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Saito (2017): Japanese wh-phrases as operators with unspecified quantificational force”

MAERF LR REBY H AR )

FE R FATHIR

Nishigauchi (1990): H A& G& D wh expression 7° indefinite T & Y . unselective binding % % J %, “the
quantificational force of a wh-expression” is determined by “a quantificational particle.” & 7R~ 3,

Tsai (1999): H[EFED wh expression 2 variable T® 5 il % H 3,

Takahashi (2002): HZARFGED wh expression 2° unselective binding %3217 % & X3 2HHZITH, wh
expression & particle [ZZERBEARH 5 & FiRT %,

Kuroda (1965): HZAGED wh expression (X variable T® % & \» 9 5iC, Nishigauchi, Tsai., Takahashi D#lE,

wh expression | wh expression & particle D BEf%
Nishigauchi | variable % Bf+unselective binding
Tsai variable unselective binding (' [El5E). #H+unselective binding (H AGE)
Takahashi | variable #E R +particle DELH)
Saito operator FEBATERIMS B+ Agree

HAEE wh expression D H.0 ) 2 REL

(1) wh expression Df#FR%Z O 1: interrogative
KERIZ[[REDZ % BR72]15]H > T b,
(2) wh expression DfFEFZ D 2: universal quantification D —#f
[[[RE 3T 72 1R D JH I Vs
©Z I b9 h 5 T & whexpression D quantificational force (% particle ICHHKT %,
(3) HAEE wh @ locality
a. [[{ET23% DRF[[REEDR 21815 2 2] A T Z & vy,
b. [fEF 3% DWF[[FEDRHK B LS 2 210 ATL ZE 0,
©Z Z2 555 Z L clause boundary IZ2>2> % locality X,
c. [{ET-23% DFF[[FEDSR 5 10T 72102 A T L TZ X\,
FERRA: T3] RO FELHDATN TS [0 LEBEM T O, Ml 2] 13 yes/o FERF D fEH,
fER B: b HDIAT N TS [20] % yesmo FEM & L. [GfE] oMl [ & BEEAT T 72 RIS 2532
FEDST 435, ?7Please tell me who Hanako asked then if she/he is coming.
©Z Zh b5 C L whisland effect 2°fF7EL . HAGED wh SERISCIBEHIC L W IRESN 2,

FHRKRON Y FT 7 MEBICER L. JUNKZERER CORMERTLEDRETZ DML ZIY EiFTwn
tkwt%@&%ﬁ®74xﬁyya/#k§% Ficey L7, B#Hw-L E5,
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2. Nishigauchi (1990)
(7) a. [[FEPK B2 A TLIZE W,
b. [FE b 23 F T IA
c. [RfED D3¥E TR
d[FETDR o TV BIAR
[AED FEE AR
®)  [[[FEAFNZZIAR]S JHH
Kuroda (1965): HZARGED wh (Z indeterminate pronoun T® Y | variable & L CTHEEET 5,
Nishigauchi (1990): Heim (1982) @ unselective binding % I \» CTHHr 3 %,

€

Unselective binding
(9) a. Everyone is smart
b. [Everyx] [X is a person] [X iS smart]

c. [Every x: X is a person] [X is smart]

operator restriction  core sentence (nuclear scope)
(10) Donkey anaphora
a. Everyone who bought a painting was satisfied with it
b. [Everyx] [X is a person and x bought a painting] [x was satisfied with it]
c. [Everyy,y] [X is a person, y is a painting, and x bought y] [x was satisfied with y]
(11) a. If a man sees a panda, he chases it.
b. [Everyy,y] [X is @a man, y is a panda and x sees y] [x chases y]
(12) a. John saw a cat.
b. [Somey] [x is a cat] [John saw x]
(13) Diesing (1992)
a. Firemen are available
b. [Some,] [x is a fireman] [x is available]
(14) a. Cats are wise.

b. [Generick] [X is a cat] [X is wise]

(15) a. REBIZ[[{EF23Ml 2 BT 1H > T 5,
b. [Qx] [x is a thing] [Hanako ate x]
—wh expression | variable
(16) a. [[[FEASE 72147 T E
b. [Everyy] [x is a book and dare wrote X] [X is interesting]

c. [Everyx, y] [x is a book, y is a person, and y wrote X] [X is interesting]
— [#E] 7% unselective binding %32 J 5
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(17) a. KEBIZ[AET 23K 2 L MW T T ARV S S
b. KERIZ[[FE23K 5 & IR TIB TR0 5 5
c. KERIZ[[REAK 2 T AT A R\V7ES 5
FER A TEE) 23 T2 & BEEAT T & LTI
AR B: TEE] 28 D] EBBEMIT S, [2] 13 yes-no BEfl & T2 ERITTE 2\,
*For every X, X a person, Taroo won’t go even if he hears if x is coming.
©Z Zhborh b T L whexpression 1 associated particle DT £ IC covert ICFEENT 5,
—Nishigauchi (1990): unselective binding D 7z ® IC government B3 HETH O | Z D7D ICHEEIRKZ 5,
@FEMT L, [F/# 15 unselective binding & covert movement % il 7 A% Z & 3 little puzzling
(18) #5E)Tl. operator & variable IX[F]— D% (Chomsky (1993))
a. Who did John see?

b. [[which x: x is a person], x] did John see [[which x: x is a person], X]

c. [[which x: x is a person], %] did John see [fwhichs—xis-aperson], X]
XL C. unselective binding Tl3. quantifier & variable (31 5 BHEATEFSE) D R 23 82 72 D 2> 23AHH,
©Kuroda @ indeterminate pronoun 7747 % #&E X & 7z Nishigauchi I, wh H1E23 quantificational force % 52

&£ Z . “the quantificational force of a wh expression” is determined by “a quantificational particle” & 78X 3

3.1 Tsai (1999)
(19)  Shei xian lai, shei jiu  keyi xian chi ne
who first come who then can first eat Qun
‘For which x, x a person, if x comes first, then x is allowed to eat first.’
O©OZ Zh bbb HIEFED wh expression |X indefinite T&H Y . unselective binding % % J %,
(20)  [cp Opiqix [TP ... sheiy ...... sheix ... ]]
1) [EESHRIICKEZ S, #EPRIICERON D A (FATLZI W)

(22)  Shei xian lai, shei jiu  keyi xian chi

who first come who then can first eat
‘For every x, X a person, if x comes first, then x eats first.’
©Z Z265rh 5 T L conditional I I3 universal operator 23 F 4L, unselective binding IZ X Y wh expression
1% universal DFR %15 5,
(23) a. ‘PR, BElL pro =D
b. *FEsKAE, £EIT pro &9
(24) Akiu bu xiang chi shenme

Akiu not want eat what
A. ‘Akiu doesn’t want to eat anything.” (= — [Somey] [X is a thing] [Akiu wants to eat x])
B. ‘What does Akiu not want to eat?’
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(25) a. Ni xiang-zhidao [Akiu mai-bu-mai shenme] (ne)
you wonder Akiu  buy-not-buy what Qwn
‘What is the thing x such that you wonder whether Akiu will buy x.’
b. Ni xiang-zhidao [shei mai-bu-mai shenme]
you wonder who  buy-Asp what
A. ‘What is the thing x such that you wonder who bought x.’
B. ‘Who is the person x such that you wonder what x bought.’
©OZ Ik b b HIEEETIE wh expression 23 variable T unselective binding %52} %,
(26) HAGE & hEFEDE
a. HARGEE: [cp O}:[Q] x [c [tp ... [op Op[Q] x [Why]] ... ] C]]
b. FIEEE: [cp Op[Q] x [c' [P ... [pp  [Why]] ... ] C]]
— HAGE T operator (% wh expression & B L, #8325 —77, FEFETIE scope fiEICHEET 2,
© i. M5 5 C wh expression (3 variable TH V| ii. HAFECTIIHFENIC X Y whisland effect 2342 L %,
(27)  Akiu shei dou xiangxin

Akiu who all trust

‘Akiu trusts everyone.’
(28)  [[FEDSE 2R
OFERT RS A 1. I H ARGETIE DP & PP IC null interrogative operator 735 merge 3 % D %>, wh expression
& operator & 75 local ZRBERICZAR T NIZ AR LR\ E VI bIFTld/k\v, 2. HAGED whisland DRI, 3. H
AREED wh expression (% variable Tl 7\,
(29)  KERIX[[FEDSE 2 DT ITH RS D

(30)  Shei xian lai, shei jiu  keyi xian chi

who first come who then can first eat
‘For every x, x a person, if x comes first, then x eats first.’
(31) *EEARIIE, BEITEEICE S
(32) a. KEFIZ ANic&x > Tz
b. *KEBIFEIC &> Tz
(33) a. KEFIF ANICE Db o7
b. *KESIZFEIC R DR o7

3.2 Takahashi (2002)
(36) a. KEFIZ &R FA T,
b. KERIZA S FEA 72,
©@Z b sd I b [ ] 721 Tl universal quantifier 11378 5 72\,
(37)  [[FESENAR]D IKEEICH B
(38) [Every x: x is a person] [Some y: y is a book and x wrote y] [y is in the library]
©Z s I b [AR] 1% universal DFFEFRICIZ 7 & 72wy,
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Takahashi (2002) ®FiR: [ | X wh expression & —#& DA D # universal quantifier & L TR E L5,
(39)  [[afED HHFH VAR |MEHEICH 2
(40) a. Who did John see?
b. [[which x: x is a person], X] did John see [[which x: x is a person], x]
c. [[which x: x is a person], x] did John see [fwhichx:xis-apersen], x|
(41) a. [[FE-D -2 FE 72K ]
b.[[[x:xisa person]—[evelry x]-3F W7z 2|§]4]
c. [[[x: x is a person]-feveryx]J- 23T > 72 K] [every x]]
OFEfT S, [F/# 5 1. whisland, 2. wh expression % variable & L CT\» %, 3. particle & wh expression D Bdf%
i. particle 2° wh expression % N3 % D TlI 7% . whexpression DJj A3 particle ZHE & L T»5 X HIcl
bbb, ii. [ D] I universal quantifier & alsoleven %K 3D OO “FEFZHEL TN R S v,
42) *EEISCRIIE, X pro & D
(43) a. REBIF[[{EF Ml 2 B~72]) ) > Tnd (T L)
b. KERIZ[EF B DICZ B> T b (T L)
c. *REFIZ[(ETF M2z B~X7Z]E)JoTnd (2 &)
(44) a. [[FEDFH W R]D IKFEICH S (Z &)
b. [EEEGmE 3 EF RS IXFEICH S (T L)
c. *[[EDPF V= RDP|KEICH D (T &)

—

45) 1%
a. [wh +4 variable [[ ..... wh + variable ..... ] particle]]  (covert movement)
b. [wh + variable [[ ..... wh n variable ..... ] particle]]  (quantificational force)
A )
4. BE
(49) a. REBIX[[ETF Ml 2 B~72]0)F > T B
b. CpP CP
T T
TP » fi c
% [Q(uestion)] [Op: Q(uestion)] =~
[Op _] . [Q(uestion)]

(50)a. FED[[FWAARDINFHEEICH S

b. CP CP
/\ ~ /\
TP b afk c’
Agﬁ [Conjunctive] [Op: Conjunctive] TP/\
[Opu _] . [Conjunctive]

(51) B+ KEEH KEEDH 2 Zic\n 7z
(52) Everyone was there = [a and b and c and ...] were there
(53) a. i & T 72

b. [{EF 2> KB > REf 22123 % Z i\ 7z

(54) Someone was there =[a or b or ¢ or ...] was there
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(55) a. [[KEBZ2S KT 1EIZ S S
b. [[FEAR TS BT RS
== O mo 3B B EET LEIT TR\
(56) a. [{ET23% DRF[FEDK 210 |3 N0 A TLZE v
feature valuation
b. [cp [tp ... [cp WP [Op: Ql] [c [Tp ... vxfh ] [(5]] .1 2°[Q]]
covert movement
(57) a. KERIX[[#EDHK 2 1D TR A9
feature valuation
b. [cp [tp ... [cp WP [Op: Ql] [c [Tp ... vxfh ] [(5]] .1 H[Conj]]

covert movement

Discussion

1. AT oxEicB L T, (32b) 1 HARFED whexpression 2% variable Tl 7Za WALO —D & X5 23, (24)
DOHEFEDOHI 2 5, f57E % LY FR\ > T % ‘Akiu wants to eat something.” Dt I H T Z v, Z DEEH
[E|ZE T existential closure 235 Z 72 \ > D XA #c D>,

(32) b. [*KEBIFFEEICE > Taiz )
(24) Akiu bu xiang chi shenme
Akiu not want eat what
A. ‘Akiu doesn’t want to eat anything.” (= — [Somex] [X is a thing] [Akiu wants to eat X])

B. “What does Akiu not want to eat?’

B L€, HAFETIZ wh expression 27 variable Tld e\ & T 2FEMLE L TZE T S5 T3 LT ofilic
BT HARGETIE Tsai (1999) IHE > null operator movement 23 % % & # X negative island ° conditional
(universal) operator movement I X Y £E[] D null operator movement 25 block 5% & 352 &L TUTD
B2 HEER L. Tsai Dot 2 S 25 2 & 13 vhEE

(B1)  *EARAIVE, BEITEEICE S
(33) b. *REGITFEIc R DD o 72

2. Takahashi (1993) <TIZLAT OSCICEEBEMEDRH 2 2 L 3~ bNTWw 3

(1) VaviEAT Y =B ERRIZpHD 725 T B D? (Takahashi (1993: 657))
‘Does John want to know what Mary ate?’

‘What does John want to know whether Mary ate?’

wh island & covert movement #E X A OHlE LD X S I b Do, BT, overt
movement ## %z 5% & . Takahashi (1993) (% (ii) ICHEBEM: 12 & B~ B,

() % ¥ a VAT Y =2 ¢BXR7Z0HID 72085 T 5 D? (1bid.)
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L %> L. Ishihara (2002) % Kitagawa (2005) Ti#i_SNTWb X HIZ, &2 T whisland i EK & 7 %
X9 R (MBI 2 1% yes/no FEf & LT [l 13T | & BIEAT T 5 2 fi#fR) b i#Y) 7 prosody
DT TIEBEONSE LI b, TNE LD XD ICRX DD, 7z, #Y) 7 prosody 252 Th,
AN oflics v, T %2 [ ) LBEMN T 2 MRIIERA L LTRZEINE VXS IcBbn s, <
TSN 75 D 7

(17) c. KEBIX[[FEDK 2 I CIH TR 0E A9

3. MIEREIC Y T L CICHAIEED JEFED whexpression b, SEF SO MICBILRET, EIESCFIC b s
72% . il 21X Chomsky (2015) TE DN T\ 5% X 91T, whexpression 2* unvalued question feature % 2
EEZLDIFHEFEICHMLCwARnwE S IcBbins, L L, EED wh expression (I HARFED wh
expression & #7¢ U | quantifier 12 X o TIEE@E TR %2 G 2 5 7m0, i€ > T, HEEED whexpression

b [uF] ZH5D operator 72 & 32 & Z D[uF] & (3] 72 D D>,

4. REFED (19), (20) iICHWT, DDA L 72 whexpression 75— ®D operator iC bind ¥+ % Z &
IZ Bijection Principle D& IC 7 ba D>, Z DHE. Chomsky (2020) 73 ATB ICEA L 72 /%
Y. ZD>0 whexpression \[C[A]— DR %Z 5 2 % & % OER Z kT H 1L 5 REMWD B 5 B

(19)  Shei xian lai, shei jiu  keyi xian chi ne
who first come who then can first eat Qun
‘For which x, x a person, if x comes first, then x is allowed to eat first.’

(20) [CPOp[Q] x[TP.... sheiy ...... sheiy ... ]]

5. Case ST _NMICTR LI WIHAIC B W T, [i[2] @ [ 2] 37 _ izt od, $7-. 2B C &
LCHEBEL 723580 13 7 _ic e B @ e,

(49) a. REBIX[[{ETF Ml 2 B~72]0 k> T\ B

b. CP CP
/\ /\
™ ? fi c
i [Q(uestion)] [Op: Q(uestion)] .= )
[OP _] = [Q(uestion)]

6. Chomsky (2000) % icjZ L. [uF]iZ uninterpretable Tl 7z \>,

U 3eEEcd HAHBIRAETICH W b B whatever D X 5 7r wh expression Tld, every ICHIKT 5 H#EHFIC X
DIERABEZ b5,
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Saito (2017a) “Notes on the Locality of Anaphor Binding and A-Movement”
Section 2: Anaphor Binding and Derivational Phase
(Saito (2017b) “A Note on Transfer Domains” D i &)
FRTE GRAEURZRZERE - NSRS RBFFER)

2.1. Quicoli’s (2008) Proposals

Chomsky (2008): Phase by phase derivation
(3a) Embedded vP built — complement @ transferred
(3b) Embedded CP phase built — complement TP transferred

Quicoli (2008): Phase-based analysis of anaphor binding
(4) Information on the reference of an anaphor is sent to the C-I interface along with a

transfer domain that includes the anaphor.

(5) a. John recommended himself.
(6) a. [vp John [v [vp recommended himself]]]
- When VP is transferred, John has already been introduced.

— The information “himself = John” is sent to the C-I interfaces.

(7) a. *John thinks that Mary recommended himself.
b. [vp Mary [v [ve recommended himself]]]
- When VP is transferred, John is not in the structure.

— No information on the antecedent of himself.

* Reconstruction effects
(8) a. Which picture of himself did John buy?
b. [vp [which picture of himself] [John [v [vp buy [which picture of himself]]]]]
- Copy of [which picture of himself] in the object position

- “Himself = John” can be determined.

(9) Bill wonders which picture of himself John bought.
(10) a. [vp [which picture of himself] [John [v [vp buy [which picture of himself]]]]]
- Transferred with the information “himself = John” OR pending

The option available because of the “Bypass Principle”.

10



(i) Bypass Principle (Quicoli 2008: 314)
In a phase containing chain-related anaphors, condition A may target either an anaphor
inside the local domain or an anaphor outside the local domain.

(10)  b. [cp [which picture of himself] [C [tp John [T [vp [Which picture of himself] [John [v
[ve ... 11111111

c. [vp [which picture of himself] Bill [v [vp wonders [cp [Which picture of himself] [C

[tp ...]11111]

- Transferred with the information “himself = Bill”

* Japanese Scrambling (cf. Dejima 1999)
Scrambling of the anaphor makes coreference with an upper subject possible.
(11) a. KEBDSi[cp LT3 j[cp IREEAY « B BHZ ik LA LI2E] So72 L]
HoTng (Z &)
b. KEBA i[cp BT j[cP BEDBEZ ijx IREBDcLHILTZE] B0z &)
HoTng (Z &)
c. KESAi[cn BRBEEZ ijx LT [cp WRESD LI LTZE] B0z ]
HoTng (Z &)
(12) [ve REEDS [[ve HZ0 H & ZHEH ] v]]
- No scrambling — “[ 43 H & =¥EB” only

(13) [vp AEF2S [[ve[ce [HBEZ] [[te REEDS A BEZHEAILZ] &1 5 wiv]]

- Scrambling — “pending” option available
2.2. The Absence of NIC Effects in Languages without ¢-feature Agreement

Chomsky’s (1981) Binding Theory:
Based on Specified Subject Condition (SSC) and Nominative Island Condition (NIC)
(o = anaphor, & = the binding domain for o)
(14) a. [ssubject[...a...]] (SSC)
b. [sa[ Tracri[ ... ]]] (NIC)

(15)  SSC violating examples
a. *John expects [tp the guests to be introduced himself].

b. *Mary believes [t1p the speakers to have been introduced to herself].

— problematic under the phase-based approach, if passive v is not a phase

(16)  [vw John [v [ve expect [tp [the guests] to be introduced [the guests] to himself]]]]
- “himself = John” should be possible

11



(17)  NIC violating example
*John thinks [cp that [tp himself will be nominated]]

No NIC effect when T lacks @-features
(languages without @-feature agreement (e.g. Japanese (18)) (cf. Yang 1983);
nonfinite clause (19))
(18) a. KEBIX [ce[rr HAXEED #HEIND] £] HEoTND
b. fEF1E [cp[rr BOBEN AR &) EELE
(19) John believes [tp himself to be the best candidate]

— problematic under the phase-based approach, if TP is always transferred upon completion
of CP
(20) [ce[[rr B EF D [[w B BEED [[ve T Z L] v]] Trpasy] & 1]

(“HsrHE = fE7 is not available.)

Proposal: If T lacks ¢-features, vP (instead of TP) is transferred when CP is completed.
(21) a. [cp[C [1p subject [Tj+aGRr) [vp ... []]1]
b. [cp [C [1p subject [T-acry [ve ... ]11]] (order irrelevant)

(22)  [ve AET25 [[ve[ce [[rr B2 BEED [[ve...] Trrasy]] C]]1 FE5E s] v]]
-“H4rBH = {1 available upon completion of the matrix vP

Why are the transfer domains different?
(23) a. T with ¢-features — independently merged
b. T without ¢-features — C+T merged first, followed by excorporation

(24)  aexcludes B =¢er o does not dominate any instance of .

If the transfer domain is the “maximal phrase that excludes the phase head,”
itis TP in (23a) and vP in (23D).

Implication on ECM
(25) a. John believes [tp Mary to be a genius]. (ECM complement as TP)
b. Mary is believed [tp Mary to be a genius].
|
If ECM complements are CP: movement to the edge causes improper movement (A-A’-A)

(26) b. [cp Mary [C [tp Mary to be a genius]
4

12



Under the phase-based analysis: No need for movement to the edge; only vP is transferred

(28) N#ary ... [cp [tp MTlry [to [vp be a genius]]]]

Merit: Allows clausal complements to uniformly be CPs.

Explanations for (15) (= (29))
(30) [cp C [P the guests [to [vp be introduced the guests to himself]]]]
- only vP is transferred — “himself = the guests” unavailable, as desired.

Remaining problem: how to avoid movement out of control complements
(31) a. Mary decided [cp [tp PRO to go to college]].
b. *Mary was decided [cp [Tp Mary to go to college]].

- Movement should be possible if only vP is transferred

2.3. Phases and the Movement Theory of Control

(32) 0-criterion (Chomsky 1981)
Each 0-role is assigned to exactly one argument and

each argument is assigned exactly one 0-role.

Hornstein (1999): Movement theory of control
(33) a. Johntried [cp [T PRO to win the race]].

b. J o*hn tried [cp [Tp J. olhn to win the race]]. (movement into another 0-position)
cf. (34) Mary is believed [tp Mary to be a genius]. (movement into a non 0-position)
4 I

- Eliminates D-structure as a “pure representation of thematic relations”
- Eliminates PRO

If only vP is transferred:

(35) b. [cp C [1p John [to [vp Win the race]]]]
- John is free to move after the completion of CP

13



The ungrammaticality of (31b) (= (36))?: Tense interpretation (cf. Stowell 1982)
(37) a. John believes [cp [Tp Mary to be a genius]]. (ECM complement lacks Tense)
b. Mary decided [cp [Tp Mary to go to college]].
A

(Control complement: possible future tense)

Suggestion: DP receives one 0-role per Tense domain

(38) [rp...tense ... [cp[rp... tense ... ]]
domain 2 domain 1

- Control: movement into another domain — second 0-role required

Locality of A-scrambling (Mahajan 1990, Tada 1993, Saito 1992, Miyagawa 2001)
Clause internal scrambling = A-movement
(39) a MO [w[BAHWDOEAE HHILE]] (2 &)
b. P*[BAEVDIEAED [vo D% BRI L] (2 &)
c. D% [[BAVD AN [w HHILEZ] (2 &)
(The scrambled phrase can be the binder)

Long-distance scrambling = A’-movement
(40) a. *[BHVD FEED [velee [HHF2 0% HLHEILZ] &] So72]1 (2 &)
b. ¥ 5% [BEVOIAEN [ve[er [HIAHHILT] &] Fo72]] (2 &)
(The scrambled phrase cannot be the binder)

- Long distance A-scrambling is excluded because of improper movement, if the movement is
via [Spec, CP] (41)
- If only VP is transferred, it can move out directly.
(42) [...DP...[cp[tp DP [rp subject [vp ... ]]]]]
p

Problem of this derivation: movement across two tense domains, but only one 0-role

For further discussion:

Treatment of long-distance anaphora

() KESEX[EL i BB SN D LJE-> TV 5,

(i) KRB (XHEF 2880 4 2 HERE T2 LI - TV,

- no need to find an antecedent inside a phase?

- LF(covert) movement analysis? (cf. Pica (1987), Katada (1991), a.o.)
- difference from non-subject-oriented anaphors (e.g. 1% H &)
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2020/11/14 Zoom with a Minimalist View #3
Saito (2017) A Note on Transfer Domain

ISR (RBOKRE)

Two main proposals in Saito (2017):
[1] Transfer applies to phases, not phase complements, upon the completion of the next phase up.
[ii]] When T inherits unvalued @-features from C, it inherits phasehood as well.

\Transfer Domain\
Saito (2016): NIC effects are not observed in the absence of o-feature agreement.
(1) a. *Mary insisted [that herself saw it]

b. {1 E[ce[rr B HE DN ZNE RI-1E1FEER L

(11) a. [cp [C [tp SUBJ [T+acGRr] [v*pae ... 1111 (= 12)
The referent of herself cannot be specified when it is sent to the CI interface.
- Condition A violation
b. [cp [C [tp SUBJ [Tr-aGr] [v*pe ... ]]]11] (= 1b)
v*P/vP is transferred when o-feature agreement is absent in CP.
The information that zibunzisin corefers with Hanako can be sent to the CI interface.:

Question:
Why is it that v*P/vP is the transfer domain when the CP phase lacks o-feature agreement?

(On the other hand, TP is transferred when T carries o-features.)

(12) A phase is transferred upon completion of the next phase up.
(Transfer applies to a phase, not a phase head complement.)

Under (12), (11b) is the core case. Why is TP transferred in (11a)?
(12) raises two questions:

a. QI: Is vP indeed transferred as in (11b)?  (discussed later)

b. Q2: Why is TP transferred in (11a) when T carries @-features?

JPN (for (11b)) ENG (for (11a)) (=(13) in Saito (2017))

X g3

g p c | 4m
/\r [0] \

DP TP DP Ip

| /\“‘;*p ‘ T /\ o

-
<DP> v*P <DP> v¥P

(1)

No phi-feature agreement in the CP phase

JPN in (11b)
CP and v*P are phases. Hence, when there is no feature inheritance, v*P is transferred upon the completion
of the CP phase. [core case]

15



ENG in (11a)/(13)

When T inherits g-features from C, it also inherits phasehood from C and TP becomes a phase. Under (12),
when the CP phase is completed, TP is transferred. If this is correct, the pattern in (11a) is a special case
that obtains because of g-feature agreement.

}v as a Phase Head‘
vP constitutes a phase just like v*P, following Legate (2003) and Boskovi¢ (2007).

[Argument against vP as a phase]
(14) Mary says that there arrived a man (on horseback).
(15) a. [cp [1p there [T [vp V [vp arrive a man ...]]]]]
b. [ve V [vp arrive a man ...]]
Transfer
Under the assumption that VP is a phase, VP, the shaded part in (15b), undergoes Transfer.
—>Case of the internal argument @ man is not valued yet, which causes a clash at the SM interface.

If vP is not a phase, this problem can be avoided.

However, this problem does not arise to begin with if (12) is correct:
Under (12), VP is not transferred until the CP phase is completed, which means the internal argument a
man can be valued by T before Transfer. > No obstacle for the assumption that vP is a phase.

[Empirical support 1: anaphor binding in unaccusative vP]

(20) KEEBHEFRNERBEHOMIZOE T W L]IE-7-, (Ao BH =47 - B HH + KER)
The embedded verb is unaccusative. =2 vP, not v¥P

If vP is a phase, the anaphor zibunzisin is transferred when the embedded CP phase is completed.

- The information that zibunzisin corefers with Hanako, but not with Taro, can be sent to the CI interface,
which makes a right prediction.

If vP is not a phase, the anaphor zibunzisin is transferred when the matrix v*P phase is completed.

- The information that zibunzisin corefers with Taro as well as with Hanako, can be sent to the CI interface,
which causes overgeneration.

[Empirical support 2: ECM]
(21) John expects [cp [t her [to [v+p <her> [v [vp win the election]]]]]]

Under (12), when the embedded CP phase is completed, embedded v*P, not TP, undergoes Transfer, so that
the matrix verb can value Case of her.
=1t can be assumed that clausal complements with T are uniformly CPs.

Consider (22) with this background.
(22) a. *John expects [the guests to be introduced to himself]
b. *Mary believes [the speakers to have been introduced to herself]

How can SSC effects in (22) be explained?

The embedded clause in (22) contains passive vP, not v*P. If vP is not a phase, the first phase in (22) is
matrix v¥P, which wrongly predicts that John and Mary can bind himself and herself, respectively. If vP is
a phase, embedded vP, undergoes Transfer when the embedded CP phase is completed:

16



(23) [cp C [1r the guests [to [vp be introduced the guests to himself]]]]

The reference of the anaphor himself cannot be specified in (23), which explains why (22) is ungrammatical.

Summaryj

(i) A phase, not a phase complement, is transferred upon the completion of the next phase up.
(i) When T inherits o-features from C, it inherits phasehood as well.

(ii1) vP is also a phase.

\Discussion Topics\

D7 = A ADOEFRIZDOWNT

Saito (2017) TiX. phi-feature 25 T ~fkk 4172855 phasehood & T ~fA I D & STV D
N, ClZFDEFE phase E LTOARAT A H AEHEEFL TV 5D,

|2 > wrRet
(1) C IZ unvalued feature [IFH L2V R T 2 ADEE TH D,
ST 2 A ADOERIIFFEDO N T IV —Z2HBETHLEND 5,
(2) C IZ unvalued feature D 2 E—NE 5D T, 7= ADEETH S,
=7 = A ADEFIL unvalued feature DHEEIZ L > CTH[FET, HT IV —%45ET H LB X
ey (b Liven),
7272 L. C IZF% > 7= unvalued phi-feature O 2 E°—73 £ 9 value SNHAMNEEBZ HVEH VY,

@C |Z L 5 phi-agreement O A HEM:
il 21X, Miyagawa (2017) TiE. HARGEDHGE 1L, unvalued phi-feature (£ T [ZHEK S L3, CIZ
5> T C-Agreement 9 %5 & ER L TW5D, TITHEA IO THILIE, Saito (2017)D E5E
EMNLT D RREE S 8 D 2
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Nov. 14, 2020
Zoom with a Minimalist View #3

Saito, Mamoru (2017)
“Labeling and Argument Doubling in Japanese”

Tsing Hua Journal of Chinese Studies 47, 383-405.

Reporter: Takanori Nakashima (Tohoku University)

1. Introduction

This paper suggests that the labeling algorithm by Chomsky (2013) explains the effects of the
theta-criterion.

»  Ifthe suggestion is correct, the theta-criterion should be dispensed with.

2. Labeling in Japanese

Merge applies to two objects o and B, and forms a new object y = {a, B}.

» It must accompany an algorithm to determine the label of the newly formed object

(Chomsky (2013)).

(D a. y={H,oP}
b. y={oP, P}
C. Y= {H], Hz}

) Y > <o, o>
N

DP TP
[o]
T/\@%VP
[e]
DP VP
[e]
A VP
PN
\Y% DP

e  This analysis extends to structures created by wh-movement.

3) [yr Which book [cp do [tp you think [xp _ [cp that [Tp John bought 1]]]]]

e  This analysis predicts that internal merge always terminates in a configuration of feature sharing.

18



4) a. Operator movement
XP 2 <Q, Q>
PN
wh C'

[Ql
C TP
[Q]

b. NP-movement
YP = <o, ¢>
PN

DP T

[p]
T TP

[o]

Chomsky’s (2013) proposals on labeling raise interesting research questions with languages like
Japanese.

(D How sentences are labeled in Japanese, a language that lacks phi-feature agreement?

(2) Why the multiple nominative subjects are grammatical in Japanese?

»  They are straightforwardly ruled out in English.

5) [rp SCEHEDS [1p BEDS [rp FEHEF M DI \N]]]

(6) YP > ?

RN
DP XP = <o, ¢>

[l
DP T

[p2]
T vP

(o]

(3 How do we generate sentences with scrambling, which is argued to be neither operator
movement nor A-movement (Saito (1989, 2003), Webelhuth (1989))?
»  Scrambling is ruled out in English by the labeling requirement.

(7) a.  BARD [cp AEFDBEDEREEALTZDLIHY 72055 Tn B
b.  EDKRE BRARD [cp ALTH _ EALD] HY 728> Tn 3

(8) a. b.
YP >? XP->?
/\ /\
aP CP aP TP (<o, 9>)
/\
C TP (<o, ¢>) DP T

Saito (2014): Suffixal Case markers make phrases invisible for search and as a result, serving as

anti-labeling devices.

©)] vy = {aP-Case, P}
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(10) TP

DP-NOM TP

/\
DP-NOM T

PN

vP T

(11) a. ZTOKR%L KB  EHof
b. TP

/\
DP-ACC TP

... DP-ACC ...

This analysis makes it possible to examine the theta-criterion in an interesting way.

»  (12) has been ruled out by the theta-criterion as the verb assigns the theme role to two distinct
DPs.

»  Labeling fails in this structure as well: When the VP and the higher DP merge, the formed

object XP fails to receive a label.

(12) XP > ?

/\
VP DP

T\ <theme>
v DP

<theme>

The situation is different in the Japanese counterpart in (13).
» By hypothesis, VP provides the label for XP, and there should be no problem with labeling.
» Ifthe structure is illicit in Japanese, it suggests that the the-criterion is indeed operative. On

the other hand, if the structure is allowed, it raises doubts on the theta-criterion.

(13) XP

DP-ACC VP

<theme> "\
DP-ACC v

<theme>

20



3. Argument Doubling as a General Phenomenon

Multiple nominative subjects like (14) are consistent with the theta-criterion.

(14) [re CBAEDS [rp BYEDS [rp FEF R DIFL]]] (2(5))

The same point holds for multiple accusative sentences like (15).

» This example is marginal because there is a somewhat mysterious surface constraint in
Japanese against multiple accusative phrases in a single clause.

» The example becomes perfect when one of the accusative phrases is dislocated (Harada
(1973)).

»  (15) is consistent with the theta-criterion: gakusei-o ‘student-ACC’ is the causee argument

whereas hamabe-o ‘beach-ACC’ expresses a location or a path.

(15) et E = Nl EES 8T

(16) a.  [er (EFVBFEZZNESH DR E 72
b. [ {EFDNLZES DN EEZ =N

(17) receive the same theta-role from the verb (Kuroda (1988)).
» Kuroda confirms this with the ungrammaticality of (18): This example is ungrammatical

because one can break fingers but not a person. Cf. (19)

(17) a.?? IEMEPEF 2 HE S o 7
b.  [cp IEHERET % S0 7D I3EE T

*IEHEA LT 2 fe 2 AT o 7

(18) a.
b. *[cp IEHEDBTET ZHT o 72 DI EZ A7
(19) a. [LHEDRETDfeE Ao 72

b. *IEMEPITET 2P - 72

Dative argument doubling is observed in Japanese (Kuroda (1988)).
»  Hanako and hoho ‘cheek’ are both thematic arguments of kisus ‘kiss’.
» This is confirmed with (21): (21b, ¢) make sense only if kissing Taroo’s daughter

automatically means kissing Taroo, which is not true.
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(20) a.?? IEHEDEFICHEICF R L 72
b.  [cp IEHEREFICF AL ZDFIHICT

(21) a.  [rp KEBDS [rp WRD3 & THEW]
* TEREDSKERICIRIC X R L 7=
*[cp IEHEDSKERIC ¥ 2 L 72 DIdIRIC/

=

°©

The PPs expressing the source/goal can also be doubled in Japenese.

(22) a.?? HRDPSIRED» S HBMERH - 7=
b.  [cr HEDLOSMELD - 72 DUIILED & (7210)72

(23) a. 7 {7 a—na vy S~F A Y~Z07EF 7o 72
b, [ep fEFDIT— 1 v NANTo2D)E P A Y ~ZER(721)72

Can external arguments be doubled in Japanese?

Major subject constructions like (24a)

»  The major subject construction is most natural with an individual-level predicate as the inner
TP describes a property attributed to the major subject (Kuno (1973)).

»  Alower subject cannot be dislocated to a position above a higher subject.

(24) a.  [rp AEBZS [rp IR —A(ZZ )& TH B
b. 2?2 [te KEEDS [1p BRI — N2 H)Z DRETHS L72]]

(25)  *[cp KEEASE THEBEVDNIIRL— A1) 7

Consider (26) with this background.

» (26a) is not a regular major subject sentence but an instance of thematic subject doubling:
(24a) does not say that Taroo is smart. On the other hand, (26a) implies that students spoke
up in the meeting.

»  The surface effect is avoided when one of the nominative arguments is displaced as in (26b)

»  An agentive subject can also be doubled in Japanese.

(26) a. 7 PEPAAEERZNE N ZORETHS L
b. [cr FEBZORFETHS LD —EERZANGEHE



This demonstrates that the theta-criterion should be eliminated as a verb can assign the same
theta-role to more than one argument quite generally.

One question that remains is why (24a) cannot be construed as an example of thematic subject
doubling.

» Ifit could be, (25) should be grammatical.

» The fact indicates that there is a restriction on argument doubling that forces the major

subject interpretation of (24a).

. Argument Doubling as a Focus Construction

Argument doubling is not quite free.

»  What makes the grammatical examples of argument doubling possible?

Q7) a *ETHREEFEEZA S 7
b *[ep TEFHARE RN > 72 DY 2 Z A7

(28) suggests that the doubled arguments should have a whole-part relation with body parts.
»  The requirement is not so specific. (29) and (30) have nothing to do with body parts.

(28) a. [cp ILHEPET % o 72DI3HEE 72 (= (17b))
b.  [cp IEHEDIETICF AL ZDNIHHIC (= (20b))

(29) [0 BHERDPSBMEDR D - 7=DRIEED b (72 )7 (=(22b)

(30) a. 2 LT BEME VAT E DRI
b.  [cr ETVRVERRZNDIXY AT E—D(E

(30) clearly implies that (i) Hanako ate a fruit and that Hanako ate an apple, and that (ii) Hanako
eating a fruit and her eating an apple is the same event.

» For (31a) to be legitimate, (31b) must hold.

» In (27), Hanako scolding Taroo and her scolding three students cannot be considered the

same event even if Taroo is one of the three students.

31 a. [tp... DP-ACC, DP-ACC; ...]
b.  [tp... DP-ACC; ...]and [1p ... DP-ACC; ...] depict the same event/state.

23



(30a) improves as focus is placed on the second accusative argument.

(32) METHREMEYATE-DETRNT

A similar effect can be achieved by making the first argument a topic.

(33) a. 2 L a—a vy X~ KA V~=ZEfTo 7
b. 23 —8 Yy X~NFETFHB A Y ~=0{To 72

Argument doubling requires that the second argument be a focus.

»  The first argument cannot be placed in focus.

(34) a. *[op EFDBEFA Y ~ZREE T2 720)d T — 1 v ot~y
b, [ep EFDI =0 v XNTo DT F A Y ~Z[E(72 1) 72

The first argument in argument doubling must serve to specify the set of alternatives for the focus,
in the sense of Rooth (1992).

»  (35a) asserts that ‘John saw Mary’ is the true sentence among those in the set (35c).

(35 a.  John saw MARY.
b.  {Bill, Susan, Mary, ...}

c.  {John saw Bill, John saw Susan, John saw Mary}

This analysis of focus provides an insight into the interpretation of (36a).

»  (36a) does not mean that an apple is the only thing that Hanako ate. She could have eaten
some vegetables and meat in addition (Cf. (36b)).

»  The accusative argument kudamono-o ‘fruit-ACC’ serves to restrict the set of alternatives
to fruits as in (37).

»  kudamono-o ‘fruit-ACC’ in (36a) is interpreted as a theme. So, the sentence implies (38).

(36) a. [ (ETDBEMZBNTZDYLY AT E—2(FF )7 (=(30b)
b.  [cp ETDBBXEZDUIY A TR —2(FE N7

(37) {one orange, two bananas, five peaches, one banana, one apple, ...}

(38) EF 2R Mm% BT



This analysis extends to sentences like (39).
»  Hanako here can be construed as ‘Hanako’s body part’. Then, it specifies the set of

alternatives in (40).

(39)  [cp IEHEAETICF R L72DIHHICT (= (28b))

(40) {Hanako’s hand, Hanako’s head, Hanako’s cheek, ...}

The ungrammaticality of (41) is also expected under the analysis.
»  Taroo-o ‘Taroo-ACC’ simply fails to specify the set of alternatives for gakusei-o sann-nin

‘three students’.

(41)  *[cp TETFDBKREBZW - 7= D¥EE = A7 (= (27b))

In argument doubling, the second argument must be a focus and the first must serve to specify its

set of alternatives.

The informal analysis in this section suggests that each argument must have a unique role in the

wider semantic interpretation.

» In (39), hoho-ni ‘cheek-DAT” shares the theta-role with Hanako-ni, but is unique as a focus.
Hanako-ni, on the other hand, has the unique role of specifying the set of alternatives for
the focus.

» Itis speculated that a version of the theta-criterion that is generalized beyond thematic roles

may be at work as part of Full Interpretation.

5. Conclusion

Theta-criterion violations in English receive an independent account as cases of failure in labeling.

Labeling mechanism for Japanese proposed in Saito (2014) allows argument doubling in the
language.

» It constitutes evidence that the theta-criterion should be dispensed with.

Argument doubling requires one of the arguments to be a focus and the other to specify the set of
alternatives for the focus.

»  Although the theta-criterion seems untenable, there may be a more general requirement that

each argument play a unique role in semantic interpretation.
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Comments and Discussion

(@)

.... DP;-Case DP»-Case ....... ]
Alt. Set Focus

B Can DP; be an indefinite pronoun?

(i)

(iif)

(iv)

®

o @

e

KEBIZHED (k72 ) 2 L 7=

[cp RERDMEHI L 7= D EED (¥ 72 1) 72
A KEBIZFEZHEHIL 7z ?
BA#KE I FED &I L 72,

L AET BRI A D " DR
PR BACT DM D % — DR
HET DR % — K]0 T2 2 — D B~ e

RN —a RN ~EN T o
L2 = v RXR~NEF R ~ENT o 72
T I —a v XN DO—4FELNICE Z ~=ZET 5 7=

How does DP; specify the set of alternatives for focus?

(30)

V)

(17)

(vi)

a

b.

AT HREIE VA S DR
[er IEF BRI ZBERZ]|DITY A TH—D(721)72

Y v Es R

{(Vv=, IAhv, NFF, ..} =asetof fruits = DP;

(IEHEZY) v T2 BTz, BRI A Vv 2B, EEANFFE2REX
7z, ...}

MIEHEP T 2 E 2o 72
[cp IEHEDIET %2 S0 /- D13 % 72

EHEFEIC ST F 2L 7
{JH, %4, 15, ...} = aset of body parts # DP,
{(IEHEIXHICF R L7z, IEREIZERICF A L7z, IEHEIXIRICF A LT}
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(vii)  [...... eS|

[Vya/IAv/i~NFF]. ... ]

Alt. Set Focus

(viii)  [...... b+

[pros’s JE/AH/AR] ....... ]

| T

(ix) a.  [......
b. [......
Argument Tripling

laR (/AR ... ]
}
{67 ’s body part  [JEH/AEAE] ....... ]
Alt. Set Focus

(cf. “Hanako here can be construed as ‘Hanako’s body part’.” (p. 15))

(x) a. ?? IEHEDfEFICEICAHENC ¥ A L 72
b. ?[cp IEHEDETICE o EFHICF X Lzl AHNIC

10
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