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19 Ellipsis

1 Introduction

Ellipsis In Japanese has been examined since the 1970 Hinds (1973) observed the
absence of VP-ellipsis and VP-preposing in Japanese and argued that the language
lacks the VP-node." The kinds of examples he considered are shown below with theds
English counterpans,

(1) a. Iheft becmese john did feedema).

b.*Taroo ga  keete node,  wales mo  keenfi,
Taroo HOM left  becauss | also left
‘I alzo lefi becawse Taroo did.”

(3 a. Me said he would jump info the river, and [y jump into the river] he did.

b.*Kawa n fobikonda, kare ga (Romo)
tiver o jumpedinte he MNOM fact
Lie. *{the fact that) jump into the river, he did®

Furna (1978), on the other hand, tried to explain the absence of VP-ellipals with
what is now known as Lasnik’s (1981) stray affix filter, VP-ellipsis strands Tense and
hence, do-suppon i3 requined in examples ke (1a). Kuno argues that the absence of
& male analogous to do-suppont makes VP-ellipsis impossibie in Japaness, When a
modal ks present, VP-ellipsis does nod strand Tense as shown in (31

1 Hinds (1573] sssumes, following o peoposal in penerative semantics, that VP is alsent in deep
strocrune univemally. 5o what he argued for is that Japanese sarface stnachse reflects the deep stnoc-
ture fuithially,

Nates In (hin chapber, | focus on N-ellipsis, vPellipsis, sluicieg, and srgument elipais, Among the
waabysed that imply other bypes of ellipsis are the PP deletion analysis of dght fede ralsing and
Ihe stripping analysis of ght dislocation, The reader is relered (o Mukal (2009) and An (2007] for
the formes and 1o Abe (1599) and Tenaka (2000) Tor he Latier,

The maleral in this chapler was presenbed at varous places and almoss in thee present form as the
second of the fee-pan becture series ol Kelo Usbersity on September 1-5, 1034, | Bave beneSiped
iram discwssions with masy people over the years, including Heward Lasalk, Kels Merniugl, Dalio
Tebahashl, snd Kersule Takita, | would Boe bo thank Hisatsugu Kitakars in partdcular fer helphe
tomments on the materal s Section &, asd Shiperu Miyagews, John Walg. and an asomymous
revlewer o gditee s advics.
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(31 I Mary con ear if, John can fy-seH, too.

But Kuno notes that the [apanese counterpants of the relevant modals are verbal
suffixes, as exemnplified in (&), and hence VP-ellipsis necessarily produces a siray affix,

(4) Taoroo wa sore ga  dabe-rare-m
Taroo TOP ##  NOM eat-can-PRS

Taroo can eat It

Thus, the discussion on ellipsis o Japanese centered around its absence untll the
1980's with the exception of Inouwe's (1978) bre! mention of shuicing, which [ will
come back to directly.?

However, the situation changed radically in the 1990, Saito and Murasugl
(1990]), Otand and Whitman (1991), Takahashi (1994), and Oku (1598) respectively
argued for N'-ellipsis, VP-ellipsis, sluicing, and argument ellipsis in the language.
Some examples are shown b (5).

{5) a. N-ellipsis

Taroc mo  faide  wa  [pp Hanako no  |wp el] yorime yod
Taroo GEM atfitwde TOF Hanako GEN than  good
“Tarco's atiitwde is better than Hanako's.'

b, sluficing

Kare wa dokoka £ ila  po bk
he TOP somewhere to wenl though |
wa | doko & [o [y el kall siranal
TOF wheze o )  know.nod
‘He went somewhere, but | don't know whene,"

. argument ellipsis
Taror wa zibun po  kunuma ¢ anefta, Mancko mo [pe e] aratte.
Taroo TOP self GEM car ACE washed Hanako also washed

Taroo washed his car. Hanako also washed his/her car'

In the following section, | will discuss the initial analyses for these phenomena and
present @ preliminary picture of ellipsis in [apanese,

Many new descriptive ssues arose in the eforts to develop those initial analyses.
For example, Hoji (1998) presents evidence against the VP-ellipsis analysis, which
2 Another exampde of this i found in Kuno (1573 He cofsiders what appears ‘io ke “hackward
EE:EEE%E.EEEIEH%E_EE
righl Bode Fulsing Insiead.

Elipiiy = T

applies to argument ellipsis as well, and proposes thai the relevant examples are o
be accounted for with pro, Funakoshi (2002, 2013) argues against argument ellips=is
in favor of V-stranding VP ellipsis. | will conslder these works in Section 1 1 will
argue there that the potentially problematic examples they present do nat constitute
evidence against argument ellipsis but Instead provide Further evidence for jts
analysis in terms of LF copying. At the end of the section, | will discuss Takita's
(2012) new evidence for sluicing and Watanabe's (2010) argument for & OF projection
in Japaness noun phrases on the basis of N-¢llipsis that strands a classifier phrase,
The discussions in this sectlon and (e next aim to lay out bases for future research
rather than to present comncrete ypodheies,

In Section &, | will speculate on the direction for providing deeper explanations
fer the ellipsis phenomena. As argument ellipsis is not observed in many languages,
including English, it shoald be explained why it is possible only in Japanese and
a few other languages. The second Baue concemns the syntactic conditions on N*-
ellipsis, VP-ellipsis, and slulcing. A generalization is proposed in Salto and Murasugi
(1990) and Lobeck (19%0) that the complements of D (N'-ellipsis), T (VP-ellipsis), and
C {shuicing) can be elided only when the specifer positions of these funcifonal heacds
are filled. This, if valid, demands an explanation. | will discuss these ssses and
suggest directions to pursue them. The discussion is based on the mechanism of -
feature agreement (Chomslky 2000, 2008) as well as the labeling algorithm (Chomsky
2004). Section 5 concludes this chapter, .

2 A Preliminary Survey of the Phenomena

In this section, | will briefly go over the initial arguments for N*-ellipsis (Saito and
Murasugi 1990), VP-ellipsis (tand and Whitman 1991), sluicing (Takahashi 1994),
and argument ellipsis [Oku 1998; Kim 1999) in Japanese. The argument ellipsis
analysis developed out of the VP-ellipsis bypothesis and was intended to replace
it. Further arguments for argument ellipsis are presented in Salfo (2004), Shinahara
(2004}, and Takahashi (2008). The first in particular raises doubts about the shricing
analysis. | will discuss these works a3 well and present a prellminary picture of
ellipsis phenomena in [apanes,

2.1 N-ellipsis

The purpose of Saio and Murasugi (1990) was two-fold. One was to show that
ellipsts provides evidence for CP and DP structures, and the other was o argue for
N'-ellipsts in Japanese. Let me start with the first?
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W-ellipsis and sluicing have mysterlous properties if the X'-theory of Chomsky
(1970} s assumed. Firsi, whai is elided is an infermediate projection as shown
im (&} and (7).

(6] a. | recd Bill's book, but | haven't read [yp Mary's he-book].
b, Bome's destruction was worse than | London’s e desimctionl].

{7} a. Jokn bought something, but | don't know (s what fs-he-bought].
5=T,5=TF)

b, fohr knows [x which girl [s Mary likes]|, but he doesn't know |5 uhich boy
e Ao,

This is puzzling ghven that the targets of grammatical operations are limited to heads
and maximal projections. Furthes, N'-ellipsis is possible only with a genitive remnant,
and slubcing requires a wh-phrase that moved out of the elided 5. Thus, (8) and (%)
are ungrammatical in contrast with (8) and (7).

{8) a. *fohn has a dog, but Mary doesn't have [y a l-degl].
b, *I want to read the book because | hear good thing abowr [y the |y book].

(%) &, *fokn said he saw a umicorn, but | don't know [s if be-he-sow-a-unioom])].
b. *fohn demied that ke cheated, but | befeve [o that b-he-cheated]],

It i curlous that the ellipsis of N and 5 is dictated by the element in the specifier
position.

Salto and Murasugl (1990] polnt out that the DP bypothesis (Fubud and Speas
1986; Abmey 1987) and the CF hypothesis (Stowell 19681; Chomsky 1986a) make it
possible to describe the phenomena more straightforwardly. What is elided are the
NP complement of D in the case of N"-ellipsis and the TP complement of C in shuic-
ing. Both are maximal projections. Further, the genitive phrases in (6] are specihers
of D whereas the articles in (8) are D heads. Similarly, the wh-phrases in (7) are
specifiers of C whereas if and that in (9] scoupy the C position. Then, N-ellipsis and
slulcing can be characterized as the ellipsis of the complements of [ and C in the
presence of a specifier. If VP-ellipsis applies 1o the VP {or P} complement of T,
the three elliptic phenomena receive a unified description. (10) shows the wersion
of the generalization proposed in Richards (2003).

& Bath Sgite and Mumsigg (1590) and Lobeck (1950} state that there must be & Spec-hiad agnes
ment pelation betwetn 1P and F. Mowever, Bichands (2007 angues that this is not only redusdant
et also EscormecE

o T

[ipfis = TOS

(10} ENipsis: The complement of a functional category F (D, C, or T) can be elided
cnly when F has a specifier, a2 fllustrated below,

FP

H___..._..,...,..m.

_u..._.._._f,.ﬁ_

The simplicity of this deseription provides support for the DP and CP hypotheses.

Having proposed (10), Salto and Murasugi (1990) go on to examine N'-ellipsis in
[apanese. It was known that there are examples that superficially look like Instances
of W-ellipsis. Thus, (11a) books very similar to its English counterpat in (1ib),

(1) a. Taroo mo  hon wa [Hamako no | yorl omesirel,
Taroo GEM book TOP Hanako mno  than interesting

b. John's book is more interesting than [Manys _ |

Okutsu (1574), however, presents an alternative analysis for examples of this kind.
He first notes that Japanese has a pronoun that comesponds roughly to one in
English and is homophonoos with the genitive Case marker. 1t is exemplified tn (12).

(12) Akai o o  mifty kudasai.
red one ACC three give.me
"Please give me three af the red ones.’

Then, he proposes that Hamako ro in (11a) ks derived 25 in (17) with the deletion of
the gendtive ae.

(13) [Hanake me  nol
Hanako GEN one

If (118) can indeed be derived this way, It does nat shaw that there is N-ellipsis in
|apanese.

Saito and Murasugi try to avoid the Interference of the pronoun no just (Hustrated.
Kamio (1983), for example, shows that the pronoun mo i employed only when the
noun phrase refers to @ concrete (and probably specific) object and can pever be
used 83 a pro-form of an abstract noun. One of his examples ks shown In (1),

(4] a. Taroo wa yokyuuboo o  kobutte ife, JSiroo mo  aod
Tarco TOPF baseball.cap ACC wearingwas froo also blus
ma o kate i
one ACC wearingwas
Taroo was wearing a baseball cap. Ziroo also was wearing a blue one.’
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b, Toroo mo Zireg mo  sianen o mothe in.
Taroo alse Fireo alse bellel ACC have
* Toduiri Toroo wi  katal ne o
particularty Tareo TOP firm ome ACC have
"Both Taros and Zlroo have beliefs. In pantbcular, Taroo bas o hrm one.”

gt ir

(14a) 15 fine a8 no stands for a concrete noun yakyuuboo “haseball cap’ and the DF
headed by no refers to a specific objeci. On the other hand, (14b) shows that the
pronoun cannat be employed for the abstract noun sinnen “elief, conviction®. The
examples in (15) confirm Kamio™s generalization.

(15} a *Torge ne  kemkyuu nf foisury foido  wa  fofemd
Taroo GEM ressarch towand  atitede TOF very
yof  no darfa.
good ome wis
“Taroo's attitude towand research was a very pood one.’

b, *Hanaks no
Hanako GEM sports foward  enthusiasm TOP very
hagest ma  danfa.
passiopate one was
"‘Hanako's enthusiasm toward sports wis a very passlonate one.”

supociy  Af tafsun  ZyooRefu wa  felemoe

¢ "Yamoda-sernsel  mo  yosasisa wa  fotemo mi o siming mo  datfa,
Yamada-teacher GEM kindness TOP wery fouching  one was

“Prof, Yamada's kindness was a touching oneé {louched my heart).'

These examples indicate that the pronoun e cannot stand for nouns such as faido
“attlrude’, ryooneiu ‘enthustasm’, and posasizs “kindness'.

Given this, Saito and Murasugh present examples of the following kind as evi-
dence for M'-ellipsis in Japanese;

(16) & Tarpo mo  smnen wa  [Ziroo no _ | yorimo katl
faroe GEM belief TOP Froo GEM  than  firm

Taroc's belied is firmer than fimoo's.’

b, Taroo no  kemkyuu of tolsow teido  wo  [Hanoko no |
Taroo GEN mesearch toward  attitude TOP Hanako GEN

ni kurcbe-reba fotemo yol

to compare-if wery  good

Taroa's attitude toward research is very good If we compare it with
Hanakc's."

A

)
_“
4
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C. Hangks Ro  supootu of lalurd zyopnety  wa  [Toroo no _ | Eyoo da,

Hanako GEM sports  towand  enthustasm TOP Taroo GEN  abowe ks
‘Hanako's enthuwsisam towand sporis B abowve Tarog's,

d. Vamadesersed oo yasesisa mo  [Tonaka-sensel mo | mo
Yamada-teacher GEN kindness also Tanmaka-teacher GEN  also
todemn mf Rl i
very  touching

"Prof. Yamada's kindness as well a3 Prof. Tanaka's touched my heart.'

These examples are expected to be ungrammatical if the underlined no & a pronoun,
because the pronoun ne cannot be employed in place of abstract nouns, Yet, they are
perfectly grammatical. This suggests thal ko in these examples is the genitive Case

followed by an elided NIt The structure af the bracketed DP in (16b), for example,
i% =& n (17),

(7] loe Honako no e kenbysn m-talse laidof]
Hanako GEM resgarch toward  attirude

In Japanese nominal projections, the genitive Case marker follows any DP or PR,
as showm in (18], :

(18} a. Hamako me Tookyoo de me  kabu mo  fordhikd
Hanako GEN Tokyo in GEN stock GEM dealing
*Hanako's dealing of stocks in Tokyo'

b, Toroo ne  semkai mo  mudiimeen de o0 Yoearoppo
Taroo GEN three-time GEN nopenny with GEN Eunope

¢ no yokoo
1o GEN trip

“Targdr's three trips to Europe with mo money'

However, it i not the case that any genitive phrase can be the remmnanl i W-ellipsis,
Thuss, there is a clear contrast between (192, b) and (19¢, d).

(19) a Taroo mo tmide wa [Monako nmo | yorimo ol
Taroo GEW amtiode TOP Hapake GEN  than  good

“Taroo's attfrude i better than Hanake's.'

b. Booma no  hakai wad [Kyooto mo __| yorimo hisam  datra.
Rome GEN destroction TOP  Kyolo GEN than milsery was

'‘Rome’s destruction was mode miserable than Kyoto's.”
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. *Saikin wa dumord mo M ga [ome no _| yorimo ool
nowadays TOP cowd GEN day NOM main GEN  than  plentiful
"Nowadays, there are mare cloudy days than rainy days.’

d. *Tarpo wa  BEsyuukan ni san-saty n» hon o
Taroo TOF oneweek in threevolume GEN book ACL
yomu g, Hanako wa  [$o-sdi mo | o yomu,
read though Hamake TOP fvevolume GEN  ACC read

Though Taroo reads three books per week, Hanako reads five.’

This contrast provides further evidence for N'-ellipsis in Japanese. The remnant
genitive phrase Is the subject in (19a) and the object in (19b). On the other hand,
thase in (19¢, d) are adjuncts. Recall that N'-ellipsis applles as in (20), that is, the
complement of D is elided in the presence of a specifser.

(200 FF

P
xP F

"

Then, W-ellipsis |s legitimate only when the remnant genitive phrase is in Spec, DP,
And there is independent evidence that arguments bist not adjuncts can move 10 this
position. For example, {21) shows that the external and internal arguments can raise
1o Spec, DP bul an adjunct then cannot.,

(21) & lpp the barbarians’ [up t by destruction of the city then]]]
b, [pe the city's; [ue [s destruction ¢ then][]
¢. *lne then's; [up [y destniction of the ciy tll]

Thus, the N'-ellipsis analysis comectly prodicts the contrast in (1%).

Saito and Murasugi (1990) polnt cut two consequences of the proposed anakysis.
As an overt D is not observed in Japanese, it was unclear whether the language has
this category. Fului (1988), for example, proposes that languages are paramedegized
with respect 1o the presence vs. absence of functional categories and Japanese belongs
to the latter group. The analysis above implies that [ s present in Japanese and
suggests the universality of the category, Secondly, genitive Case in Japanese, unlike
genitive in English, can be assigned (or valwed) within NP, (18c), for example, is
ungrammatical because ame no ‘rain GEN' cannot move fo Spec, DR Yei, (23) is
perfectly grammatical without ellipsis.

T

(22} [ame mo K]
raln GEN day

'a rainy day’

Then, the genitive on ame “rain’ must be licensed within the
bt prajection of M. (23)

(3) Amerika-gun no  fraku no  bakugeld wa  [gp lgirsu-gun no
LS -force  GEM Irag GEN bombing TOP LK -foree GEN
tup draku o bakupeld]] yormo nogaky fundfa,
g GEN bombing than leng  continued
The US. force's bombing of Iraq lasted longer than the British force's.’

In this expmple, the elided NP includes the object fraku no 'Irag GEN® as well as the
head noun. Then, Saito and Mumsugi, building on Bedell (1972) and Kitagawa and
:nﬂ___wﬂﬂ,ﬂaﬁxqiiauﬁ_u?ﬂﬁﬁ & condextual Case that s inserted
as 1

(24) [; DPPP fi] -+ [ DF/PP mo Bl, where a and [ are projections of ¥ or D.

2.2 YP-Ellipsis and Sluicing

Otani and Whitman (1991) and Takahashi (1994) argued for Viellipsis and sluicing
in Japanese respectively. | will briefly go over these works in this subseciion.

Thie arguments of Otand and Whitman (19%1) stant with an observation on the
interpretation of null objects,

(25) Taroo wa xibun mo durumo o avatto. Hamako mo  [e] aradte.
Tarooe TOF self GEN car ACC washed Hanako ales wathied
Taron washed his car. Hanako ales washed his/her car'

The null object in the second sentence allows both the strict Interpredation (Hanako
abso wathed his (= Taroo's) car) and the dloppy Interpretation (Hanako alsa washed
her (= Hanake's) car). The sboppy interpretation is unexpected If the mull object is
pro as was widely assumed since Kuroda (1965), The following examples indicate
that sloppy interpretation obtalns with ellipsis but not with pronouns;

(26) &. Johm loves his mother, and Mary does, too. (Mary loves his/her mother)
b fohn loves his mother, and Mary loves her, foo. (Mary loves his mother)
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In Eact, only the strict interpretation is possible if an overt prosoun ocours in the

position of the null object in (25

aratta. Hargko mo sore @ aratfa,
ACC washed

(27) Taroo wa zibun no  kuruma o
Taroo TOP self GEM car ACC washed Hanako also bt
Tarpo washed his cas, Hanako also washed it (= his car).”

Husang (1987 discusses Chinese examples similar to (25), and presents an analysis
in terms of V-stranding VP-ellipsis. Otani and Whitman (1991), then, argue that the
analysis |s applicable to Japanese as well, The idea is that (25) is derived with V-io-T
ralsing followed by VP-ellipsis, as illustrated in (28]

(28) lrp DP [y h-Bi-td VTl
Lt

This analysts implies, contrary to what Kuno (1978) assumed, that ¥-T merger is
achieved by Veraising in fapanese,

As mentioned at the cutset of this chapter, Inoue (1978) noted that examples of
the following kind may instantlate sluicing:

(%) Kare wa dokoka ¢ e ga boki-wa [op doko ¢ ka] sieanai
he TOF somewhere o weni though I-TOF whem o @ know.not
‘He went somewhere, but | don’t know whene,”

Takahashi (1954) presents an argument for this based on the possibility of sloppy
EEE.EEEE:HEE:EH.EE.E%E—EFERE
examples (s shown in (30).

(30) Taroo wa |op nese sbun go  sikanoreta ka] wakatte indd
Taroo TOF why self NOM scold.PASS.PST @ understand.not
. Hanaks wa [cp naze ka] wakatte iru.
though Hanake TOP why 0 undersiand
“Though Taroo doesn't understand why he was scolded, Hanako understands
why he/she was scolded.’

As indicated, the example allows both strict and sloppy interpretations. Takahashi
takes this as evidence that (30) is derived by ellipsis, and & confirmation of the

sluicing analysis suggested in Incue (1978). According to this analysis, the embedded
CP in (29) has the structure in (31}

(M) lep [doko el [= b hare go  § Wia] Rall
where o he HOM  weni ()

T

Higsis — 711

Fipl.n:aﬂuﬁuﬁmunﬂvﬂl.ﬂﬁanﬂﬁqaﬁn%%;ﬁsﬂ
them B that Japanese has optional wh-movement, as argued in Kuroda (1988),
Recall that sluicing efides TF when Spec, CP is filled. The wh-phrase doko & “where

to’ in (30) serves as a proper remnant in Spec, CP. As predicted, sluicing s [5ci
when Spec, CP is absent, as shown in (32),

(32 *Hanaks wa ey lrr pro soko mi itta] o) fite fru  ga,
Hanaks TOP there to went COMP savingis though
boku wa [ bppro soke m a]  katdooka)] siramai
[ TOP there o went whether  knownot
Lit. “Though Hanako says that she went there, | don't know if.*

Takahashi also points cut some potential problems with his analysis. One is that
the copula da is" can appear in the CP that slubcing applies to. Thus, (30), for exam-

ple, remains grammatical and ambiguous between strict and sloppy readings with
dh, &5 shown Im (33),

(33} Tavoo wa [cp maze zibun go sikarareio kal wakarte inl
Tame TOP why self NOM scold PASS.PST 0 understand.not
B, Hanako wa |z nese da ka] wakatte ine
though Hanakoe TOP why i 0 understaned
‘Though Taroo doesn't understand why he was scolded, Hanako understands
why he/she was scolded.’

Thete is no position for this copula under the sluicing analysis, Given this, Takahashi
considers an alternative analysis with a pro subject instead of sluicing, as In (34).

(34) ..., Hanake wa |cp bre pro naze (da) kal] wakatte in.
Hanako TOR why BB 0 undersiand
"sao . Hanako understands wiy if is"

In this context, da is optional. Hence, the analysis in (35) correctly accounts for jts
absence in (30) and its occurrence in (331

Howeves, Takahashi rejects this analysis on the ground that it fails to account
for the sloppy nterpretation. Recall that pronouns only allow strict interpretation.
{34) with &n overt pronoun in fact does not allow sloppy Inerpretation, as shown
in (35}

(35) ..., Hanako wa |cp lyp Sove go  naze (da) kal] wakoe in,
Hanako TOP it NOM why &8 0O understand

*..+. Hanako understands why it & (= why Taroo was scolded).’
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The stracture bm (34], then, does not seem 10 be consistent with the sloppy kyterpre:
tation of (33). Given this, Takahashi maintains the slulcing analysis and leaves the
optional occurrence of da as a problem. | will come back to this jssue I the fiollow-

ing subseciion.

2.3 Argument Ellipsis

The works introduced so far argued that Japanese has some of the elliptic constrac-
tioms that are observed in English. This trend takes a sharp turn with the proposal of
argument ellipsis by Oku (1998) and Kim (1999). They both show that there are
%EEEEEE&EHEEE%#EEEqﬁﬁaw
VP-eilipsis. 1 will briely introduce their arguments and then discuss the supparting
evidence presented n Saito (2004), Shinohkara {2004), and Takahashi (2004,

Ok (1998) Arst shows that not only null objects but also null subjects allow
sloppy interpretation. One of his examples is given in (36}

(36} o Haonako wo [cp b Zibun ne  fefan po  salyoosarens)
Hanako TOF self GEM proposal HOM adoplPASS.PRS
fol  omoite in.

COMP think
"Hanako thinks that her proposal will be adopted.”

b. Taroo-mo |op [ lel saiyoosarerul  fo]  omotte far
Taroo-also adopt, PASS.FPRS COMP think

“Taroo also thinks that her/his proposal will be adopted.

As a subject cannot be elided with VP-ellipsis, Ok concludes that fapanese allows
subjects to be directly elided.

He then argues that null objects can be generated in the same way, that is, that
any argument can be directly elided. A relevant example 5 shown in (37).

{(37) Hamako wa tefnei i zibun ne  genkoo o minessibe
Hanako TOP carefully self GEM manuscript ACC look.overPST
Demo Toroo wa  menaosanakabh.
but Tarso TOF look.overnolPST
‘Hanake looked over her manuscript carefully. But Taroo dide’t hook over

her/his manuscript.’

The second sentence is missing the object, If the object is elided by VP-ellipsis, the
sentence should have the interpretation that Taroo did not go over his manuscript

L

Elligals = FI3

carefully because the VP-internal adverty reimei m “carefully’ ooours in the first
semience. The English example in (38) illustrases this.

(38} Mary looked over her manuscript carefully, but fohn didn'.

But the second sentence in (37) only has the sloppy reading that Taroo did nos Jook
over his manuscript at all. This raises doubts concerning the Vitellipsis analysis,

ﬂfﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂ&._?gEgiﬁﬁa.ﬂ-ﬂﬁEEE
from the ellipsis of the object.

Kim (1999) reaches the same conclusion for Korean and Japanese on indepen-
dent grounds. One of his arguments is based on the double-accusative construction
In Karean, {llusirated in (390

(3%) a. Mike nun fomes hd foli b ketechassio,
Mike TOP James ACC leg ACC kicked
‘Mike kicked James on the leg.’

b *Mike mum foli hd  james bl kbeteckasiia,
Mike TOP leg ACC James ACC kicked

As shown in (35b), the accusative phrase that expresses a body part cannot precede
the accusative phrase that refers (o a person. Given this, Kim observes that the firss
accusative phrase can bie elided and receive sloppy inferpretation as in ($0b),

(40) a. Jerry mun caki wy & bl phal Wl Hayliessta,
jerry TOP self GEM child ACC arm ACC hit
‘lerry hit his child on the amm,*

b. Kulema Solly nun [e] foli lul frawiessta,
but  Sally TOF  leg ACC his
“But Sally hit hisfher child on the leg.

IF VP-ellipsis is applied in (40b), fafi ki “leg ACC* should also be elided a8 it cannot
precede the elided DP. Hence, the example cannot be derived by VP-ellipsis. Kim,
bike Ok (1998), concludes that arguments can be elided directly.’

§ The [apanese counderpart of (35a) s degraded as the languape does mol allow Pwe Ecomatve
phrases in & single clause. (Sew, for example, Harada 1573 &nd Kumda 1988 for detalled discussion
om this poine) Hivwewes, the relevisit contrast and interpretation cédain Iy the language as well, The
Jupazsse counterpart of (¥9b) is hopeless and that of (§6b) allows sbopgry inlerpretation. Hence,
Klm's [1%9) argumen| casries over o Japasess,
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Sajio (2004) points out that the argument edlipsis hypothesis provides a stralght-
forward solution to the problem with Japanese sluicing noted at the end of the
preceding subsection. Recall that, as Takahashi (1994) acknowledges, the shaicing
analysis fails to acoount for the opticnal pecurmence of the copula da 'is' in (33),
repeated below as (41}

ka wakaite ini
understand.not

(41) Taroo wa |- nase sibum go  sikarareto
Tama TOF why self NOM scold PASS.PSET Q
a4, Hanako wo  |cp naze da ka] wakatre ine
though Hanako TOPF why 15 0 wunderstand
“Though Taroo doese’t understand why he was scolded. Hanako understands
whry hejshe was scolded.’

If the second embedded CP has the structare in (42), there is no position for the
copula.

[42) [cp maze, [o by-oibum-ge-tosikavaratal kall

It was mnoted in subsequent works such as Nishiyama, Whitman and ¥1 (1996) that
the optomnal Einmnqsn%uﬂﬁnwnﬁﬁnﬁmninga%:nﬁ
& clefi sentence. Then, the second clause in (41), with sloppy interpretation, will be
ag in {430 when it & fally spelled out,

(43) Honako wa [cr [re lor Oy [c e sibun ga & sikarareta] noll
Hanako TOP soli NOM  scold.PASS.PST COMP
ga  naze, (da)] ka] wakatte in.

MOM why & O understand
Lit, “Hanako understands why it s that self was scolded.”

As indicated, the copula is indeed optional In cleft sentences.
Mishiyama, Whitman and Y1 (1996) present independent evidence for this ap-
EE.EEHEE"wnﬁﬂnhzdmazﬂrqwifuﬁﬂﬂ.ﬁn}ﬁiﬂﬂg

(44) o Toroo ga  dareke  karge fegami ¢ wkelofio ga.
Taroo MOM someone from letter  ACC recelved though
bolu wa [ dave kava ka] wakarondal
1 TOF who from 0 knowonot
“Taroo pecebved a letter from someone, but | don't know from whom.”

[ Tng___gu-igniuiiiginiﬂﬁg.
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b. Taroo ga  daveko  kara fegami 0 whkefotfa ga,
Taroo MOM someone from letter  ACC received though
bodar wa e Homako kare kal wokaranal,
| TOF Hanako from 7 know.not

Lit. "Taroo received a letter from someone, but | don't know whether
from Hanakn.'

Examples like (44b) cannot be analyzed as instances of shuicing, but have corme-
sponding cleft sentences. The embedded CP in (44b) can be an elliptic form of the
cleft sentence in [45).7

(85} |cw I bow lew O I [oe Taroo ga ) tegami 0 whetodtal
Taroo KOM  letier ALCC received
nofl g |Hamaoke karal (da)] kal]
COMP NOM Hanako from s 0

“whether it 15 from Hanako that Taroo recebved a letter’

Although the cleft analysis looks plausible, It does not provide a solution to the
problem Takahashi (1994) raised. Nishivama, Whitman and Yi (1996) propose that
(41} has sloppy interpretation because the second clause & exactly like (43) except
that the embedded subject is pro, standing for the embedded CP subject in (43) that
expresses the presupposition in the cleft structure. But it was noted in Takahashi
{1554 that there is no sloppy interpretation with a pronominal subject. The relevant
example In (35] is repeated below as (56].

(%6) ..., Hanake wa  [op [re sore ga naze (de) ka]] waekatte i,
Hanaka TOP it MNOM why 18 0 undesstand

*vv.s Hanako understands why it is (= why Taroo was sealded).’

Nishiyama, Whitman and ¥i, then, suggests that mull pronowns, unlike overt pronouns,
allow sloppy Inferpretation, but this begs the question.

Whai Saite [2004) paints ouf is that argument ellipsis provides a salution o
this protdem. Given that subjects as well as objects can be directly elided, (51) can

be derived from (43) by applying argument ellipsis o the embedded CP subject as
in (47,

—

7 Fukays and Heji (1999 and Fukaya (2002) discuss more similarities between faparese clefi and
shubcing. This constitutes Barthes evidence for ihe clefi analysis of [apanese “sbaicing =
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(&7) Hamako wa  [ce lp b Opchic b slum ga 1 slkarareia] woll g
Hanaka TOP self NOM  scold.PASS.PST COMEP MOM

maze; (da)] ka] wakate ins.
why 18 0 undersiand
Lit, ‘Hanako understands why it is that sell was scolded.’

s there i no pro subject and the example is derived by ellipsis, sloppy interpreta-
tion is expected. The “sluicing™ phenomencn, then, provides additional evidence for

argument elllpsks,

Another plece of supporting evidence for argument ellipsis is presented in
Shipohara (2004) and Takahashi (2008), One of Takahashi's examples is given in (48)
wilh stight modification.

(48] B Zyosi mo dareke pa  hotondo no  sensei o somkeisite ine
female GEN someone NOM almostall GEN teacher ACC respect
“come girl kas respect for most of the teaches.”

b. Dansi mo  doreka  mo  [e] sonkeisite i,
male GENW someone also respect
“Some boy also has respect for them/most of the teachers.”

The null object in (48b) can be interpreted as a pronoun, that is, as those teachers
that a girl has respect for. If the object is an overt pronoun, karera o “they ACC',
this ks the only pessible Imerpretation. Takahashi points oul that (48b) has another
reading. The sentence can mean that a boy has respect for most of the teachers, and
in this case, the teachers need not coincide with those that a gll respects, This,
Takahashi argues, is expected §f (48b) can be derived with argument ellipsis as
inm {450,

(49) Dansi po  doreka  mo hotomde me  semsel o sonkeisite i,
male GEN someone alse almost.all GEN teacher ACC respect

*Same boy alss has respect for most of the teachers.”

A similas example with a oull subject i shown in (500,

(50] a. Sen-rir-izpoo no  gobessd g Tafwan e i
three-person-morethan GEN studend NOM Takwan fo went

‘More than three students went to Taiwan.'

b, [¢] Oranda e mo  da,
Holland o also weni

They/mare than three students also went to Holland.”

flipsls  w— TIT

{50k) has the interpretation that more than three students went 10 Holland, in addi-
tion to the reading that those students wio went to Taiwan also went to Holland,

As discussed in this subsection, argument eilipsis was initially proposed by Ok
(19%8) and Kim {1999} a3 an altemative to V-stranding VP-ellipsis. I the propasal in
Saito (2004) Is correct, it accounts for Takahashi's (1994%) “suicing™ examples as
well, Hence, there ks no clear evidence at this point that Japanese has VP-ellipsis or
eluicing. At the same time, the discussion in this section does not show that Japanese
does pot have slulcing. 1 will introduce Takita's (2017) new argument for shucing in
the following section.

3 Descriptive Issues

Intetesting issues have been raised by several papers, some sympathetic and others
critical to the proposals introduced in the preceding section. 1 will consider some of
them in this section. Hofl (1998) presents evidence against Otani and Whitman's
(1591} proposal on VPellipsis, and angues that the relevant examples can be analyzed
with pro, | will discuss this in Section 1.1, where | point out & similarity in distribution
between clided arguments and pro. In Section 3.2, | will conslder Funakoshi's (2012)
evidence against argument ellipsis and for Vestranding VP-ellipsis. The issue to be
taken up there is whether elements that form operator-variable chains are subject
o argument ellipsis. Finally, in Section 3.3, | will briefly discuss Takita's (2012)
argument for sluicing and Watanabe®s (2000) argument for N-ellipsis that strands
classifier phrases.

3.1 Argument Ellipsis and pro

Hoji (1998) presents an argument against VP-ellipsis, which applies to argument
ellipsis as well. Among his crucial examples is (51).

(51) a. Subete no nihonzinhuwhuy  go  betubetu no  gekusel
all  GEN Japanese.couple NOM separate GEN student
'Every Japanede couple recommended different students.
o suisensifa
ACC recommended
"Every Japanese couple recommended different studerts.’

b, Subele no  omerkarinhushy mo  [e] sudsensite

all  GEN Amedcancouple also  recommended
‘Every American couple also recommended them.!
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(51a) i many-ways amblguous, and one possible reading s that for each Japanese
couple, the wife and the husband recommended different students. What Hojl points
aut is that (51b) with a oull object lacks the parallel interpretation. That s, (51b)
cannol mean that for each American couple, the wife and the husband recom:
miended different students, This is unexpected if (51b) can be derived with VPellipsis.
The English counterpart of {51b) with VP-ellipsis indeed has this reading, as shown
in (52}

(52) & Every lapanese couple recommended different students,
b Every Americen couple did, foo,

(51} raises an Interesting question for argument ellipsis as well, If the exampie can
be dertved with an elided object as in (53], we would expect it 1o have the missing
interpretatbon.

(53} Subete no  amerkazinfuuly mo  betabetu mo  gakwsel o
all GEN American.couple also separate GEN stdent ACC
suisensita,
recommended

Having argued against VP-ellipsis, Hoji (1998) goes on to consider why examples
tke (54b) can have sloppy interpredation.

(54) & Subsefe no  dfimensel go  sibun a0 booru o keffa.
all GEN freshman HOM self GEM ball ACC kicked

‘Ewery freshman kicked her/his own ball.!

b. Subete no  ninensed  mo  (e] kefra.
all GEN sophomore also kbckesd

‘Every sophomore aleo kicked her/his own ball.'

Here, Holl suggests that the sloppy reading of (34b] ks only apparent. More specifi-
cally, he suggests that the null object s pro that stands for the indefinite booru
‘a ball’. Then, the preciss meaning of (54b) |s that every sophomore kicked a ball.
This Is consistent with and can deplct a shuation where every sophomore kicked
hes/his own ball. Hofi argues that the preceding discourse provides the appropriate
context to maks it plawsible that the ball that each sophomore kicked is ber/his own.,

It s argued In Salio (2003, X075 that Hojl's (1958) analysis of (54) cannot be
maintained as such, For example, the analysis faces a problem when the second
sentence contains negation. Let us consider the simpler example in (551

(55) & Toroo wa  mbun no brume 0 araffa.
Tamoo TOP self GEN car ACC washed

Tarod wished his cir,

b. Demo Manake wa o] orowanskaite,
but  Hanako TOF  wash.ootPST

‘Bt Hanaks didn’t wash it/her car'

(55b) clearly allows sloppy reading in addition to strict reading; It can mean that
Hanako did not waak bes car. Thus, the senience can be true when Hanako washed
Taroo's car but mot her own. The indefinite pro analysis falls to account for this
because the fallowing example only means that Hanako did not wash amy car af all:

(56) Hamako wa kurema o crowanckatia,
Hanako TOP ear ACC wash,nolPST

‘Hanako didn't wash a car’

Thus, (55) shows that the indefinite pro analysis, af least in the form proposed in
Hofi (19448), Is oot a viable altemative to argument ellipsis,

Yet, the relation between pro and argument ¢llipsis is an important topic that
needs o be pursued further. First, it is clear from examples like (57) that pro oocurs
in [apanese independently of argement ellipsis.

{57} Context: Hanako Is locking for her stapler.
Taroo: |e] soko mi am yo
there at ks PART
“It is there!*

Further, the distribations of pro and elided arguments seem to be identical. Let us
first consider the distribution of pro by loaking at its occumence in relative clauses,
In response o Kuno's (1973) observation that Japanese relathois do not exhibit sland
eftects, Perlmutter (1972) argued that this is because a relative gap in Japanese need
not be produced by movement but can be a pro, According to this analysis, Kuno's
example in (58] Is analyzed with a pro in the most deeply embedded subject position
bound by the relative head, sinsi ‘gentleman’.

(58) [op bre lor Lrp proy Mite i) poohuku) go  yogorete iru| sinsi)
wiearing.ts clothes NOM dirtyis gentleman
Lit. *the gentleman who the clothes that be i wearing is diny”
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Murmsugd (1991} examines the distribution of pro, based on Perlmuitter's analysis,
and shiws that pro can oocur in the positions of locatbee and tempori] pheees, in
addition o argument positions, but not in positions of reason and manner phrases ®
Sgme relevant examples are shown in (53],

(59 a [y by Hanako ga  [op [y (sore; o) mone i) hito] o
Hanako N i ACC have persan ACC
sagasite ind]  kisyoabon|
losokineg for ks rine. book
Lit. ‘the rare book that Hanako is looking for a person who has it°

b. [pp | Hansoks £8  |op [pe (oke, 6i) sumde ire] hito] o
Hanake NOM there in e persomn  ACT
sitte dru] mari]
know  lown
Lit. “the town that Hanako knows a person who lives there"

¢ o [rp Honake g8 [pe by ®feove, de} kubi-mi neffal hito]
Hanaka NOM it for firedwas persan

o sitte bru] ryuu
ACC kndw Teasom
Lit. ‘the reseon that Hanako knows a person who was fired for it

Thise examples ane all grammatical with an overt resumptive pronoun, In (53a-b),
priv can be substituted for the overt pronoun, but nod in (5%l

It was already shown that subjects and objects can be elided with argument
ellipgis, (60) shows that argument ellipsis applies 1o locative phrases as well.

(60) &, Toreo wa [zmbun po opa  mo e ni] surade fra.
Tares TOP self GEM parent GEN house in e
“Taroo Lives In his parents” houss,”

b Demo Hanoko wa  |e] surde fnai
but Hanake TOP liwe.not

*But Hanako doeso't live there/in her parents' howse.'

B Given this, et (1991 conchudes (hat peo sccars caly i agument positions in a beoad sense,
an the assumption bt locathee and temporsl phiases can be anpements of the event predicate. o
ther subarguent ssctions, | will use the expression ‘argument positions’ for "aegumeni posltors (ma
broaid sreas’ wihen theee & no posathility of misendesanding.

Y
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{60b) allows sloppy interpretation, which indlcates that the locative phrase, sibun no
oya ne de il “self GEN parent GEM house in' can be elided. i the pronoun, seke ni
‘there in', is substituted for the oull locative in (50b), the sloppy reading disappears.
Om thit other band, (1) indicates that & reason phrase cannot be efided.

(61} a. Watesd wa [o Taroo pa zilum no  sippai  de
1 TOF Tamoo HOM self GEN missake for
*I hear ihai Taroo was fired because of his own mistake,”
kubl-ni natta  fo] kit iru.
fired was COMP hear

*| hear that Taroo was fired because of his own mistake,”

b, Demo | Hanako ga (*fel) kubi-nf matte to]  wa  kifte ol
bt Hanako MOM fired was COMP TOP heas.not

'But | haven't heard that Hanako was. fired.,”

161 simply means that | have not heand that Hanako was fired. As the embedded
clause cannol be construed with “for Taroo’s mistake’ (sirict reading] or with “for
Hanako's mistake' (sloppy reading), the example shows that & reason phrase canmol
be expressed as pro or be elided. ;

The discussion ahove suggests that the distdbutions of pro and ellded argumenis
are identical. [f this is indesd the case, it calls for an explanation. One possibdiey =
that efided arguments are pro, as Hoji (1998) proposed. | will speculate on an alier-
nathve possibility in the following section. But | will first consider Hojl's Importand
example in (51), together with other similar examples, in the following subsection.

3.2 The Non-Applicability of Argument Ellipsis to Operators
and Variables

Funakashi (2012, 2013) argues against argument ellipsis in favor of Vestranding VP-
ellipsis, As his evidence shares certain similarities with Hoji's (51), 1 will discuss his
argument frst.

(63 is the example Funakoshi (2012) presents as evidence for Vestranding VP
ellipsis,

(62} 8. Taroo wa Haneko fo  dake asob-en
Taroo TOP Hanako with only play-can-PRS
“Taroo can play anly with Hamake.' (oaly = can)

% Exmmples like (37), discussed by Ok (1996}, show (hal & manmer phuse cismol be elidéd or
ber jpwns. Thils b conststent with the genealimticn that arpument ellipsiz and pro exhikit the e
distrileation,
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b.*Ziroo-mo  [e] asob-e-ru,
firoo-alsn  play-can-FRS
Intended ‘Ziroo also can play only with Hanako."

In (62}, Hanako to dake ‘only with Hanako' takes scope over -¢ ‘can’. [See Shibata
2013 for detailed discussion on the scope properties of dake "only’.) (62b) indicates
that the PP canmot be ellded In this context. This, Funakeshi angues, follows i aull
compbements are produced by Vestranding VPellipsis, He first lypothesizes that the
P, Harake fo dioke, moves overtly to the specifier position of FoousP above +F, as
im (63).

(63) Ziroo MO lpocwr [Momako to  dake] [ tee fl] asob-e-ne

Ziroo also Hanako with only play-can-FRES
This sccounts for the fact that it takes scope over - 'car’, Since the PP moved out of
the ¥F to be elided, (535 Fails to be generated. If the P in (63] 15 elided, only iraces
disappear as ¥ also moved out of the P,

Although Funakoshi (2012) assumes that angument ellipsis should allow Hamako
to dake In (63) to be elided and presents (62) as evidence agalnst [t 1 think sufficient
evidence has been accumulated in suppon of argement ellipsis as llustated in the
preceding section. Then, the question is why argument elllpsks does not apply o the
PP in (630, It is Funakoshi's insight that the PP forms an operator-variable chain as i
takes scope over -¢ "can’. It seems then that argument ellipsis does not apply to
items that form operator-variable chains.

Funakcshi (2013) presents additional examples as funber evidence for Vestranding
VP-ellipsis. One of them is shown in (64

(B4} a. Taron wao supeingo ko huramsuge o hanasaai,
Taroo TOP Spanish or French  ACC speak.not
“Taroo doesn't speak both Spanish and French.' (or > not)

b. Hanaks wa supeingo ko lransige o hanosu g,
Hanako TOF Spanlsh of French — ACC speak  though

Taroo wa  [&] hanasand,
Taron TOP speal.not
“Though Hanako speaks Spanish or French, Taroo speaks neither.” (not > af)

As discussed in Gore (X007) In detall, |apanese disjunctive phrases with ka ‘of are
positive polaricy ltems and take scope over negation, unlike their English countes-
pars with or. Thus, (64a) 1s Interpreted as inm (65],

T
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(65) [3x: x = Spanish or x = French] Taroo does not speak x

Funakoshl (2013) makes an extremely imeresting observation that when the disjunc-
tive phrase in (64a) is apparently elided as in (64b), its scope relation with negation
reverses. He goes on to point out that the reading (545) has b expected when the
null object is pro, roughly meaning ‘thoss two languages”. Then the rematning ques-
tion is why argument ellipsis does not apply to the disjunctive phrase and yield it
wide scope reading over negation. His analysis is that the disjunctive phrase moves
out of vP to take scope over negation, and hence, cannot be elided by VPellipsis. As
the disfunctive phrase is interpreted as In (65), this is anather instance that indicates
that an ltem that farms an opermtorvarable chaln is not subject to argument ellipsis,

There are a number of other cases that lead to the same conclusion. One s the

well-known faot that intemmogative wh-phrases resist argument ellipsis. (66 (lustrates
this,

66) A [cp [yp Dare ga  Hoiderobaad e itfa] ka] sitte fmasy ka,
wha HOM Hydemabad fo went §  know Q
‘Do you know who went to Hyderabad®

b. lie. *Demo ey by (0] Shera e dffa] ke] mova sne imasi,
mo bt Siema o went O # kmow

Intended Mo, But | know the answer If the question is who went (o Siena.’

This falls under the generalization if Japanese wh-phrases are interrogative operators
as argued In Lasnik and Saito (1984), for example. Hoji's (1998) example In (51) also
seems o instantiate the generalization. & slmpler example in (67) suffices to illustrate
this podnt.

(67 a. Taroo o Hangko go  befubety mo  gokusel o suisensifa,
Taroo and Hanako NOM separate GEN student ACC recommended
Taroo and Hanako recommended different stadents,”

bo*Ziros o Akikoe mo  [e] ssensia,
Lo and Akiko also recommended

Intended “Froo and Akiko also recommended different students.”

The LF of (67%) would be roughly as in (68).0

10 See Canlscn (1967) for the stmantics of same and diferene, e argoes thal different, in fis miemal
reading. implses distineci eventualiies. Henoe, (58} has neo simtenom, ome with Ziroo and the cther
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(68) [3x, y; x v students and x # y] Ziroo ecommended x and Akiko
recommended v

If betubety no gakusel ‘separate GEN student’ forms an operator-variable relation in
this way, it is not surprising that it cannot be elided.

The discussion so far suggests that argument ellipsis does not apply to a phrase
that forms an operatorvariable chain® In the remainder of this subsection, | will
argue that this follows if elided argumenis are interpreted by LF-copying as proposed
in Olew (1998) and Shinohara (2006).

Let me first introduce Shinohara's argument for the LF-copying analysis. She
first notes that a complement CF can be elided as expected, as shown in {69).

{69) a. Hanako wa |cp be Hbun no  tefan  ga  saiyoosaren]
Hanake TOP sell GEN proposal NOM adopt.PASS.PRS
to]  oenofle e ga, Tareo wa  [or e omodte i
COMP think though Tareo TOP think_rot
Though Hanako thinks that her proposal will be accepted, Taroo doesm't
think that [t/his proposal will be.’

b. Taroo g8 lop by Hormaoko ga  sono hen o kaita] do]
Tamo NOM Hanako NOM that book ACC bought COMP
ita si Ziroo mo [ el it

said and oo alse sald
“Tarca wabd that Hanako bought the book, and Ziroo also sald that she
boaght it

Then, she podnts out that scrambling of an element out of the target CF blocks
argument ellipsis. Her examples are given in (700,

(70) a."[Hon o) Taroo wa | b Hanako ga & kata] o]
book ACC Taroo TOP Hanake HOM  bought COMEP
itta si, [zass o], Ziroo wa |ope] inte
sald and magadne ADC Ziroo TOP said
Intended Taroo sadd that Hanake bought & book, and Zimo said that she
hought 8 magazine.'

M Takabmski's [2008) example (A8) from Section 23 shows that quantibed OPy such as hadcradis

T
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b.*[Somo hon ol Towo wa [l Hamake ga  f kool
that book ACC Taroo TOP Hanako MOM  bought
] e sl [somo hen o], Ziroo mo [0l ina
COMP sabd and that book ACC Firoo TOP said
Intended “Taroo sabd that Hanako bodght the book, and 2o also sald thas
she bought i8.’

This is surprising, Shinohara states, if FF deletion i responsible for argument ellipsis,
(71} shows that nothing blocks PE-deletion to dérive the ungrammatical (70b).

(71} [Somo kom o, Toroo wa [op by Hamasko ga & koita] fo]  fe si
that book ACC Tamoo TOP Hanaks MOM  bowght COMP said and

[sono hom ol Ziroo mo |l Wemake ga o kaital W] i
that book ACC Ziroa TOP Hanako NOM  bought COMP said

EEEEE&FE-EEEE%E
of (70h), for example, ks nod the scrambling in the first conjunct bat that in the second,
which contains the ellipsis site. Thus, (72), with scrambling in the frsi conjunct, ks
perfectly grammatical.

(72) [Sono hon o), Tarco wa [op [rp Honako po 1 karfa]  to]
that book ACC Tarco TOP Hanako NOM  bought COMP
ita 3, Zfroo mo |gpe] dtta
said and froo TOF sald
“Taroo said that Hanako bought the book, and Ziroo also said that she bought it

This is an interesting example because the elided CF = not identical 1o its ante-
oedent & shown in (730

(73) [Som0 hon ol Taroo wo [cplrp Hanako ga ¢ kartal to]  itte
that book ACC Taroo TOP Hanako NOM  hought COMP said
s, Zroo-md kel Honaks ga  sono hon o kebie] ) ifa
and firoa-TOP Hanako NOM that book ACC bought COMP said

Shinohara (2006), then, argues that (70) and (72) constifute evidence that argu-
ment ellipsis is interpreted by LF-copying. LF-copying is a process that coples an LF
object from the preceding discourse Into an ellipss site, (See Willlams 1977 for an LF
copying analysis of VP-ellipsis and Chung, Ladusaw and McCloskey 1995 for an
LF copying analysis of shulcing.) In (70b), for example, the LF of the embedded CP
In the first conjunct is copied into the embedded CP position in the second conjunct.
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Here, it i arguwed in Salto (198%) and Oka (1991), among others, that long-distance
scrambling I8 semanticallyvacuous and is subject to fofal reconstruction at LF
The coptrast between (Tab) and (75b) s the evidence Oka (1991} presents for the

hypothesis.

(74) & Davekae ga davemo o sonkeisie i
gomeane HOM everyone ACC réspect
‘Someone Tespects everyone.' [someone > everyone)

b, |[Deremo o) dareks  ga 1 sonkefsite fru.
everyone ACC someons NOM  respect
“Cpmeone resplcts evenpane.’ (everyome » sameone OK]

(75) & Dareka ga  [cp[re Taroo ga  daremo o  sonkeisite ini]
someone MOM Taroo NOM everyone ACC respect
o] e,
COMP said
‘Someone sald that Taroo respects everyone,” (someone » everyone)

b [Daremo o) dareka ga o b Tamo ga  f somkeisite iru]
everyone ACC someone NOM Taroo NOM  respect

ol ina,

COMP sadd

'Comeomne sald that Taroo respects everyons,” [SOMecns > everyone)

As Japanese is a scope-rigid language, the strongly preferred reading of (74a) is the
one in which the subject takes wide scope over the object. It was demaonstrated by
Euroda (1971) that clause-internal scrambling of the object as in (F4h) allows the
object to take wide scope. What Oka (1991) points out Is that long scrambling of the
object as in (75b) lacks this effect on scope relations. Thus, the scrambled object,
davemo o ‘everyone ACC, cannot take scope over the matrix subject despite the fact
that it s in a position that c-commands the subject. He argues that this follows if the
scrambiled object s reconstruected at LF to a position within the CP it originated
from.

Let us now consider the LF-copying analysis of (70b), repeated below as (76),

with this backgnoumnd.
(76)*1Somo hon o), Taroo wa  [ep b Hanako ga 1 karta) to]
that book ACC Taroo TOP Hanako NOM  bought COMP

ifta si, [somo hom of Zimso mo o e ifa
said and that book ACC Zirop TOP said

Intended “Taroo said that Hamake bought the book, and Ziroo also said that
sh bought i1

Fllipsls w—— FIT

Sana hom o ‘that book ACC' in the first conjunct, by hypothesis, is reconstructed 1o
muﬂﬁafﬁui%ﬁ.#hﬁ::ﬁzﬂﬂﬁﬁnﬁnﬂﬁnﬁiﬂn
position, the LF of the embedded CF will be as in (7).

(77} [cp e Hamoko ga  sono hon o katta] ol
Hanako NOM that book ACC bought COMP

When this CP is copled into the ellipsis site in the second conjunct, (78) obeains,

(78) lsono hon ol Ziroo mo |y [ Hangko ge  somo hom o
thai book ACC Hroo also Hanako ROM that book ACC
kaifta] ol itra
bought COMP said
Lit. ‘the book, Zinoo said that Hanake bought the book.*

This is illicit as it contains two Instances of sano hon o *that book ACC', and the first
Fails o recelve 3 theta-rale,

Note that If (77) is copled into the ellipsis site of (72), the result is well formed as
showm n (79).

(79) Ziroo mo [ep |;p Hamako g somo hon o katta]l | Qe
firoo also Hanako NOM that book ACC bought COMP said
'Ziroo sald that Hanake bought the book,”

Thus, the LF-copy analysis, Shinohara (2006) argues, correctly accounts for the un-
grammaticality of (70) as well as the grammaticality of (72).

Given this LF-copy analysis, it follows that an ltem that forms an operator-
variable chaln Is not subject to argument ellipsis. Recall that argument ellipsiz
applies only to arguments and locative/temporal phrases. Then, LF-copying can
insert phrases only in these positions. Let us consider how LF-copying applies
tir [66), repeated below as (80,

(80) a. [cr lrp Dare ga  Haiderabaado ¢ itta] ka| site imasy ka.
who NOM Hyderabad to went O know (v}
Do you know who went io Hyderabad?*

b lie. *Demo [ by [o] Slena & itta] ka] nera sifre ooy,
nix  bat Slena to went M know

Intended ‘Mo, But 1 know the answer if the question is who went 1o Shena.’
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| assumed above that Japanese interrogative wh-phrases are aperatons. The assunp-
tion i more precisely that a wh-phrase is an operator and a variable at the same
{ime and hence is interpreted at two positions, as Hlustrated with an English example

_.-.__._H.._.F._u

{81) a. Who did Mary see? [who = {[for which x: x a persoa], x|
b, {[fiar which x: x a person]. x] Mary saw {{for which x: x a peermanl], x)
£ :Eqﬁﬂhlﬂﬁkm@nri!mﬂﬁiﬁ*lﬁri&it

The wh-movement in (81a) coples the wh-phrase at Spec. CP as in (81h), The operator
part is interpreted at the landing site and the variable past at the initial site as in (BEC).
when this is applied to [B0a), the LF af ihe embedded CP ks as in (A2)

(82) [for which x: x & person| x went to Hyderabad

If the operator Is copied Into the ellipsis site in the embedded CF im (806], (8%a)
obiaing.

{#3) a. [for which x: x a person| went to Hyderabad
b. % went to Hyderabad

This makes no sense a5 an operater ooowrs in an argument pasition. On the other
hand, (E3b) s derived if the variable x is copied into the subject position. As x i a
free variable, this cannot be interpreted properly. Thus, LF-copying fails to produce
m—nﬂﬂ&&iﬁdﬂﬁmﬁ?ﬂ#%i&ﬁmﬁmﬂ%iéiﬁg
operator-varable chain.

This analysis extends to Funakeshi's (2012, 2013) examples In (62) and (64} as
well as to examples like (67) discussed by Hofi (1998]). 1 will ilustrate this with (64,
repeated below as (B4

(84) a. Toroo wa supeingoe ka huransugo o hEmasena.
Taroo TOP Spanish or Fremch  ACC speak.not

“Taroo doesn't speak both Spanish and French.' (of > not)

b, Honako wa supeingo ko hurensuge o hanasse ga,
Hapako TOP Spanish or French — ACC speak  though
Taroe wa el hanasanai,
Taroo TOHE speak.not
“Though Hanako speaks Spanksh of French, Taroo speaks neither.” (not > aEl

13 This i for & whr-pheist that moves 10 Spec, CF, | sssume that a wh-phrase that is directly merged
at Spec, P and binds a resussqpthve pronoun recebves EnieTpeviation only & & operior It i this
kined thad sieroes &5 0 memnani @ lubcing under the LF copying analysis.

1
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As noted above, the disjunctive phrase in (84a) takes scope over negation. Suppose
FE:I?EE#EE-#!EEEEEEEE&EEE
order to escape the scope of negation. In this case, the disjunctive phrase must be
an operator and a variable at the same time just as in the case of wh-movement.
EEHHEEIPHEEFHEE.EEiE"EE%E. I% as in (85a)
ar -

(85) a. Manako speaks [Spanish or Frenchi

The object of (B5a) cannot be copéed into the ellipsis site in (Bob) because the dis-
|unctive phrase then falls within the scope of negation. Hence, only (83h) needs o
b considered. (86a) obtains when the quantifier is copled into the ellipsis site, and
[8&h) when the variable s copled Into the position,

(86} & Taroo does not speak [3x: x = Spanish or x = French|
b. Taroo does not speak x

Neither ks & proper representation.

3.3 Further Issues with Sluicing and N'-ellipsis

I will discuss twoe more descriptive issues before | conclude this section, but without
4 definite conclusion. One concerns slulcing. It was shown in Section 2 that the
examples that initially motivated VP-ellipsis and shuicing In [apaness can be re-
analyzed as instances of argument ellipsis. This leaves us with no evidence for
VP-ellipsis or slulcing in Japanese, But it does not show that sluicing, for example,
does not exist in the language. Given this, Takita (2012) presents evidence that
Japanese has slubcdng n addition to argument ellipsis. | will firsst Introduce his
evidence. The second issue has to do with the position of classifier phrases in a
nominal projection. Sakto and Murasugl (1990) hypothesized that they are adjuncts,
but Watanabe (X10) argues that they are specifiers and can be remnants with N'
eflipsis. | will bebefly discuss this proposal in the latter part of this subsection.

Recall Saito’s (2004) proposal o0 analyze examples like (87a) as instances of
argument ellipsis applied to the subject of cleft sentence as in (B7h).

(87) & Taroo wa |-p naze silum go  sikararets ka] wakmite inai
Taroa TOP why sell NOM scold PASS.PST 0 understand.oot
g, Homako wa [ mege (da) ka] wakatfe b
though Hanako TOP why & O understand
Though Taroo doesn’t understand why he was scolded, Hanako understands
why bttishe was scolded.’
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b, Honako wa  lop be lor Opcle- e sibun ga & sthavaveta)
Hanako TOF selfl  WOM  scobd PASS.PST
poll ga  naze, (da)] ka] wakatte ind,

COMP NOM why 8 O understand
Lit. *Hanako understands why it is that self was scolded.”

If the analysis is cormect, (87a) no longer provides evidence for slulcing in Japanese.
Howeves, Takita (2012) presents similar examples that cannot be analyzed this way
and argues thai they do constitute evidence for shuicing. | will present his argument

in a glightly modified form.
Ome of his examples Is given in (88

(B8] Taroo wa  [op [meaue dokoka ¢ [koo) ) omtafe i
Taree TOP somowhere o gowill COMP think

B, |cp doke e (PPda) ka] mayodte in.
though where tn I8 [ cannotdecide

“Though Taroa thinks that he will go somewhere, he cannot decide where."

{88) differs from (87a) in one important respect. The first sentence of (88) has a

© control strcture and the embedded clause lacks tense, Takita states that the copula

da s illicit in (B8), and it certainly makes the example degraded in contrast with
EE.EEEEE%EEEEIEEEEEEE overt pao-

noun in the subject position,

{(89) ..., I sove ga  doko e (da) ka] mayotre tr.
it HOM where to s 0 cannotdecide

* ... he cannot dectde where it is.'

Then, (88) with da seems o have a pro subject.

The remaining question |s why (88) is perfect without da. 1t cannot have a cleft
Euﬂﬁﬂﬁsgiﬂﬁnnﬁuggswn%:uaﬂm.ﬁﬂnﬁﬂpﬁ
comespanding cleft sentence in this case ks toally ungrammatical as shown in (20).

90} *.... | be le koo mo] ga  doko e (da)] kal mayotte i
will.gn COMP NOM where to is @ cannot.decide

‘v, e cannot dechde where it is that be will go.”

This is because the complementizer no, which heads the CP subject in clefts. omly
takes & clausal complement with tense morphology, as shown by Matsumoto {20140},
arsd [koo ‘will g0’ lacks tense. Takita (2012) cancludes then that {88} without da should
be analyzed as an example of sluicing as in (91).

T

(90 ... oy [doko ol bacwr i Boe]  ka] mayorte i,
whene o willgo O cannoldechds

“u- he cannot decide where (he will go).’

Takita (2002) provides an additional plece of evidence for hds shuicing analysis. It
wias noted [n the preceding section that for examples Hke (87], the remnant need not
be a wh-phrase. Thus, (92) is perfectly grammatical.

(92} Taroo wa  dokoka £ ifa ga, bokai
Tarey TOF somewhere o went though |
wid [ Tookyoo e kafdooka)] sirand,
TOP Tokye o whether lknow.nod
"Tarco went somewhere, but | don't know whether it is to Tokyo that he went.'

On the sther hand, examples like (B8) requires a wh-phrase as the remnant, as (93}

(93) Taroe wad o [mcdar dokoka g tkoo] o]  omole g
Taroo TOP somewhere to gowill COMP think  though
[cr Tookyoo ¢ kafdookal] mayodte inu. :
Tokyo  to whether  cannotdecide
Though Taroa thinks that he will go somewhere, he canmol decide whether
it 1= o Tokyo that he will go,

This ks precisely what is expected if (88) Is an example of sluicing, As was discussed
in Section 2, sluicing requines a wh-phrase in Spec, CF

Based on this discussion, Takita (2002) conchudes that the theoretical conssquences
that Takahashi (1594) draws can be maintained as such. In particular, Japanese must
have optional wh-movement, that is, scrambling of a wh-phrase (o i scope position
in the language must count as whe-movement. Although further inwestigation ks
necessary bo confirm Takita's slulcing analysis, there is indirect svidence for it, It
was angued in the preceding subsection that & wh-phrase cannot be elided by argu-
men ellipsis because it i an intermgative operatos, This analysis, if cormect, neinforces
ihe conclusion of Takahashi (1994) and Takita (2012). If a wh-phrase i an inferroga-
five operator, its movement o the scope positon should establish an operator-variable
chain and cound as wh-movement. And If Japanese has optional wh-movement, It |s
not surprising at all that it has sluicing.

Let us mow tum to Watanabe's (2010) proposal that classifier phrases. oooupy
a specifier position in a nominal projection. As discussed in Section 2,1, Saito and
Murasugi (1990) argued that classifier phrases are adjuncts because examphbes Hio
(15d), repeated bebow as (54], are ungrammatical.
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[94)*Taroo wa  issyuukan ni sen-Sefr e hon o o
Taroo TOP oneweek in three-volume GEM hook ACT read
P, Hanghky wa  [go-safu e _ | o
ihough Hanake TOP five-volume GEN  ACC read
Though Tarea reads three books per week, Hanako reads five,'

If go-satu no ‘fvevolume GEN' is an adjunct, it cannot move to Spec, DF to create
a legitimate configuration for N™-ellipsis. Watanabe pobnis out that examples of this
kind are grammatical without the genitive Case on the remnant, as exemplified in (951

(95) Tarmo wa [sam-satu no  hoen] o kai, Hanako
Taroo TOP threewolume GEN book ACC buyand, Hanako
wa [posatw _| o kaffa
TOP fivewglume ACC bought
“Taroo bought three books, and Hanako bought fve.”

He argees then that the classifier phrase, go-safu ‘five-volume’, Is in the specifier
position of the Qfuantifier) head, as proposed in Watanabe (2006), and hence,
licenses the ellipsis of the complement of (.

Watanabe's proposal is that the structure of Japanese nominal phrases is richer
than assumed in Salto and Murasugi (1990), and clearly has a number of impartant
implications. At the same time, there seem to be @ few kssues that need to be
addressed to confirm his concheslon, The first is whether the object of the second
clanse (n (95} refers 10 books. of certain quantity o to the quantity of books. It is
known that the object refers (o an amount in examples ke (96].

(96} fokm weighs 150 [hs.

If the object of the second clause in (95) simply refers to & quantity, then there is a
possibility that nothing is elided. As fas as | can see, it ks nol easy (o tease aparl
those two readings, But examples of the following kind with mass nouns may provide
somee information:

(97) m Toroo wa go-rittorn no Bine no solo @ Mol
Taroo TOP fve-liter GEM beer GEM bottom ACC holding
hakobl, Hemako wa mkuwrittors Fine Ming ne  soko
carmand Hanako TOFP six-liter GEN beer GEM bottom
o motie  hokonda
ACC holding carried
“Taroo held thi battom al five liers of beer and carrded it, and Hanako held
the bottom of six Heers of beer and carried it.'

Elllpgiy === 733

b. Terco wo nidttors no  pawmam mo kuts o ake,
Taroa TOE two-liker GEN milk GEN cap AOC open.and
Hanake wa san-rittors T(no  puumyui) ae  hute o aketa
Hanako TOP three-liter  GEN milk GEM cap ACC opened

Tarco took off the cap of twa liters of milk, and Hanako ook off the cap
af thres Hiers of milk.

(97a) and (97h) are marginal at best with the amission of biin ‘beer’ and gyuumyuu
‘milk’ respectively. It seems that this fs because a quantity does not have a bottom
of & cap. If this is the case, Further lmwestbgation i necessary to establish that a
classifier phrase can serve a5 a remnant for ellipsis.

The second issue has to do with the analysis of the genitive no. In the examples
of W'-ellipsis considered in Saito and Murasugi (1990), the remnant in Spec, DI
oocirs with mo 2= in (18h), repeated below as (28],

(98] Rooma mo  hakal wa [Kyosdo no _| yorimo hisan  datia.
Rome GEN destruction TOP Kyote GEN  than  misery was

"Rome's destruction was more miserable than Kyoto's,”

On the other hand, according o Watanabe's {2010) analysis, a classifier phrase in
Spec, OF does not camy no when the complement of ©) i3 elided, a5 can be seen In
(95). This bmplies that no on arguments s different from that on classifier phrases.

Watanabe addresses this point and argues that pe on arguments is Case wheneas
that on classifer phrases is a linker that ks inserted only when an overt nominal
projection follows, This accounts for the presence of ao in the first clause and lis
absence in the second clause of (95). Watanabe presents a conceptual argument
and & piece of empirical evidence for this proposal. First, acconding to the traditional
Case theory, Case bs required only for DP arpuments. Hence, it i only natural to
suppose that ne on classifier phrases is something else. Secondly, there am examples
like [99) where it is difficult to analyze ne as Case.

(59) Taroo go syuzinkoo o monogalar
Taron ROM her Linker story

‘@ story in which Taroo i the hero®

Ome way to analyze this exampde is that the copula after syuzinkoo "hero’ i omitted
and &s & result, the noun happens io be direcily followed by monogatan “story”,
Watanabe argues that no as a linker is inserted bn this case.

Although a uniform analysis of the prenominal no is pursued in Bedell (1972),
Fitagawa and Ross (1982), and Murasugi (1991), among others, proposals have been
made o distinguish its two types. For example, Okutsu (1974) discusses examples
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similar to Watanabe's (99) and proposes that o in this case is the prenominal form
of the copula de *be, is'. His analysis is based on examples like those in (100),

(100} o |y Tareo ga  kaiyoo  de o] gakkai
Taroo MOM president be bePRS academic society

‘an academic society of which Taroo is the president’

b. *lyp Taroo ga  kaifyoo  da] gekkal
Taroe MOM president be academic sochety

Intended *an academic sackety of which Taroo is the president’

e |yp Taroo ga  kaityoe  nmo] pakkai
Taron MOM president be academic society

‘an academic sochety of which Taroo is the president’

Olutsy first notes that the copula de cannot occur prenominally as shown in (100b),
Since no Is employed in this confext as in (100c), he proposes that da is the conclu-
give form of the copula and its prencminal form is o, (100c) can be paraphrased as
in (100a), which employs the preverbal form of the copula de. As the main predicate
of the relative clause ks not the copula but one "befexist.PES, no problem arises in
this case.

Whether one pursues Okutsy's analysis or Watanabe's, 8 remaining issue is
whese the line should be drawn between genitive Case and the copula/linker, Let
me lusirate the problem with PP arguments, The examples in (101) seem o be in-
stances of N-ellipsis with PP remnants,

(101} & [wa e mo  izon] wa yof  ga,
parent on GEN dependence TOP good though
[semsei ¢ mo _] wa pokunat
teacher on GEN  TOP good.mod

‘Dependence on parents is permissible, but dependence on teachers is naot,”

b. [Taroo kara mo  sien] mo [Honake kera mo _|
Taroo from GEN support alse Hapako from GEN
mo  kokorozuyokehia,
akso encouraging PET
“Support from Taroo and support from Hanakoe were both encouraging.’

If these ane Indeed examples of N-ellipsls, they show that PP arguments can move
to Spec, DF and serve as remnants for N'-ellipsis, This implies that the no on those
PP {5 not the prenominal copuala. IF It were, those PPs should be relative clauses and
should be unable to move to Spec, DF, Further, it is not a linker either because if it

mmmmmm = TI%

were, it should not appear on the FP remnanis. On the contrary, ne is required on
thise PP remnants. Then, the no on PP angumenis should be genitive Case. Thus,
the distribution of genitive mo is wider than the simple versbon of the Case Filter, for
exampde, predicts. The precise distribution of the genltive no needs to be examined
and is explanation must be pursued Further,

Although 1 will leave the questions raised in this subsection open, it should
be clear that Takita's (2012) argument for slulcing and Watanabe's (2010} proposal
on classifier phrases both may have important consequences, As noted above, if
Japanese indeed has sluicing, then it must have wh-movement, Watanabe's proposal
may lead o fusther undersianding of the Japanese nominal structure and conse-
quenthy of ellipats within nominal projections.

4 Toward an Explanation

The discussbon so Far suggests that Japanese has argument ellipsis, N'-ellipsis, and
alzo slulcing if Takita (2013) s correct, Explanation for these phenomena must be
sought and the theoretical consequences must be investigated. In this section, 1 will
first suggest an analysis for argument ellipsis and try to explain why it Is observed in
|apanese and Eorean, but not, for example, in English. In the second part, | will
ralse the possibility io desive the generalization in (10), repeated below as {103,
from Chomsky's (2013, 2014) labeling algorithm,

(102} Ellipsis: The complement of a functional category F (I, C, or T) can be elided
ondy when F has a specifier, a2 dlesirated below,

F
H_u..\._..,.f.m..
A
F ES

The discussion In this section, like that in the preceding section, is exploratory.
It rises more questions than it solves, but | hope it serves to clarify the kinds of
theoretical Isswes that arise in the investigation of ellipsis in Japanese.

4.1 Argument Ellipsis and the (Absence of) ¢-feature Agreement

Argameni ellipsis is observed in [apancse and Korean but not in English, as the
comiras] betwesn (103) and (104} shows,
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{103) a, Taeoo wa |g s no fomodad] o fureie kita,
Taroo TOF sell GEM friend ACC  brought

Taroo brought his friend.’

b. Demo, Hanake wa  |ppe] fwete konokeito,
but  Hapako TOP belng.mvot. PST
*But Hanako didn’t bring her friend.’

(104) a. John brought |pe his friend).
b. *But Mary didn’t bring |op €.

It is proposed In Saito [A07) that this difference is related to the presence/absemoe
of &-feature agreement in those languages. In this subsection, | will briefly present
this analysls as well as harther Baues i raises, As the analysis crucially assumes
Chomsky's (2000) proposal on d-feature and Case valuation, | will first briefly go
ower this proposal,

Chomsky (2000} maintains thal Case |8 dosely thed with d-feature agreement.
For example, the subject provides the d-features of T (subjectverh agreement) and
T specifies the Case of the subject as nominative. ¢-feature agrooment 5 nothing
but the occumence of the d-fosures of a partieular DP on & functional head. Then,
it ks necessary to specify how a functional head acquires d-features from a DR
Chomsky proposes that this i accomplished by Agree as illustrated in (105h) for
the v inm (105a).

(105} a. Mary saw him,
b. W vk

P 5 A\

¥ Vi i ¥ VP
[+ ] _.,..},,E |$: 3pesn. sg] ..xx/,.:.
[4: 3prsn, sg] [#: Sprsn, sg]
[Casa: _ ] [Case: ACC]

Agree

v oomaes with d-features that need io be valued. It ssarches §ts domaln for a value
provider, and enters into Agree relation with the DP it imds a3 shown o the tree on
the right hand. The Agree relation enables v to acquine the values for ¢-features, and
a% a reflection of this, the Case feature of the DP is valued as accusative. One cond-
tion that Chomsky Imposes on the Agree relation is the activation condition, which
states that both the probe (v in (105b)) and the goal (DP in (105b)) must have unvalued
features. Then, & DPF can supply defeature valoes fo functional beasds unt] its Case
feature is valued but not afterwands,

T
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Shinchara's (2006) argument for the LF copying analysis of argument ellipsis
was presented in the preceding section. Let ws now consider how the analysis would
apply to the English (104b), given Chomsky's (2000} proposal on d-feature agree-
ment and Case, The DP his friend from the LF of (108a) 15 copled inte the abject posi-
ticn of {104h), as shown in (106),

(106) W

his friend

[4: 3prsn, sg]
[Case: ACC]

A% the DP is copled from the LF of {104a), its Case feature ks already valued ! Then,
v fails to enter into Agree relation with the copled DP because of the activation
condition. Consequently, the ¢-feabures of v canmol be valued and the dervation
crashies, This accounts for why arngument ellipsis ks impoasible in English.

Then, how Is it possihle In Japanese and Korean? [i has long been observed that
there is no visible g-feature agreement in these languages, and there has been much
wark trying to deduce the properties of these languages on the premise that they
lack ¢-Feature agreement. Notably, Kuroda (1988) proposed that the main properties
of Japanese such as multiple occurrences of Case, free word ordes, and the lack of
ohligatory wh-movement follow from the absence of obligatory agreement. Let us
then try to extend this approach. If Japanese and Korean Indeed lack {obligatory)
-feature agreement, then functional categories sech as T and v do nof [or need
not) camy &-features that require valuation, To take a concrede example, the Japanese/
Koréan counderparts of [104) have (or can have) v without ¢-features. And In this
case, nothing goes wrong with the Insertion of an object whose Case featum is
already valued. As v need not enter into Agree relation with the DP, the acthation
condition Is melevant. Thus, Sajto (2007 argues that Japanese and Korean allow
argument ellipsis precisely bacause these languages back &-feaiure agreement, ™

This analysis, if comect, implies that there ls & general correlation between argu-
ment ellipsis and the absence of f-feature agreement. This prediction has been
examined by Dailo Takahashi and his colleagues, and an interim report B made in

18 Came feature iy uninierpevisble. Hence, i & more Elely that B is absent in LF and realized only
In PE.

14 Sajie (WN0F) presents this & & consegaence af the LF copying analysis of agument eflipsis.
Takahashi (HAMda), however. proposes § way o derdve the same conchasion on the basss of the FF
deletion analysis.
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Takahashi (2014b). Here, | will briefly discuss the case study with Turkish Brst pre-
sented in Sener and Takahashi (2010},

Turkish allows null arguments in both subject and object positions, but exhiblts
anly subject agreement. Sloppy interpretation ks possible with null objects, as shown
in (107},

(107) & Can [pro anme-si] m  elestir-di.
John mother- 386G ACC criticlze PST

Tohn criticized his mother

b. Mete-yse e,
Mete-however praise-PST
‘Mete, however, pralsed her/his mother” (sloppy Interpretation possible)

This Indicates that argument ellipsts is possible for objects. Om the other hand, (108}
shows that a null subject of a finite clause resists sloppy Interpretation.

(108) & Can [|[pro dmert-si] min  kabul ed-il-eced-1] ni  dibgdn-Gyar
lohn proposal-35G GEN accept do-PASS-NM-3SG ACC think-PRS

"Jahn thinks that his proposal will be accepted”

b Apelim-ge [ medded-il-ecedf-il nf  distin-tor
Eibeen-hewever reject-PASS-MM-35G ACC think-PRS
‘Eileen, however, thinks that 1t will be rejected’ (sloppy interpretation not
posaible)

Then, a null argument in this context must be pro.

Sener and Takahashi argue further that the condrast is not a subject-object asym-
metry, but the presence/absence of drfeature agreement s the crucial factor. In onder
to show this, they examine subjects that do not participate in §-feature agresment.
The ECM subject in (109) is an example of this.

{109) o Pelin |[pro yefen-i] ni lise ye  bagla-yacak] sar-ryor.
Pelin nlece-35G ACC highschool DAT startFUT  think-FRS

‘Pelin thinks her niece will start high school®

b. Susrn-sa [ ilfoakul a  baslo-yacak] san-neor
Siasan- however gradeschool DAT stan-FUT think-FRS
“Gusan, however, thinks she/her nlece will start grade school®
(skoppy interpretation possible)

1
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As sloppy inferpretation is possible in (109b), the example shows that argument
ellipsis applies to ECM subjects as predicted. As discussed in Takahashi (2004), it Is
nol always possibde to check the prediction straightforwardly, But the basic facis
in Turkish suppart the comelatdon between argument ellipsis and the absence of
i-feature agreement.

Al the same time, it should be noted that the analysis of Saito (207] i by no
mians complete, Aside from the fact that It relles crucially on the activation condi-
Hom, whose statis can bt questioned, there are two [ssues that need o be resolved,
The first has to do with the distributional similarity of argument ellipsis and pro,
discussed in Section 1.1, The sécond concems the ellipsis of PP and CP arguments, |
will briefly discuss them before | close this subsection,

As poted in Section 313, argument ellipsis applies fo arguments and locative/
temporal phrases and hepce shows the same distribution as pro. Glven this, a uni-
fird amalysis of the two phenomena would be desirable. One possiblity s that there
is mo argument ellipsis after all and the null arguments are uniformly pro, as pro-
posed in Holi (1998). A different possibility is suggested in Saito (2007). The LF copy-
ing analysis of argument ellipsis implies that material from the preceding discourse
is avallable in the derivation of a sentence. Thus, in (103), repeated below as (110,
sibun no fomotan "self GEN friend' i copied from (110a) Into the object position
af (110d).

(110) a. Taroo wa [pp sibun Ao fomodet] o Aeefe kifa.
Taros TOP self  GEN friend ACC brought
Taroo brought his ffend.”

b Demo, Hanoko wa  [gs o] tarete bonekanta,
but  Hanako TOP bring.nod. PST
"Buit Hamaks didn't bring het friend."

What Salto (2007) suggests is that pro as an LF object can abways be copied into a
sentensce in the same way, The idea 5 that there Is a set of discourse enfities that
can be used in & dedvation, in addition to the Lis In the numeration, and the set
includes LF objects from the prior discourse as well as pro. The same mechanism of
LF copying, then, will be responsible for argument ellipsks and pro,

Although this unification of argument ellipsls and pro ls merely a speculation
at this point, it has ope advantage. It has been noted that pro occurs in two fotally
different emdronments: it is licensed by rich agreement In languages such as Halian
and Spanksh and it appears freely in linguages without §-feature agresment such as
lapanese and Eorean. The former environment makes sense as rich agreement pro-
vides the information that & conveyed by & pronoun. Buf it has been a mystery why
the tofal absence of §-feature agreement makes the occurrence of pro possible, The
approach suggested above provides an answer for this. Pro, as an LF object, must
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fack umvalued features, and hence, cannot be copied inlo a position that serves
as the target of Agree, Hence, Bt can only appear in the context where there s no
d-feature agreement.

The second issue has to do with the ellipsis of PP2 and CPs. (60), repeated below
as (111}, and (69a), repeated as (112), show that complement CPs and locative FPs
can be elided respectively.

(t11) a. Taroe wa |zibun mo ope om0 de Al sumde i
Taroo TOP sell GEN parent GEN house in lbe

*Taroa lives in his parents’ house,”

b, Demo Hanako wa  [ef swende ol
bt Hanaks TOP tive.not
"Bui Hanako doesn’t live there/ln her parents' house,

i112) Hamako wa [cp by Zbun no  telan  ga  saiyoosareru|

Hanako TOF sell GEM proposal WOM adopl.PASS PRS
fa]  cemotte ine ga, Taroo wa o ¢l omolte in.
COMP think though Tareo TOF think.not

"Though Hanako thinks that her proposal will be sccepted, Taroo doesn't
think thai tfhds proposal will be,'

English contrasts with Japanese and Eorean with respect to examples of this kind
a5 well. Thiss, the English counterpart of (112) is totally ungrammatical as shown
in (113,

(113) *Mary thinks [ that [5 her proposal will be accepted]], but fokor doesn't
think [ o],

The ungrammaticality of (113} poses a problem for the analysis presented above, as
long as CPs do not participate in ¢-feature agreement. If a CF is nod a target of any
Agres relathon, nothing should prevent its insertion in the ellipsis site of {113), It s
concetvable that LF copying of an argument 2 a marked operation that becomses part
of a grammar only with positive evidence. If the ellipsis of argument DPs serves as
the positive evidence, a Japanese-speaking child will acquire argument ellipsis. On
the other hand, an English-speaking child will never encounber the crucial data and
argument ellipsis will not be part of ber/his grammar. Although this i & possibility,
a more principled account is desirable,

Ellipsls = 741

4.2 Deriving the Licensing Condition on N'-ellipsis, VP-ellipsis
and Sluicing

The preceding subsection was concermned with why argument ellipsis is possible in
Japansse and Korean but not, for example, in English, The theory of ellipsis aims o
explain in more general terms why only constituents of specified types can be etided
and why ellipsis is possible only in specific configurations. For the former question,
It seems that any maximal profection can in principle be clided. Argument ellipsis
applies to DPg, CPs, and PPs. And i the approach outlined in the preceding sub-
section ks on the dght track, it Is observed only in positions that do not participate
in g-Feature agreement for an Independent reason. N-ellipsis applies to the NP com-
plemend of D, VP-ellipsis 1o the vP complement of T, and sluicing to the TP comple
ment af C, The targets of ellipsis in these cases are non-argument maximal projections.
Then, under the LF copying analysis of ellipsis, it appears that maximal projections
conddituie coherent LF objects that can be used in a desivation of a sentence. One
of the remaining questions is why adjuncts, like the reason phrase in (61), repeated
below as (114}, cannot be efided.

(184) a. Wolesi wa [op Taroo ga  zibun no  sippal de
1 TOP Taroo HOM self GEN mistake for
kubi-ri natfa fo]  ite ine
Briclwas  COMP hear

‘I hear that Tarod was fired because of his own mistake.'

b Demo [ Hanako ga  (*[el} kubi-mi norfa o]  we  kite ingi.
b Hanako NOM fired was COMP TOP hear.not

“But | haven't heard that Hanako was fired.’

I will leave this question, together with many others, for Future research,
Oustanding with the second question is the generalization in (10) an N'-ellipsls,
VP-ellipsis, and slulcing, which Is repeated again In (115),

(115} Ellipsis: The complement of & functional category F (I, C, or T) can be elided
only when F has a specifier, as lluctrated below,

FP

H_u..._.._..,...rm_.

F .__.._.._.,.,....___..__

This generalization, if cormect, must be explained. As far as | know, Richards (2003}
is the only wark that attempts this, He proposes a modification of Kayne’s (1994}
Linear Comespandence Axiom and argues that the generallzation follows from the
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thiary of linearization. In this subsection, 1 will speculate on an altemative approach,
building on his Insights. More specifically, 1 will conshder the possibility of deriving
(115) from the theory of labeling proposed in Chomsky {2004],

Richards (3003) assimilates (115) with the EPF. This makes sense as both demand
that Spec positions be flled. On the other hand, Chomsky (2015) proposes 10 derive
the EPP from the theory of labeling. I seems then only reasonable to try to extend
this analysis to (115). But before getting into this discassion, | will briefly go over
Chomsky's (303 proposats on labeling.

Phrase structure is bablt with the basic and minimum operation Merge, which
combines two elements into B constituent, Formally, Merge takes two elements, a
and . and forms their set, y = {a. Bl Required for interpretation is the information
on what sort of object y ks, that is, on y's label, For cxample, ¥ = {vesb, noan] would
be interpreted differently depending on whether y is a verb phrase ar a noun phrase.
The way in which the label of the object formed by Merge s determined ks called
the labeling algorithm. Chomsky (3013) lists the three cases in (116) as the possible
outcaomes of Merge.

(116} & y = {H, pP}
b. ¥ = {aF. jF)
c. y = [H, H}

In (116a), Merge applies to a head and a phrase. This case |s stralghtforward: As
the search into v directly yields the unique head H, H provides the label for y. On
the other hand, (116h) and (116c) are problematic becanse there is o asymmetric
relation between the elements of y,

Chomsky considers the derivation of TP in onder to examine how the label is
determined when Merge applies 10 two phrases as in (1166).

m7) h.m/q
0} P
| &
e W

._.\\/..____._u

.____....___..........._u.m_.

The dertvation proceeds in o beftom-up fashion, and the structure in (116b) arises
first when the external argument DP merges with v In this case, the DP eventually
moves gut of XP. Consequently, »P i the only element that XP properly contains,

4
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and Chomsky proposes that v provides the Label of XP for this reason. Although
the movement of the external argument DP enables XP to be labeled, It creates
the structure of (116b} at the landing site when the DP intemally merges with TR
Chomeky notes that this i a special configuration because the DP and (the label of)
TP share the same sef of d-features due to ¢-feature agreement. He proposes then
that the label of YP ls determined as <, §> on the basis of this featere sharing,
Anather instance of labefing by feature sharing is observed when a wh-phrase
merges with 8 CP 10 assume i scope position. The wh-phrase and (the label of)
the CP share a question feature, say, 0, and hence, the newly created constituent =
labeled as <, (.15

Chomsky [(2014) extends this analysis to explain the EPP and the ECP cffects,
Here, | will go over his explanation for the EPF, which requires that T have a specifier,
Chomsky assumes that the EPP does not hald in null subject languages lke Malian
and Spanish. This implies that the structure in (118a) [s allowed in thoss languages
but not in EPP languages, Including Enghish.

(118) a XP b. YP
.H\.\/__._u U_uu\\..}//u.ﬂu

= }.1

The labeling algorithm discussed 3o far allows this structures T i the unique head in
XP and hence determines the label of XP. The fact that (118a) is illicit in EPP lan-
guages sugpests that T is defective in those languages. That is, T is weak so that It
cannot provide a label as & head. Then, T must have & feature-sharing specifier as
in (118b) so that the whole structure can be labeled. In this case, YP is labeled
2k <y, > due fo the d-feature sharing, As far as | can see, the status of XP in
(118b) is somewhat unclear, It is possible that [t need not kave a label because it 1s
an “intermediate projection.” But Chomsky suggests thar the feature sharing makes a
defective (weak) T in EPP languages non-defective (strong). Then, T provides the
FE_?quthEEEnnE%EFHEiﬁE be summarized
as in (119].

(113} a. Iny = {H, pP], H provides the label for v If H ks strong.

b Iny = {aF, BP}, if search ino aP and BP yields heads that share the feature
f, then the label of y is <f, f.

15 Laksling by feature sharing puovidis s aniwer Tor wiy d-feabure apreement exisis bn languspes.
Thsat i, f-feahore agreement |5 necessary 5o that a TR, for example, can be propeily labeled. Then, o
fjuestion arises with espect to labeling in languages like [apanese, which lsck §-fealar agreement,
This prodiem & discaied with o possible solufion |m Saleo (X4},
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Let us now consider the generalization in (115) with this backgrowsl. |1 stabtes that a
functional head requires a specifier when its complement is elided. Then, Chomsky’s
{2014) analysis of the EPP can be extended to these cases on the assumption that a
Fumsctional head fails to provide a label without a specifier in the context of ellipsis.
i the remainder of this section, | will suggest two approaches to pursuee this,

The first relies on another kdea of Richards (2003). He proposes that the intemal
structure of an elided constituent is invisible and hence the constitwent counts as
2 bead for the purpose of linearization. Translating this Idea into the LF copying
analysis of elllpsts, it can be hypothesized that a corstiruent that enters the structure
by LF copying counts &s a head for the purpose of labeling. Then, the illicit case of
sluicing In (9b), repeated in (120, is accounted for.

{120} *Jokn dended that he cheated, but | believe [ that by he-chemied].

The CP with ellipsis has the structure (T, H] and bence fails to be labeled. The gram-
matical (Th), repeated in (121), also receives an account with a slight adjustment.

(14)  John knows [op which girl [y Mary es]]. bur he doesn’t know |cp which boy
o s fikies].

The CF with ellipsis kas the structure in [123).

" R
ne xp
n>

The search into XP yields two heads, C and H. On the assumption that both heads
are visible in this situation, the feature sharing of C and (the labed of) DF provides
Eﬁinﬂ.gmﬂiw"gm&.xuin&fr%,gﬁgé
profection,” or feature sharing picks out C as the provider of label for XP. This
analysis extends to N'-ellipsis if there is an appropriate feature sharing between the
genitive DP and the head D, possibly the feature [gendtive].

There is anather possibility that follows Chomsky's (2018) analysis of the EPF
maore closely. Chomsky's proposal was that T requires a specifier in EPP languages
because T i weak and cannot provide a label by itself. Then, as functional bewds
require a specifier in the context of ellipsis, let us assume that all functional heads
are weak except T in null subject languages. This yields the generalization i (115
Lot us consider the slulcing examples in (120) and (121) again for illustration. (120} is
ungrammatical because the CP with ellipsis has the structute in (133a) and XP fadls
to be labeled, C being weak,

H

T

DEpily — TS

(3] & Xp k. YP
n\..___.___‘./ ™ .....r.....\.../. AP
N

C TP

ﬂu:ﬂﬂﬁﬂiﬂfiqhﬂnﬁ:wgfuﬂlﬁﬁzgﬂni (1Z3h]. As
there is & feature sharing of 0 between the wh and C, Y1 is labeled as <0, Ob.
.__nE“”nni__ﬂ_u necessitates & reconsideration of simple examples like (124) without

(124} John thinks [ thal [rp Mary solved the problem]|.

The embedded CF in this example has the stracture in (123a). The example then
must be distinguished from (120} with ellipsis, This can be achieved under the LF
copying analysis of ellipsis if the embedded CP in (124) ks labeled through featume
sharing between C and T in the configuration in (125),

(125) YP

.nx\._.,/H__

E.\dVJu
¥

There are many possibilities far the relevant feature shared by Cand T, For
- ExATmple,
Chomsky (2008) proposes that unvalued -mnﬂumna!uﬁ:_._urﬂg.uun._m“
-features are inherited from C. Then, C and T may share §-features. For languages
iE.fIEHE__:ﬂEEnEEAEEEnE:EEEE.
native Case from C. It is also known that C and T have a close selectional relation,
The C rhaf selects for & finite TP whercas for selecis for & non-finkte TE This may
Eﬂﬂngnir!.imﬁuﬁ“i:ﬁiﬂ:nﬂ_giﬁﬂ:g-ﬂﬂﬂ
possibilithes that C and T share the relevant feature [ because origina
and T abtains it, ! e
The next question to be addressed is how this feature sharing leads to the labsl-
ing of YP in [125). This becomes possible if the labeling algorithm is stated kn the
slightly different form In (126), which | believe is still consistent with the proposals
In Chomaky (2004).

(126} a. Hm.n.”nql._”n,.?HEE-E&IEnE;Wﬂ.&:—.nEﬂ&EEFHH
Y.

b. Otherwise, search into o and f in erder 1o locate heads. 1f the yielded heads
a and b share a feature f of a specified type, then the label of y is <f, f>.0%

15 Hee | msume cruchally that {13%h] applies to cases whene one of 0 and
{1 is 0 weak head and that
& & b's dapeh of embedding within @ and [ nesd et be identical
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Given that C is weak, (126a} is inapplicable to ¥P In {125), Then, heads must be
searched in C and XP according to (1265}, Search into C immediately yields C. Taclt
im the discussion above is that when search encounters {a. i} where a and p ane both
phrases, it proceeds (o kook into both a and B, Then, search into XP yiedds D and T. If
gither of D and T can count In this case, as assumed above, then YP can be labeled
f, f> on the premise that C and T share this feature, Note that In the context of slulc-
ing, XP i copled Into the structure from the prior discourse. Hence, lis T does not
obtain the feature f from the C in the structure XP is copled into. As a result, there
s no sharing of f between C and T, and ¥P fails fo be labeled.

This line of analysis can be applied fo the contrast in (137) with N'-ellipsis if D
values a feature of N,

(127) & [ue the [y destruction of the ciryll
b o the by destruetion-of the-cityl]

It is proposed in Chomsky (1986b) that N assigns inherent genitive Case i0 its com-
plements. Let us assume for concreteness that N inberits the gendtive feature from I,
Then, the structure of (127a) i as in (12B).

(28} xp

T
_nnd_._...,n“_.z\‘../_u_u
[ penitive]

(126h) applies for the labeling of XP because Iy, by hypothesis, ks weak. The search
into [v and NP yields the heads D and N, and XP is labeled as <genitive, genitives. In
the context of N-ellipsis, NP is copied from the prior discourse. Consequently, the
genitive feature of its head N is not inherited from the 0, and feature sharing fails
to obtain. In this case, labeling is possible only through the feature sharing of
D and its specifier. And the desired feature sharing obeains If the [genitive] of the
speciber is valued by [

N-ellipsis in Japaness can be analyzed in basically the same way. Recall that
DPs and PPs within projections of N and D appear with genitive Case in the lan:
guage, The relevant examples in (18} are repeated in (129) below.

(139) a MHaenako mo  Tookyoo de o kaebu mo  foniki
Hamako GEN Tokyo In GEN siock GEN dealing
‘Hanako's deallng of stocks in Tokyo'

b Taroo mo  sam-kai o muifimon de  ne  Yooroppo
Taroo GEN three-time GEN no.penny with GEW Earope

g mo  ryokoo
to GEN trip

“Taroo's three trips to Europe with no money’

7
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It was enferiained in Section 2 that genltive in Japanese & a contextual Case that |5
inseried as in (130

(120} [ DPfPP B] = [; DPPP no Bl where o and P are projections of N or D

Here, If can be assumed that D has the feature to trigger genitive Case insertion and
it Is Inherited by N. Then, there is a feature sharing between [ and N. In the case of
H'-ellipsis, the NP i copied From prior discourse and the head N already inherited
the feature from a distined D. Henoe, there {s no feature-sharing between D and N in
this case,

The analysis just outlined predicts correctly that a weak T requires a specifier
with or without the ellipsis of its complement. According to this analysis, € and D
can appear without a specifier when and anly when they are In feature sharing rela-
tien with the heads of thelr complemends. Further, the feature sharing arses because
C and D are phase heads that valoe the features of their complements or transfer fea-
tures o them. This situation never arises with T as T is not a phase bead. It follows
thén that T must always have a specifier $o that “its projection” can be labeled
through feature sharng between T and its spectfier.

5 Conclusion

In this chapter, | first surveyed the arguments for N'-ellipsis, VP-ellipsis, sluicing,
and argument ellipsis in Japanese. Argument ellipsis was proposed in place of VB
ellipsis in Oku (1998) and Kim (1999), and & supporting argument for it in Salio
{2004} raised doubts on sluicing. Further deseriptive issues on ellipsis in Japanese
wiere discussed in Section 3. 1 Introduwced Hofi (1998) and Funakoshi's (3012, 213)
evidence against argument ellpsls and argued that it supports the LF copying
analysis of argument ellipsis instead. Takita's (2012) new evidence for shiicing and
Watanabe's (X0} extension of the N*-ellipsis analysis were also briefly discussed, |
hope that further research that bullds on these wors will make the overall pichure
of elliptic phenomena in Japanese clearer.

Descriptive research and the effart to explain It results showld procesd In paralled,
In Section &, | considered possibde approaches o explain argumend ellipsis and the
deseriptive condition on N'-ellipsis, VP-ellipsla, and shuicing. 18 is hypothesized in
Minimalist repearch that there is a single structure-building operation, Merge, which
freely combines two elements into a constituent. This operation is accompanied by
the labeling algorithm, and ¢-featare agreement serves to make labeling possible
in same cases. The hypotheses entemained here ane that the distrdbotion of argument
ellipsis follows from the mechandsm of §-featire agréement and that the condition
on N-ellipsis, VP-ellipsis, and shuicing is closely related to the labeling algorithm. As
these jdeas are =till preliminary, | hope they will be developed, possibly into tadi-
cally different propasals.
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20 Syntax and argument structure

1 Introduction

Contrasted with adjuncts, arguments serve as obligatory and integral elements of
predicates. Their analysis has ralsed a number of typological and theoretical ksues
in the linguistics literature, encompassing morphology, semantics, and syntax as
well as their interface areas. Although nouns, verbs, adjectives, and pre- and post-
positions can all take anguments, the Hterature on & predicate’s arguments and argu-
ment siructure has focused primarily on arguments of verbd. As important as they
are, arguments of a predicate are not always straightforwardly identified in a given
language since the degree of obligatoriness of linguistic expressions varies across
languages. Particularly in languages like Japaness that allow an extensive use of
comtextually recoverable rero pronouns (or noun eflipsis), 8 predicate’s arguments
are semantically present for interpretations but are not necesssrly realized syntacti-
cally a5 overt noun phrases. In these languages, the identification of a predicate's
anguments cannod mely solely on the obligatory pressnte of noun phrases [n a surface
string of words. This challenge, to some degree, applies to Englich, which allows nao,
of &1 least extremely limited use of, zero pronouns. Examplés like M already eaten
(hunch), Have you been drinking (alcoholic beverages) again?, and even This Hger
kifls [people) when he is hungry illustrate the polnt. The definition of a predicaie’s
arguments for languages like Japanese may well rely more on semantic measures,
such as Comrie"s (1993: 907} "Thus cur overall definition of argument would be:
a phrase that is either obligatory given the cholce of predicate, or whose meaning
Is a function of that of the predicate, or whose behaviar is parallel to argument so
defined” (emphasis added).

While a varety of assumptions have besn made in organizing arguments of
predicates, what seems to be of general agreement is that argument structure specifies
the number and semantic types (or thematic roles) of the arguments with which a
werb has & strong association, syntactically or semantically, ghven Comrie’s defindtion
above. In $ome approaches, furthermore, structured ordering or hierarchical organd-
zation among the arguments has been claimed to explain various syntactic behavior,
(Bresnan and Kanerva 198% Grimshaw 1990) The argument structures provided In
(1), indicated within parentheses, display some of the standard representations of
intransitive verbs (both unergative and unaccusative types), transitive verbs, and
ditransitive verbs, as well as *psych verbs® that pattern similar to transitive verbs In
the number of arguments but differ from them ko their semantic types.
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