi rik001Jita hito to, sankai 
twice divorced pereon and thrice 

rikonaita hito to, yonkai rikon.sita hito to deito site 
divorced penon and .C-times divorced pel'l!On with dating 
.ita kedo, kellyoku, nankai rikOllllita hito to 
was but finally how-often divorced pel'l!On with 
keilo11.11ita no b ne 7 
married 
•mmalto wu dating a pel'l!Oll who was twke dJvorced, a 
penon who wu thrice divorced, and· a pel'l!On who wu 
four-times divoroed. She ended up marrying the pel'l!On 
who wu divorced how many times711 

B: a.7?Sankai deau. 
•it is three times. 11 

b. Sanka.i rikonaita hito desu. 
thri<:e divorced pel'l!On is 
•n is the pereon who wu thrice divorced.• 

In the above, Speaker B can Wrly safely &llllUIIle that Speaker A's 
interest ill not in divoroe record, but in identifying tlie pel'l!On that 
Hanako hu married. Hence the marginality of the short-Corm 
answer, and the acceptability of the long-form answer. u 

Many wh-questio11.11 with wh-phrases in islands that can be 
answered with short-form &D.11Wers have nompecific head noun.s, u in 
(41). This is beca.ue these questioll.ll are least likely to have the 
identifi<:&tion of the complex NP u their objectives. The following 
examples, &II well as (.CO) and (42), however, mow that the 
nompecificity oC the head noun is not a prerequisite for the 
short-Corm answering pattern. 

(43) A: Kono ma.e no ootoreesu de, doo iu kuruma o unten.site ita 
la.st auto-ra.ce at what car driving was 
hito ga gasu-tanku no bakuha.tu de, ooyaltedo o llita no 
penon gu-tank 's explosion by eeverely-bumed 
desu b7 
WU 

•At the la.st auto-raoe, the penon who wu driving what 
car wu eeverely burned by a gu-tank explosion?• 

B: a. Ferrari desu. 
•It is the Ferrari.• 

b. Ferrari o unte1111ite ita hito desu. 
driving W&ll pel'l!On jg 

•It ia the penion who was driving the Ferrari." 

(44) 
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A: Kono tanpell.ll)'Uu wa dono saltuhin mo amari patto sinai 
this 1hort-.tory-anthology every piece too great is-not 
ga, dono saltuhin o bita laltb ga noti ni Nobel-syoo o 
but whkh story wrote writer later prize 
moratta no desu b7 
received 
"This anthology oC short stories -- none of its stories 
is exciting, but the author who wrote which ltory later 
received a Nobel Prize?• 

B: a. Kore desu. 
this jg 

•It ill this .• 
b. Kore o bita saltb desu. 

this wrote writer is 
•It is the writer who wrote this.• 

The short form answer is po615ible in (44) because Speaker B can 
&llllUIIle that Speaker A is interested, for example, in. reevaluating the 
short story whoee author later received a Nobel Prize. He would 
answer with the long-form &D.11Wer, on the other hand, if he thinb 
that the questioner'1 interest lies in the identification of the Nobel 
Prize winner. 

t. Coodmioa 

We have shown in. this paper that the dioice between 
short-form and long-form anawen to wh-questions wit& wh-phrues 
in islands is a diaooune phenomenon, and that it is not amem.ble to 
any lll)'Jl.taclic conditioning. We have shown that N~ Choe 
and Peeetak;r's Pied Piping Analysis and Pesetaky's Discourae Link 
Analysis have not nooeeded beyond the small number of enmples 
they have looked into. In spite of the ingenuity of theee analyaes, the 
choice between short-form and long-form &D.11Wem does not correlate 
with D-lin.ked and nonD-lin.ked wh-phrases or with the raising or 
nonraiaing of islands as a whole. We have seen here, as with many 
other phenomena, & pragmatic, functional control of what, &i first 
gla.noe, appean1 to be a lll)'Jl.taclic phenomenon. The preeent paper ill 
the fiM attempt to isolate a functional factor that intenr.cts with the 
acceptability of short-form or long-form &llllWem to the types of 
questio11.11 diaculllled herein. No doubt there are other nch factors, but 
we will have to leave them for future research. 
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fOOTNOTES 

• .Reeearch reported on in this paper bu been supported in part 
by a grant from the National Science FoU11datio11 to Harvard 
University (BNS-82-14193). We are greatly indebted to John 
LWD.llden ud Eileen Nam for their valuable comments on &11 earlier 
version of this paper. 

1 The paper that Peeetslty orally preeented at the Annual 
Meeting of the Linguistic Society of America, Baltimore, Maryland, 
December 198-4, eeems to be hued on a written, but Ullpubliahed 
paper, dated December 198-4 (referred to u Pesetslty (198-4) in this 
paper). Therefore, we will baae our diecUS1Jio11 of Peeetslty's hypothesis 
on the written version of the paper, &Muming that its oral preeenta.tion 
at a national conference has plaoed it in public domain. 

2 It might be argued that Subja.oency is a constraint on 
movement between n-tructure and S-structure, ud that it does not 
apply to (2A) on the (3b) interpretation becau.ee which books has not 
moved. This approach would predict that the following "11e11tences would 
all be acceptable: 

(i) a. '*I wut to know who you talked with about the grades that 
he gave to who. 

b. '*This report doesn't say anything about who C011tacled the 
pol.ice about the 8118picion that the spy riD.g had recruited 
which members of the family. 

c. •Tell me what you said to the man who told you what. 

Alternatively, one might argue, u Peeetslty has, that Subja.oency is a 
coutraint on movement in LF, ud that diec:ounle-1.inked 
wh~u such as which books in (3b) do not get raised at all 
in LF. We will diecU8t! the problem with this alternative approach in 
Section 3. 

3 One might argue that the above line of explanation for the 
possibility of answering (2A) with (2Bb) leaves Ullexplained why there 
is not a third &llBWer in which which boob remains intact, but in 
which where is given coutant values: 

(i) A: Who remembers where we bought which books? 
B: •John remembers which boob we bought at the 

COOP, and Martha ud Ted remember which books 
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we bought at PanglOM Bookstore. 

We attribute the unaooeptability of (iB) to the same reuon that 
makes (iiB} below unacceptable: 

(ii) A: Who remembers where we bought which boob? 
B: •John and Mary remember which boob we bought where. 

What makes (iB) and (llB) Ull&eceptable u answers to (IA) and (llA), 
respectively, is la.clt of structural parallelism between the question and 
the &llBWer. The Ull&eceptability of (iB) and (iiB) in the given 
contexts, therefore, resembles that of (iliB) below u &11 answer to 
(iliA): 

(ill} A: Who did John hit? 
B: •Bill was hit by John. 

In. addition, multiple wh-questiollll in which different wh-words are 
fronted are not exactly synonymous. For example, compare the 
following two questiou: 

(iv) a. Do you remember where we bought what? 
b. Do you remember what we bought where? 

As disc:wseed in Kuno (1982), (iva} normally requires the eorting of 
information uing pla.ce names u sorting keys, u in (v), while (ivb) 
requires the eorting of relevant information using purchued items as 
eorting keys, u in (vi): 

(v) a. Yes, I do. We bought pencils, pellll ud notebooks at 
the COOP, ud pens, noteboob, scotch tapes ud 
&ddrees labels at Bob Slate's. 

b. Yes, I do. At the COOP, we bought pencils, pellll ud 
noteboob, ud at Bob Slate's, we bought pellll, 
notebooks, scotch tapes ud address labels. 

(vi) a. Yes, I do. We bought pencils a.t the COOP, pellll 

and notebooks at the COOP ud at Bob Slate's, ud ecotch 
tapes and address labels at Bob Slate's. 

b. Yes, I do. Pencils, we bought at the COOP, peD.S ud 
noteboob, we bought at the COOP ud at Bob Slate's, ud 
scotch tapes and address labels, at Bob Slate's. 

(v) would not be plausible u answers to (ivb), nor (vi) as answers to 
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(iva). The unacceptability of (ilB) u an &DBWer to (ilA) is in pari due 
to the difference in the understood information orpniu.tion of the 
embedded interrogative clause between the question and the &Dfffer. 

4 It might be ugued that theee in (4A), just like which in 
(2A), can be bound by the matrix Q. It is difticult to evaluate nch a 
claim in the abeence of explicit theory o( Q-bindiug of elements that 
are not wh--expreesions. For example, what would nch a claim say 
about 

(i) A: Did you buy these boob? 
B: I bought the physka book, but I didn't buy The 

Wizard fil_ Oz. 

What would it mean to say that theee in (iA) is bound by Q? The 
foc11111 of the question .is on buy, and not on ~ that is, the 
question, in its normal interpretation, is not synonymo11111 with 

(ii) Which boob did you buy'l 

In any case, in the abeence of any explicit theory oii Q-bound 
nonwh:-expressions, we have to &lllllUDle that Pattern (4Bb) obtains 
even when the expression corresponding to the ~ book and The 
Wiza.rd fil_ Oz in the question is not bound at all by the matrix Q. 

5 We are indebted to Eileen Nam (personal commun.ica.tion 
1985} for this observation. 

6 It might be argued that Speaker B an.swens (5A) with John 
and ~ do &llllllWlling that A intended the question 11111 having the 
structure shown in (Sa), but that B has a eeoond thought that A 
really intended (Sb), and &nlllWer& with the eecond aentence of (5B). 
The following ex~ shows that this kind of explanation does not 
go far. 

(i) A: Do John and Mary remember where we bought which boob? 
B: a. Yes, they do. John remembers where we bought 

the physics book, and Mary remembers where 
we bought The Wiza.rd fil Oz. 

b. Yes, John remembers where we bought the 
physia book, and Mary remembers where we 
bought The Wiza.rd fil Oz. 
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Note that there is 110 way to claim that which boob in (iA) is bound 
by the matrix Q becaU9e, if eo, it would have been fronted to 
eentence-initi.al. position. 

f Hanhmer (1974), in arguing apinst Kuno and Robiueon's 
(1972) claim that multiple wh-word.111 bound by the same Q must be 
clause mates (not 11.~ at surCa.ce structure), gives examples such 
u the following: 

(i) 

(ii) 

Tell me who predicted that eomethin.g terrible would happen 
to who. 

(Context: It is known that certain enemy ~ts have concocted 
a fiendish echeme to bock off eome of our aenatons. The plot 
is that each agent hu acquired trained bats that will atta.ck 
and kill a specific eenator, and none other. Now •.• ) 
In order to foil this plot, we must find out which ~t 
hu bats that are trained to kill which senator. 

Hanhmer oonaiders theee sentences aoceptable. However, there are 
many speakers who consider them marginal. What is noteworthy is the 
fact that while the aooeptability status of eentences nch a5 (i) and (ii) 
is nbject to wide idiolectal variations, all speakers accept (2Bb) as an 
&n111Wer to (2A). This fact alao cuts doubt on the hypothesis that 
(2A), u the ~ion that hu eollcited the answer (2Bb), has the 
underlying struclure shown in (Sb). 

8 John Lumaden (pereonal commun.ication 1985) points out that 
the more aooeptable (22), especially (22&), have many properties in 
common with echo questio11111. In each case, the second cl&11111e reiterates 
the content of a former clause with added emphuis on the question 
words. For example, obelerve the following exchange: 

(i) A: -· (garbled. with noise} actually did ••. 
(garbled) 

B: What did who actually do7 

(iB), which is ide11.tical with the last sentence of (22&), is acceptable as 

an echo question. 

9 P~ky'• cla.im that di8oounie-linked wh--expreesions do not 
have to be raised in LF predicts that the following sentences would be 
acceptable: 
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(i) a. •The teacher told me what grades he gave to the 
students who could solve whkh problems. 

b. •J want to !mow who the teacher talked with about 
the grades that which 2f WI got in the finals. 

c. '*Tell me who remembers the names of the stores 
where we bought whkh boob. 

The wh--a:preeisions in situ in the above sentences are D-linked 
(becawle of the use of which), and, a.ooordlng to Peeetsky, do not have 
to be raised in LF. Therefore, hie anafysjs predicla that these 
eentencee would be acceptable. However, for most speakers, these 
eentencee are clearly uaoceptable. 

10 It is Dot clear what Peeetsk:y really means by 
•D(iscourse)-linkingl'. In (27B), IBM is D-linked (bec&use it has been 
mentioned in the •eontext• part of (27 A), but it does not eeem that 
konpyuui&a is D-linked. Therefore, (21Ba) should have read: 

(27) B. a'. T?IBM dew. 
•Jt ill the IBM.• 

It eeems that (21Ba') is even worse than (27Ba), whkh, as we have 
already mentioned, is Iese than perfect. 

ll It has been pointed out to WI that eentenoee such as (82A) 
and (88) get COD8iderably woree when no ~ aru) •(it) is that ... • .is 
replaoed with the plain ~ (hearer-honorific) form without 
nominaliz;atioo.; 

(i) T?Hanako wa [hnoeyo ni ittai nani o purezento sit& J 
hito 0 era.bimasita b1 

(il1 11... Taroo wa [kare bra ittai nani o btta] hlto 
ni (yotte) korosarema.sita b1 

and that the aoceptability of (82A) &nd (88) might be attributable to 
the use of the 11ominalizing oomplementizer no. The fact that (3la) 
and (Slb), both of which uae the nom.inalizing complementizer .BQ. are 
oonaidenbly wome than (82A) and (88) clearly shows that explanation 
10r the aoceptability of the latter eentenoee must be sought elaewhere. 
It eeems that the fa.ct that (i) and (ii) are marginal can be attributed, 
at least in part, to the fa.ct that ittai does not go well in eentenoee 
that do Dot have the 110 (da/de and ending to start with: 
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(ill) a. Ittai dare ga kit& fil! desu b? 
who came 

•Who in the world came?• 
b.1fi1Ittai due ga kimasita b1 

who came 
•Who in the world came?• 

(iv) a. Ittai doko ni itta fil! de6U b? 
where to went 

•Where in the world did you go?• 
b.1fi1Itt&i doko ni ikimasita b? 

where to went 
•Where in the world did you go?• 

The fact that ittai requires a 110 da/desu •n is that. .. • pa«ern is 
attributable to the fact that ·it rep~ts the queationer'11 eurprise and 
interest in explanation, the factor that generally triggers the use of the 
!!2 da/de.m pattern uder discussion. 

Returning to (Sh.) and (Slb), we aseume that the marginality 
of theee sentences can be attributed to the fact that they do not give 
the hearer uy clues u to where the questioner's surprise is derived 
from. 

ll Nish.igauchi (1984) introduces a concept which appears to be 
similar to our concept of •jdentificatioo.•. He obeervee that the 
short-form &1111Wer in (i) is much more aocepiable than ~ by 
hie analysis: 
(i) A: Nani-too o sizi site iru hito ga iiiban ooi desu b1 

what party supporting are people most numeroas are 
•People who support which political party are the majority?• 

B: a. Zimin-too detru. 
LDP is 
•It is the Liberal-Democratic Party.• 

b. Zimin-too o sizi site iru hlto detru. 
WP supporting are people is 
•n is thoee who support the Llberal­
Democratk Party.• 

He states that while the long-form &llSWer (Bb) in (i) supplies the 
identity of people making crucial uae of the value of the 
wh--a:preesion whoee domain ranges over political parties, the 
short-form &1111Wer (Ba) is aoceptable becauae it is relatively easy to 
colllltrucl the identity of the people who support it on the basis of the 
identity of the political party. He a.lls (Ba) a truncated version of 

J) 
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(Bb). 
In the above explanation, Nishigauchi still ma.intaina that the 

quesuoner's interest lies in the identification of the complex NP 
na.ni-ioo ~ sizi site iru hiio •people who support which political 
pvty•. He does not explain. why •truncation" is sometimes pot111ible, u 
in (ilia), but impoe111ole e!aewhere (u in (26B)). Our position is that 
(iBa) is an acceptable answer to (iA) becawie Speaker B can safely 
&SllUDle that Speaker A's interest lies not in the identification of the 
people who support the majority party, but in the identification of the 
pany who hu the majority. As a matter of fact, we con.sider (iBa) 
more aoceptable than (IBb) u an answer to (iA). 

It needs to be pointed out here that Nishigauchi's truncation 
analysis of (ilia), unless it is coupled with a precise formulation of the 
condition on trun<:ation, fa.c:es the danger of turning his island-raising 
hypothesis contentless. Any COWJ.terexample to the hypothesis could be 
trivially explained away u resulting from truncation. 

IS In (12), the wh--expression nanka.i rikoD.Bita hito •the person 
who wu divorced how many times• is D-linked. Therefore, according 
to Peaetsky, this expression does not have to be raised in LF. This 
analysis predicts that both (1213&) and (12Bb~ should be aci:eptable. In 
actuality, only the latter is aoceptable. 

QUESTIONS WITH WH PHRASES IN ISLANDS 
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