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CINFE TEMMEE BBV E V) BRIE, BERESHEFOMERNSRE L THA 2o RES LT S,
AR ClE, REMMEICEST LT SHEEEEOHN2S CORKICHRN AHHE S 2 5, #E WHE
BB R SREICB W TIE, WH-in-situ 255 IR S 7G5 EB OB IC LT B 2T ERTE R,
ZHUIxF LT, HAFED X9 IZWH % #=51ICB I 3 WH-in-situ # HHHIZFF T S35 Tld, WH-in-situ 2%
HEEE L TR SR 52w W HlA R, 20 & ) RS EED WH-in-situ DFFED & B ARGFED K
BN FELR I DOTHN 0 2iEDL, ARSI A TOSHELLBRTHZ 12X ->T, KEMEITAAR
FEICFA R TIE R L, SKEREMPEENLRY Y a VI AERN HHrSHHTELZ R
RS

Superiority and Anti-Superiority have been extensively investigated in theoretical linguistics and various
proposals have been presented in the linguistic literature. This paper focuses on Anti-superiority and presents a
principled account for this phenomenon based on D-linking. Languages with obligatory WH-movement may
allow WH-in-situ only if it is D-linked. Japanese, which is not a language with obligatory WH-movement,
on the other hand, allows WH-in-situ rather freely and in-situ WHs do not require D-linking. By comparing
different types of languages, this paper shows that Anti-Superiority exhibited in Japanese can be nicely
explained in terms of D-linking alone.
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1. REBHIME Vs, B

AhaTIE HAFEO WHEERTSCO BRI (Anti-
Superiority) & FFIINABRICERZ LT, WED

SATORLLSHELEORKICLETE, Z0H
K555 ER (D-Linking) WK SHPTE 3

ZEEIRY, TTHAFEOREMEDT—5 25
HThLH.
(1) a. YVavid Mz ¥ ol ?

b*Ya it 2 TE HoZzn?
KHMIZIZF L &9 2R Z 5208, BERERO
BrOIIRESEL L, (1a) ZEHMIZE 72
EENZEH S 2HHERTIZLTE R AR
ETH L, (1b) IZHL TEE  OREREED
EIBRLTOnDbrbTRRNEEKLLDT
Hbo Thr KEMEDOHS LITR,

COBRIIIEFB LB T2 EATERELLOT

HHLZEDRDNb, LTFOT—= 2R3 X912
PeFE CTlIwhy & what DNEFEHYH AFE & BE OIS
o TWRITIUI R b2\,
(2) a*What did John buy why?

b. Why did John buy what?
Thbt, HAFETIEIWHY-WHAT DJEFE S S
N$, FEIETIIWHAT-WHY OIEEHFF Sz
DTH Do EEDOYAIIEME (Superiority) @
HENAONLOT, (2) OXEEDa Y T
AMBUTOF—F LIS LddH
5o
(3) a. Who bought what?

b.*What did who buy?
(4) a. What did John give to who(m)?

b.*Who(m) did John give what to?
WEIZLEWHEM I B W TWHERO—D72
2 XHEICBHT 254 TOEETHD, Z0
HOWHRILIREET, &b LOMEICHES
WH-in-situ & 72 %%, (3) & (4) 2VRT LI

JHICBEIC& 2 WHIZEBEIR OB W T

WH X ) D EEWZEICW 5 D DO TRITIUE
bR\, L7225 T, WHY ABSWHAT & 1) b 1%
1 EEWAIEICSH D EET A L, WHAT % 3CHH
BB X2 (22 ZCOBEMEOBSERL
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TWhLEZEZOLNLDTH D, —F, HARFEILE
NEAS B E 2 SETH A5 5, WHOENEAS
LM EEAT A L3R, EEO (3) &
(4) IZHRBNBETIY FTF A MIHAETIIEEE
BEINLE,
(5) a iy W% EHolzm?

b.fif% DS HoZod ?
(6) afil% ¥ a iL #HiC BT ?

bl Va ik Mk BT
Dbk Z Ers, ZNE TEEAREIIIEMTE
A, WREICIIEMEDH D EEZ SN TE DI
THoHY, EEOBMEZD L DIZOWTOHG
WedilHEERT 2820 hT, (2) ®arits
A MIBUVEE IR 2HRTHDL EHBEINS
kot VAT (1) & (2) oF—%%
MOSFEL BT 52 212X > TWHY D%
Frkm & EEImOBLE A DR T 5o

2. WHY &EXE5ER]

INETELHLDFHT [ =¥ 2ERT 5 HE
AEHER L2 vE v ) HEPHE ST
b0 77 Y AFETIRUTO (7a) OLHICWHE
iﬁ IEIHNLTH, (7b) DXHITb b Lof

IEW/ X ETOERMIZELZ ENTE 5,
(7) a. Qui as-tu vu?
whom have-you seen
‘Who did you see?’

b.Tu as vu qui?

2

you have seen whom
Obenauer (1994) |2 XL, (7a) (FHAIZHE
FOFEIC RS 7-OPEFZRT VDML TH LD
XL, (7b) IERELF LM E T ICB W
TH#HZEZ AL TR AD) bOHIIEZ 72D
EERRLEMLTHLEN), T4bH, WH-in-
situ AR B SN WHOARIZHFENLDTH
bo KFEHHEEI SN T3 (D-linked) WH72SWH
BE % B2 & F WH-in-situll 2 % & W) BRI E
ZLOFHETHREINTBY, RETHRA 2 E5E
DTF—=F %l 5T LIlT 505, 2 THIREN
DELTOIay NG AMNTHE, 77 Y AFED



pourquoi (7)) (\ZLILHICHH L 20 d %
57\

(8) a.Pourquoi  es-tu venu?
why have-you come
‘Why did you come?’
b.*Tu  es venu  pourquoi?

you have come why
Obenauer!d, FKFHHEE STV 72\ WHIZSCEEIC
BEH SRR 52D, FGhEE S Tw
HZWHIED &b EDMEIZENTHED RV E W)
GMEREL TV DA, TOFFHELIFIUE,
pourquoi \IFRFHER T 5 2 ENHL VWERTH S
L) T il b, EHIZ, Bayer (2006) (2L
X, FAVEETOMA L) RBEBERONE L
Do
(9) a.Der Hans hat wen
the Hans has whom seen
‘Who did Hans see?

b.??Du  bist warum nach Patmos gefahren?

gesehen?

you are why to  Patmos gone
‘Why did you go to Patmos?

ZDLEHZ, A4 VEOwarum (7p48) b WH-in-
situll 95 2 & AT E %2\, Bayerld, WHY & (3
POWHDEWIZEFILO LT SI2h), &
Z EEET BB B LIZ < W WHY I FEER
OB L WE ST LTwb, §4b5H, WHO,
WHAT, WHEN, WHEREZ & D4, A, #,
BE, T &L, 00 E0FMBMLLTE S
ZAHZENTELY, WHY DEA T EENIZS
DERUEDATHE L NEVIDTH L, TIUTK LT,
AR 2355 8BS L T\ %5 WHICH REASON® £ 9
LZRRUTWHY (AT LR, BIF
DL, FAVETHLL LD LOMEIZEL S
EDURRIC 2 B V)

(10) Du bist aus welchem Grund

you are for  which reason
nach  Patmos gefahren?
to Patmos gone

‘For which reason did you go to Patmos?’
HAFETS [Z2¥] L0 [EoHBT] oF
AL L9 & v 9 HEIL, Miyagawa (2004)

S TICHRH L T\ 4, Miyagawa 3, Rizzi (1990)
% Bromberger (1992) [ZL7=0->C, [%2¥] %
XEIFATH S EMEL, [ MHRGHEMETX
VO [%E] PARIICHIRET D225
ThoHERWET D, L2, BARETYH [
EwH Xy, [EOHHT] EFo70h, H
HEOEDDEDMHNIE S 2R T b, $72,
[CoHBT] O%ald, FLTFEMETFrds
TAHWRERHBEOTDO ENDEM ) TWDLHDT,
HREEEA L TWA I L HETH L. DTOT—
FDAYNTAMIZORS VN FHAMEIC ML
TWwb,

(11) a*7z2& 218 %8 NI fTo70?

b. 722 21 EOHET NX)IZ fTo72D?
[7z& 213 &wv ) RRUEMIMLL THIRTE %
WLDIZEHLTIEZ WL DTHL05 [ 724
LT LI ENTELVDTH S,

PlEDBZEH S, WHY X8I L L
12K, HAEEETAZEDNHELVEERETH Y,
WH BB 258 7% 555 Tl WHY % WH-in-situ |
FTHLIENTERWERRNTITL LN TE S,
CAUTRFIHBEINZ D H 5 R IF L% 5 7% wWH
BB % T 5 120%, BEEEEIC X B RF T S B
THHILERL TS, DF D, B NEWH
DED RV & T, ZOWHMKEEEE L Tw
BZWHTHS LV RHLERIIRENLDTH
bo WEEIZT TV AFER A VEELILEVWH%
=2 L& £ 2\ WHEER L Tld WH-in-situ % 7F
Ehv, L7255, FO (12b) OLIFE 572
WS B9 BERISC & L CIZERET X 2200
(12) a. What did you buy?

b.*You bought what?

L2 L7255, WH-in-situ 2Sikai s B % g & 5
LEVORRIDERRICDE T FELETHE, L
B (2a-b) =LLF® (13a-b) »aT > bT A M
ZOHFINPSHE LD THLEEZLNLDT
H5bo

(13) a.*What did John buy why?

b.Why did John buy what?

WFEOWE D, whyld#kaHHE L2 < < WH-in-
SitulZTAHZEDTELRVDT, why DL E)
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L2 NE R0 THb, TORIZBWT,
HAFEIEFE L RECR% D, HAFETIIWHE
Bzed [%2¥] 2&5TL4TOWHZ WH-in-situ
W29 2ZEDTE S, §%DbH, WH-in-situ (A
PEFRI 2 BRI S N Tid v v, b L
HAGE D WH-in-situ (2 b FGEHEE S Tw i
b hwnenHfilfre s L Lz, WHEHE
DB & E v — IR WHEER L3 & T
R LB LTI I R 6 kb, T
WAL PICHEE R L, [ 28] PEBIMEL
W REREEAHE L W e v ) HidboSiE &
[ Td %A%, WH-in-situ O %FHER O Hll# 13 2%
BENCWHEBE 23 5 5/HICOALTIIELHD
ThHbHEEZDRETH b, Lz >7TC, kil
® (la-b) =LLF® (14a-b) o3> b7 A b id
WH-in-situ D FRGHE B OHF & 138 7% 2 Hl# 705
BEHS2FUI R B2,
(14) a. Ya i3 Mz 8 Holed?
bx¥arid ¥ Mz HoZzd?
CORMEEEL 72012, WEITIIRBEMICETD
WHABESEE5 4 TOFEDOT— ¥ 2 MFET
HZLIZT 5,
3. ZEWHREIDSEELNEGEER
DTFo (152) IRENb L9112, F=F 0 F

HIFETOWHZ FHEMICHICHE S5 0wh
W5 %EWHHRE) (multiple WH-fronting) OE il
TdH AN, Wachowics (1974) 1%, (15b) DL
HWFEOWHR B S W CTIOMEICE W2 &
FIZL BB EEIIEENTH L L EIrED
Ve L TV d,
(15) aKto co robi?

who what does

‘Who does what?’

b.W koncu, kto robi co?

finally who does what

SEFED 72> X 9 |2 Wachowics DRt Z 5 IH 4 4,
The speaker could ask [(15b)] in the following

situation. There are various tasks, and several people to

be assigned for them. Proposals have been made how
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to pair up people and tasks, but no fixed plan has been
set up yet. The speaker of [(15b)] is confused by the
proposals, and wants to have a fixed plan. (Wachowicz
1974: 159)

Wachowicz |2 X4uE, (15b) A¥MEz 2%, H
f3ED WH-in-situ 23 iKGER S T» T, §75X
SHLANDOXTHPEEIZRT > TR L) 2R
MTHBHEN)ZLETHD" LA > T, FHifii
TR ORI AL EWHREOSHHIC D
B TRFLLENH T L% B,

FNTIE, R—F ¥ FiEDdiaczego (z¥) %
GULEWHEMLIE DL ) 28X 2 RE20
TdHbH) Mo (16a) & (16b) DT> kT A b
AT &I, K—=F ¥ FFET Y diaczego |3 WH-in-
situll 95 2 ENTE WA, (16c) D X9
zjakiego powodu (EDFHT) 1 WH-in-situlZ 9
HIEWTE D, Lo T, UWTOT—414,
Yegh, 77 v Ak, FAViEL AL, WH-in-
situ |25 3 A EREH B O MK A S FHATE 5,
(16) a.*Kogo zabita

whom Maria killed why
‘Whom did Maria kill why?'

b.Diaczego Maria zabita kogo?

Maria diaczego?

why Maria killed whom
‘Why did Maria kill whom?’
c.Kogo Maria zabila zjakiego powodu?

whom Maria killed for-what reason

‘Whom did Maria kill for what reason?’
ZEWHRBBZRI L7zs X121%, diaczego i
bEDOWH (leftmost WH) DIZEIZE L 2 £A3T
&\, zjakiego powodu | ZF DS RETH 5
(17) a.Kogo zabila Maria?

whom  why killed Maria

‘Why did Maria kill whom?’

diaczego

b.*Diaczego  kogo zabita Maria?
why whom  killed Maria

c. Zjakiego powodu kogo Maria zabita?
for-what reason whom Maria killed

‘For what reason did Maria kill whom?’
[JfED /8% — 2 H30 2 7 FET B Rojina (2006)
Lo THIZ I N T 5,



(18) a.Kuda zatem on  hodil?
where why he  went
‘Why did he go where?’

hodil?

why  where he went
¥ 72, Dina Tokmakova (p.c.) (2X5 &, LUFOHI
WHIRT & 92, kakoy pricine (EDBHT) O
Bllidzacem (728) O LX) HHIFIARRS kv,
(19) a.Kuda po

where for what

b.*Zatem kuda on

kakoy pri¢ine on hodil?
reason he went
‘Where did he go for which reason?’
b.Po Kakoy pri¢ine kuda on hodil?
for what reason where he went
‘For which reason did he go where?’
COEHIZ, BYTHEOT—FIER—-F ¥ FiF
EFERE =2 2R LTWEY, L5050
b HAGE L ARRICEM OB R 2R S R &A
HMHNTW5D, Stepanov (1998) DT TRED T —
FERTHEI
(20) a.Kto

who whom  saw

kogo videl?

‘Who saw whom?’

b.Kogo  kto videl?
whom  who saw
(21) a.Kogo  komu predstavil Ivan?
who whom  introduced Ivan

‘Who did Ivan introduce to whom?
b.Komu kogo predstavil Ivan?
whom  who introduced Ivan
INHDT = hbbhdb L), LEWHES
DL Z > T B WHEERH S B\ THEE DO WHD
NEF AL 7 5 DI WHY 25 WHIZ A L C
WOLEIEPNIZL EDARTH D, F2WHY L
HOWHIZB L Tid, HAGEE FAEIZREDNRE
THTRZITFUTVIT R E W) HlFIE RV
SHICEAREZ LI, HAFELY bFRIELH
H7ZLE2 N5, NAZFE (Reglero2003) T
ZEWHEEZ ECRMCTEEdm iy —
PEIEIN TV,
(22) N2
a.*Nork lapurtu ditu

bitxiak  zergatik?

who steal AUX
‘Who stole the jewels why?’

jewels  why

b.?Zergatik  lapurtu  ditu bitxiak  nark?
why steal AUX  jewels who
‘Why did who steal the jewels?’
c.Nork  zergatik lapurtu ditu bitxiak?
who  why steal AUX  jewels
d.*Zergatik nork  lapurtu ditu bitxiak?
why who stea AUX  jewels
BRAIZ, NWAVFRIEMEZRT 2 LMo

TWwb, LT, BEEZRT 2 ED 2L
WHY 2’ b EOWHDRTY T a VIZHTHRSL Z
ENTEDLNEI L) T & EEFENRBERS
W ENDbAND,

KEITlE, ShECRTCELLEWHEBHOS
FEIZCBWTWHY 2ZSIROEDOWHDRY g 12
HMTLBIENTELRVEVIHRE, AERFED
[7%8] RO EDOWHIZ RN\ &) BIRIE
FMUHRPSEIFTIENTEE L) T LR
VAN R N RS

4. ZEWHEFRIXOEIRER

% B WHEER SCO BRI T RE 22 B 2 & T4
PR SNTE L, 2L 21E, DT o (23a)
DEMOEZ LT (28b-d) P WEETH 5o
(23) a. Who invited who?

b. John inivted Mary.

c.John invited Mary, Bill invited Jane and

Tom invited Sue.

d. Everyone invited his girlfriend.
— I, (23b) X[ ¥ 7V X7 DER
(single-pair answer) |, (23¢) & [X7 - JZX bD
& % (pair-list answer) |, (23d) & [BIEWE 2
(functional answer) ] EIFIZNTW 5, RE T
[RT7 - VAMNDEZ] IZDOWTEZ LI LIZT
%o FFEOLZEWHEEM LTI, WmOLEIZE,IN
72 WH (leftmost WH) 2 SH8%E1Y (exhaustive) (21T
OWHEMAEDLIN LTI R LRV E V) E
PRI 258 5 Z L 75, Comorovski (1989, 1996)
% Dayal (1996) 12X > TIEH SN TWw5b, 22T
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I3 Dayal D& % 2 CHA X 9o Dayalld, Sk
THDOT 2 AOREETHRAEREL, BN
3N, T4 AND (24) OIRPLE, Bz 4
N, D3 AN D (25) ORD 2 D% KT
%o

(24) a. %1% © John, Bill, Mike

b. 224 : Mary, Sue, Jane, Sarah
(25) a. B 1% : John, Bill, Mike, Harry
b. 1% : Mary, Sue, Jane

DayallZ KL, DLF O (26) ORFEOERMIE
BHESTELY 1 AL % u\@@c@ﬁﬁfi%
B W DS, BUILEL) 1 AZ v (25)
KRR TRIAEKRTHL LV,

(26) Which man is playing against which woman?
Tabh, HEHTFOREIVEWEEI S L
I IR TIE (26) DEMATE e n) 2L
Thb, ZOHERFEMND, Dayalld, FFEOWHIL
WRMICEZONRITNIER S wA, HIYRE
OWHITHIRIZE Z 5N L THRW ERRD
T T3, DayaliZ EHICHARFED L ) AT T
¥ 7)) v 7 (scrambling) ZFTEIEICH &EDOW
T, TR EWELR COEBRRPRIE LR O TIX
<, mOHLEIZHTHS WH (leftmost WH) 2548
M) AN SNBTNELR b wEFRT 5,
(27a) & (27b) HHELTEZTAHL I,

(27) a. EOFWED Lol REETLO?
b. &ML EOBMUD HEEZTLHD?
(272) &, (24) ORETIFETORMEIZRKE
MEIFAT 2O THELR VD, (25) ORAH
FOLBDP R BUPIFAET 2RUTIIZOE
MHIARBERICH Z 2 5. Z1UIHR LT, 27b) &
(24) ORWTRIABRZEMTHY (25) DIk
MCTIEMEEZ VW) BY 2RI SIC 25, C

DOHFEFEIIR D EICEP N WHOSHERANIE 2
NI NE Lo n) 2 & %:ml,fuxéo z
D&, 272) OHBAETHEMES, 270) OHBE
WXCEPHERE S NI2RT - ) A D OEZ RS
NCTWBEDTHL, ™

F 72, Comorovski (1989, 1996) (%, % WH &t
OB EICEI N WHIZIE, RO 2 OO
W5 L L7
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(28) a. &##E1tJ) (universal quantiﬁcation) %
oo

b. EHER STV 5o
Comorovski lZ & U, & dAEIZEDINZ WHDH
DML b ENRRIE RSN, 20
WHSHARE SN TWD 2 L2k - C, MY
&%iﬁﬂ%u&étwaooib % WH &t
BISCI MR I 2 B 72001218, D EICEIN
72 WHIZ ﬁ#@WH%ATMLtﬁﬁ%&UZ
b 7RSI NS SRS, RN
REZEHTIE, ROEICEPNIZWHAIRL
BB MEDEED, & LF L & F 1308 | HAE
ENTHRITIUE RO VEVIDTH A,

5. f&5m

WHY % & & WH%E [ 32 o 303 M 13 355 B
—DTHMHT LI ENTEX S, Fimme LTI,
WHY 35S S T w T id % 5 & WWH
PERTHRY Y g I TL A2 LN TE L
W) Z e T, RFTHE-S7-2TOF— 712
—MWRHHE 5252 ENTEL, BARGEDID
STl WH-in-situ 3 #EEE S L Twz il
% B RvEW ) FlE 2 S WHY & WH-in-situ 123
52 EINTER VY, HARFEIXWH-in-situ |I2FBEM
BHEREM A ER L 2V T— R WHOEEAH
HICRZ20THb, LoL, LEWHEERCIZ
BWTIE, mOEDO WHDHEFRENIZHR S LT
NERLRVEAIL, HRE2GLEOEEDL 2
@ﬁEKWHY%E<uk#T§&WOH$%@
KEMAEOBHRIE NI CTHEALE2L D TH
o (2] & [EOHHT] OEND, HBED
HEEM SN TWAEIWHERRTH Y, Thw ik
LBEDOWHORBEIZENTHMER W EFHHT
ELDTH5b,

WiRIC, JFE K—F Y FFEER EOWHY DA
BYFHIBETL7 5525 )—EEZL L),
(29) a. Why did you buy what?

b. Diaczego Maria
why Maria  killed
‘Why did Maria kill whom?’

zabita  kogo?

whom



Z D4, WH-in-situ ® WHAT A3 FAGE#ET S LT
WL ZEDNbNrb, WHY IZCHICENP N TV S
DT, RAWIZIIRDILEOWHONMEIZWE Z &
275 BREINLOEMIIIIELII RS RO
THH) Mo TOFERMITKTS HE 2 b HAHEEE 2
LEXMTILENTED, Thbh, HEHHES
NTW2 WHAT X fFERIICER B L) T - )
A MOEZHBAHETH L, WHY IZRMEAYIZHK

LAEDOWHDEIZWTHMER W EEZ BN
bo 72k Z21E, (29a) 121F (30) DX ) HEAN
nHETH 5,

(30) 1 bought a car because I needed it, I bought
a book for no reason, I bought two apples
because 1 was hungry.

COEHICH72HHAFHIC R S TOMEZ W E

FIUE, BoWei@micEzs) A b eER

w2 e THbL, Lo T, (292) @
WHY XA SN THLENI LV, R—F
FFED (29b) LFEIBETH 505, ETOWHLE

BLTWALEWHENLTIE, &bEICENIN
7o WHIZHEFER 22 ) A N RS 72001203 G
LTI E RSO TWHY IZFF Sz
WDTH b,
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vi

FELT[HO)—EFEE-TLEIY] OBE®RAVEDD
IO-ZEMNELTIRERShBY, WHEERX &L
TOFRIREIERL B,

Pesetsky (1987, 2000) & Boskovi¢ (2002) (& hif, &%
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