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Abstract

This paper, building on a close scrutiny of Raising-to-@bpnstructions in Japanese,
demonstrates that Kishimoto’s (2001) generalizations tiyahe distribution of indetermi-
nates in Japanese is determined by LF configuration andith&ase is a property of LF
configuration are both empirically incorrect. On the contrademonstrate that the indeter-
minates must be licensed at the point of Transfer and thattsiral Case is a property of action
at a distance —Agree. The behavior of indeterminates revkat the derivation of Raising-
to-Object in Japanese is a two-step process: raising todpe ef “VP” via [Spec, CP] and
then (optionally) to the edge ofP. Finally, | examine varieties of raising constructioasing
the Indeterminate-Agreement as a syntactic diagnostiddethe presence/absence of overt
raising in an SOV language where it is usually very hard to éimehy to detect movement.

1 Introduction

Kishimoto (2001) makes important observations on the biehaf the so-called indetermi-
nates in Japanese (cf. Kuroda 1965, McGloin 1976, MurakB18&ishimoto 2001, Taka-
hashi 2002, Hiraiwa 2002b among others) and their thealeitigplications for Japanese
syntax. Kishimoto (2001) claims that the behavior of indetieates reveals that structural
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Case in Japanese must be determined by LF configurationspireg back to the Spec-Head
Agreement in Chomsky (1995). Although illuminating, | wélhow that Kishimoto’s (2001)
empirical generalization misses one crucial fact; nambé/Raising-to-Object constructions
(RTO) in Japanese. Contrary to Kishimoto’s claim, | will demstrate that a closer exami-
nation reveals that structural Case in Japanese is licenaedluniversal mechanism called
Agree(Chomsky 2000, 2001) and that a simpler solution is avaslablthe workings of the
syntax of the indeterminate pronouns, which | tdndeterminate-Agreement

It is now well-known that many languages of the world allow@R@cross a finite/tensed
CP boundary (e.g. Japanese, (varieties of) Quechua (Lefelpd Muysken 1988), Malagasy,
Moroccan Arabic, Kikuyu, Persian, Korean, etc.; see Maska@%, Ura 1994, Bruening 2001
among others) in contrast with English (cf. Rosenbaum 18@®atal 1974). This type of
language often allows a null pronoun, and hence raises arivig-question as to whether
the RTO is “raising” (1a), “prolepsis/control” (1b), or sething else “Agree”/ECM (1c).

(1) a. “Raisind b. “Prolepsis/Contrdl  c¢. “"ECM/Agreé
V*P V*P V*P

/\/\/\

DP; Vel DP; Vil v

/\
v* VP v* VP A VP

N
¢ TP ¢ i ¢ TP
_ T~ —_
I ..pro;.. ...DP...

1

Cuzco Quechua, for example, provides convincing evideaceaising. (2a) shows that
the embedded subject DP is Case-marked genitive. The ECNaed (2b), on the other hand,
takes accusative Case in addition to genitive Case assigiieel embedded clause-urther-
more, the ECMed subject DP must precede the matrix verb. @bebie” Case-marking, in
conjunction with the word order permutation, explicitlyobxdes the prolepsis/control analy-
sis.

(2) Cuzco Quechua: (Lefebvre and Muysken 1988, 144, Clagtebvre p.c.)

a. Maryyachawuma-nXwancha-q(*-ta) platanuranti-na-n-ta.
Maria want-3 Juan-Gen-Acc bananaexchange-Nml-3-Acc

‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas.

b. MaryyachaXwancha-g*(-ta), numa-nt; platanuranti-na-n]-ta.
Maria Juan-Gen-Acc want-3 bananaexchange-Nml-3-Acc

!For mechanisms of genitive Case-marking, see Lefebvre amgskén (1988) and Hiraiwa (2001, 2005). | am
grateful to Claire Lefebvre for her kind help with confirmitige Cuzco Quechua data. All errors are my own.
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‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas.

Unfortunately, such evidence is hard to obtain in Japankseo (1972, 1976) presents
word order evidence for a raising-to-object operation.itéothat nominative or topicalized
embedded subject DPs cannot precede a matrix adverb, gHe@ed subject DPs option-
ally can.

(3) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa (orokanimo)Hanako-ga/wa (*orokanimo)baka da to
Taro-Topstupidly Hanako-Nom/Top stupidly  stupidCpl.PrsC
omot-ta.
think-Pst

‘(Stupidly,) Taro considered Hanako to be stupid.’

b. Taro-wa (orokanimo)Hanako-wo; (orokanimo)yaka da to omot-ta.
Taro-Topstupidly Hanako-Accstupidly  stupidCpl.PrsC think-Pst

‘(Stupidly,) Taro considered Hanako to be stupid.’

This simple fact convincingly shows that in Japanese, thsitipa below matrix subjects
and above matrix adverbs is available only for ECMed acotes@Ps, but not for nomi-
native/topicalized DPs. Contrary to Kuno’s claim (Kuno 637however, the word order
evidence does not convince us that (3b) involves “raisirggina(1a); a “prolepsis/control”
analysis (1b) (Saito 1985, Oka 1988, Hoji 1991, Takano 2@08) expects the asymmetry
in (3). In fact, for this reason, there has been much conteyveince the 1970’s about the
structure of sentences like (3b).

This paper, based dmdeterminate-Agreemegbnstructions, will add another piece of
evidence for adopting the raising structure (1a) to (3b)n&a976, Ura 1994, Sakai 1998
and against assigning the prolepsis/control analysis @#ifo 1985, Hoji 1991). More im-
portantly, | will argue that the RTO in Japanese is foundedomg-distance agreement as
in (1c). 1 will show that Indeterminate-Agreement also r@gdhat syntactic raising into the
matrix position is optional in RTO (cf. Lasnik 1999 for Erghi) and is a two-step process,
targeting the edges of “VP” andP, successive-cyclically.

The organization of this paper is as follows: Section 2 ityates properties of Indeterminate-
Agreement. | critically review Kishimoto (2001) and propoan articulated theory of the
phenomenon. Section 3 re-examines RTO, applying IndetetieiAgreement to the costruc-
tion. Section 4 proposeswd-Aspect theory of RTO building on the C-T theory of nomina-
tive/genitive Case valuation proposed in Hiraiwa (200%8ct®n 5 discusses implications of
Indeterminate-Agreement for varieties of raising corcdtans. Section 6 is a summary.

2 Indeterminate Agreement

As first observed in Kuroda (1965), an indeterminate NP faiNggative Polarity Item (NPI)
or a universal quantifier, when it is combined with the guagtional particlemo (see also

McGloin 1976, Muraki 1978, Nishigauchi 1990, Hiraiwa 200Rlishimoto 2001, Takahashi
2002). The same indeterminates are interpreted as exadtemiten they are combined with
the question particleka.
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(4) Japanese:

a. dare, nani
Indet(human)indet(inanimate)
‘who, what'

b. daremo, nani-no

Indet(human)-Qindet(inanimate)-Q
‘ everyone/any one, everything/anything’

c. dareka, nanika
Indet(human)-Qindet(inanimate)-Q

‘someone, something’

The indeterminate plus the partici®ocan be interpreted as either an NPI or a universal
quantifier, which is reflected in the tonal pattern and thc@mpatibility with Case-markers.
The capital letter indicates a high pitch accent/tone.

(5) Japanese:

a. DAre-mo-ga ki-ta.
Indet-Q-Nomcome-Pst
‘Everyone came.

b. daRE-MO(-*ga) ko-nakat-ta.
Indet-Q-Nom  come-Neg-Pst
‘No one came’’

Significantly, Kuroda (1965) observes that an indeterneiigan be structurally split from
-mo. In (6a) the NPI iterrindeterminate+mas a unit is the object of the verb. In (6b), on
the other hand, the indeterminate alone is the object of éheseme-ru'blame” and the Q-
particle is attached to the verb he#d In this case, tense is left behind and saved by a process
similar todo-supportin English, as indicated by the obligatory inseriof thesur light verb.

(6) Japanese:
a. Taro-wa[y.p dare-moseme]-nakat-ta.
Taro-Top Indet-Q blame-Neg-Pst
‘Taro didn’t blame anyone.’

b. Taro-wa [y.p dare-wo seme]mo  si-nakat-ta.
Taro-Top Indet-Accblame(Inf)-Qdo-Neg-Pst

‘Taro didn’t blame anyone.’

(7) illustrates examples of “Indeterminate-Q splitting”DP, v*P and Complex DP, re-
spectively. In (7a), the indeterminate is the possesson@fibunhon “book” and the Q-
particle-mo attaches to the head of the noun phrase (perhaps D). In (#bQ4particle is
attached to the causative verb and dominates the indetatenibject. And finally, (7¢) is a
case where the subject of the relative clause is an indatatenand the Q-particle is attached
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to the head of the complex DP. | will term the split quantifieatphenomenindeterminate-
Agreement-3

(7) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa[pp dare-no hon]-moyoma-nakat-ta.
Taro-Top  Indet-Gerbook-Q read-Neg-Pst
‘Taro didn’t read anyone’s book.’

b. Taro-wa [y.p dare-ni sono-ronbun-wgom-ase]mo si-nakat-ta.
Taro-Top Indet-Datthe-paper-Acc read-Caus-Qdo-Neg-Pst
‘Taro didn't allow anyone to read the paper.

c. Taro-wa[cp dare-ga kai-ta ronbun]moyoma-nakat-ta.
Taro-Top  Indet-Nomwrite-Pstpaper-Q read-Neg-Pst
‘Taro didn’t read any paper that anyone wrote.’

But the splitting does not come free; it is subject to a c-c@ndicondition. An indeter-
minate NP must be in the c-command domain of the Q-parimtghencefortted(Q)). | will
assume that Q-particles adjoin to heads. Consider (9).

(8) Indeterminates must be auQ.
xP

/\
yP X-mo
/\
Indet y

All the examples above meet this condition. Notice, howgbeat in the following exam-
ples, indeterminates cannot be licensed.

(9) Japanese:

a. Dare-mo; [v.p t; Hanako-wo seme]-nakat-ta.
Indet-Q Hanako-Acdlame-Neg-Pst

‘No one blamed Hanako.’

2Takahashi (2002) calls th®-Raisingand Kishimoto (2001) calls itndeterminate Pronoun BindingSince, as
Takahashi (2002) argues and we will also see, there is gaddree to think that the construction in question does not
involve binding, | will reject Kishimoto’s terminology. ®ealso Takahashi (2002) for some arguments against binding.
Takahashi (2002) proposes a D-Raising analysis, wherebgdaterminermo starts out within the indeterminate and
raises to higher positions, along the lines of Hagstrom &)L.99will not discuss issues raised by his analysis hereo Als
I will discuss the non-NPI use of the indeterminates, beedhsre are certain syntactic differences between the two

uses of the indeterminates; see Takahashi 2002.

3The indeterminate-Q splitting requires a formation of daierkind of phonological phrasing, usually involving de-
accenting after the indeterminate until the Q-partiai®. One should not be confused and think that the phonological
phrasing is the main factor determining the licensing ofitlaeterminates in this construction. As it will become clea

later, the mechanism of the Indeterminate-Agreement isastic.
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b. *Dare-ga [pp Hanako-no honmo] yoma-nakat-ta.
Indet-Nom  Hanako-Gerbook-Q read-Neg-Pst

‘No one read Hanako’s book.’

c. *Dare-ga [v«p t; Hanako-wo seme]mo si-nakat-ta.
Indet-Nom Hanako-Acdlame(Inf)-Qdo-Neg-Pst

‘No one blamed Hanako.’

In (9b), there is no way for the Q-particle to c-command thideterminate subject. Like-
wise, (9¢) is ungrammatical because the indeterminateestib) [Spec, TP] is out of the
c-command domain of the Q-particle attached tovthe

(10) A Subject Indeterminate (=9c¢)

TP
Indety om T
A /\
V<P T
t; v
VP V*-mo
PN
OBJ V

2.1 Kishimoto (2001)

In certain stative constructions, the object can be marl@diNative in Japanese, manifesting
the so-called Nominative Object constructions as in (1i3hknoto (2001) further observes
that nominative indeterminate objects cannot be licensedro attached to* as shown in
(11b).

(11) Japanese:
a. Taro-wasono-uta-ga/-wo uta-e-na-i.
Taro-Topthe-song-Nom/-Acsing-can-Neg-Prs
‘Taro cannot sing the song.
b. Taroo-wgnani-*gal* -wo uta-e-mo] si-na-i.
Taro-Toplndet-Nom/-Acc sing-can-Qo-Neg-Prs
‘Taro cannot sing anything.’ (Kishimoto 2001, 606; slighthodified)

Based on these observations, he argues that the fact thahd&s Proper Binding Con-
dition effects indicates that the nominative object rersairthin thev*P, as the accusative
object does.
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(12) Japanese:

*[v«p Uta-e-mo] Taro-wasono-uta-ga/-wo si-nakat-ta.
sing-can-Qraro-wathe-song-Nom/-Acdo-Neg-Pst

‘Taro cannot even sing the song.’ (Kishimoto 2001, 606 ligmodified)
He proposes the following as a mechanism of indeterminates.

(13) Indeterminate Pronoun Binding (Kishimoto 2001, 601)
Y is in the domain of a head X if it is contained in Max(X), whévex(X) is the least
full-category maximal projection dominating X.

(13) amounts to saying that indeterminates must be “m”-camhed by a Q-particle. It
is puzzling for him, however, that the nominative indetaraté object cannot be licensed by
the Q-particle on#*, even though it is m-commanded on the surface. Thus, he fyotwr
and takes this to be the evidence that Case is checked at Idewéat Spec-Head Agreement
(Chomsky 1993) and that Indeterminate-Agreeméndeterminate Pronoun Bindindgn his
terms — is sensitive to the condition (13) at LF. Thus, aciogrtb this theory, the derivation
(11b) is ungrammatical since the nominative object undesdd--movement to [Spec, TP],
escaping out of the m-command domain of the Q-particle*on

(14) Indeterminate Nominative Object at LF
TP

SUBJ TP
A

At LF, the nominative object has to be raised to [Sp&P] to have its Case checked by
v*. Hence the nominative object is out of the domain-ofo at LF and the indeterminate
cannot be bound.
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2.2 A Refinement

Setting aside empirical problems for the moment (we williratto them shortly in the next
section), the proposal has two conceptual problems.

First, it assumes that Case-licensing involves an LF cordigpn —namely, an LF Spec-
Head relation (Chomsky 1993). This assumption has beeneclgald and much counter-
evidence has been accumulated together with the rejectitrealistinction of overt/covert
syntax, as far as Case and Agreement are concerned. Setoefdrs tom-command as
stated in (13). The notion of Spec-Head Agreement also ppemesn-command. All of
the phenomena that have been captured in terms of m-comnasedbieen re-examined —
successfully, in my eyes— in terms of the more natural cotimejc-command.

| will pursue, therefore, a more natural hypothesis for tedminate-Agreement: the in-
determinate must be in the c-command domain of the Q-paurticl

(15) The head of the chain of the indeterminate must wel{®) at Transfef.

(16)

The hypothesis (15) is free from the two conceptual probléms Kishimoto’s theory
suffers. In the section that follows, | will demonstratett{ib) in fact attains higher empirical
adequacy, which Kishimoto’s LF Case hypothesis cannoeaehi

3 Raising-to-Object

3.1 Indeterminate-Agreement and Raising-to-Object

As first observed by Sakai (1998), Indeterminate-Agreerneatso grammatical with CP
clauses. Thus the Q-particteno can attach to the whole CP clause and bind an element
within it, as shown in (17)

(17) Japanese:

Taro-wa [cp dare-ga baka da to]-mo omowa-nakat-ta.
Taro-Top  Indet-NomstupidCpl C-Q  think-Neg-Pst

‘“Taro didn’t consider anyone to be stupid.’

“Transfer sends out a syntactic object to the interfacesalms tplace cyclically at each phase level. See Chomsky
(2000, 2001, 2004).

100



Significantly, Indeterminate-Agreement s licit with RT® well. In (18), the embedded
subject is marked Accusative just as in ECM constructiortsriglish. This construction has
been considered to be a case of RTO/ECM in Japanese (Kund.1976

(18) Japanese:

Taro-wa dare(-no-koto)-wo baka da to-moomowa-nakat-ta.
Taro-Toplndet(-Gen-thing)-AcstupidCpl C-Q think-Neg-Pst

‘Taro didn’t consider anyone to be stupid.’ (cf. Sakai 1998)

Consider (19) and (20). Indeterminate-Agreement is liednwith the indeterminate
ECMed subject when there is no intervening matrix adverb sulgect-oriented floating
guantifier (see (19b)/(19c) and (20b)/(20c)). Howeverh#& ECMed indeterminate NP is
overtly raised in front of the matrix adverb or the subjedented floating quantifier, then
Indeterminate-Agreement is blocked and the sentencetséauingrammaticality, as shown
in (19d) and (20d).

(19) Japanese:

a. karera-waen-inTaro(-no-koto)-wo baka da to omowa-nakat-ta.
they-Top all ~ Taro(-Gen-thing)-AcstupidCpl C think-Neg-Pst
‘All of them didn’t consider Taro to be stupid.’

b. karera-wd&aro(-no-koto)-wo zen-inbaka da to omowa-nakat-ta.
they-Top Taro(-Gen-thing)-Acall  stupidCpl C think-Neg-Pst
‘All of them didn’t consider Taro to be stupid.’

c. karera-waen-indare(-no-koto)-wo baka da to-moomowa-nakat-ta.
they-Top all Indet(-Gen-thing)-AcstupidCpl C-Q think-Neg-Pst
‘All of them didn’t consider Taro to be stupid.’

d. *karera-wadare(-no-koto)-wo; zen-int; baka da to-moomowa-nakat-ta.

they-Top Indet(-Gen-thing)-Acall stupidCpl C-Q think-Neg-Pst

‘All of them didn’t consider anyone to be stupid.’

(20) Japanese:
a. Taro-wa orokanimoHanako(-no-koto)-wo baka da to omowa-nakat-ta.
Taro-Topstupidly Hanako(-Gen-thing)-AcstupidCpl C think-Neg-Pst
‘Stupidly, Taro didn’t consider Hanako to be stupid.’
b. Taro-wa Hanako(-no-koto)-wo orokanimobaka da to omowa-nakat-ta.
Taro-TopHanako(-Gen-thing)-Acstupidly  stupidCpl C think-Neg-Pst
‘Stupidly, Taro didn’t consider Hanako to be stupid.’

®Some people prefer the use-ab kotoon the ECMed subject. For others, the choice is optional Ksee (1976)
for some syntactic and semantic propertiesmaf kotoin Japanese. Incidentally, Ewe, a Kwa language of West &fric
has a similar word “matter, affair, word” used for subjedtexperiencer verbs (Collins 1994).
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c. Taro-wa orokanimodare(-no-koto)-wo baka da to-moomowa-nakat-ta.
Taro-Topstupidly  Indet(-Gen-thing)-AcstupidCpl C-Q think-Neg-Pst
‘Stupidly, Taro didn’t consider anyone to be stupid.’

d. * Taro-wa dare(-no-koto)-wo; orokanimat; baka da to-mo
Taro-Toplndet(-Gen-thing)-Acstupidly stupidCpl C-Q
omowa-nakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst
‘Stupidly, Taro didn't consider anyone to be stupid.’

As we have seen, Kishimoto (2001) claims that Indetermidapeementis sensitive to an
LF Case-checking configuration. However, the grammaticali (19c) and (20c) indicates
that his generalization is not correct. This is because utideLF Case checking theory,
the accusative Case of the indeterminate in (20) is check§8pec,v*P] at LF. Hence his
theory wrongly predicts Indeterminate-Agreement to bekdal, since it does not satisfy his
condition (13). The fact is, however, that Indeterminatgdement is blocked only when the
ECMed indeterminate subject precedes the matrix adverbial

(21) Raising-to-Object at LF under Kishimoto’s (2001) Theo

v*P
Indety - v*P
A
| (SUBJ-FQ/AdV.) v
: /\
| VP V¥-mo
l P
| CP V

LF-movement
Now, in contrast, our hypothesis that Indeterminate-Agrest is subject to the condition
(22) exactly explains the asymmetry of Indeterminate-A&grent in the RTO constructions.
(22) The head of the chain of the indeterminate must i) at Transfer. (=(15))

As shown below, Case is “assigned” in-situ frefrvia Agree and hence the indeterminate
remains in-situ throughout the derivation.
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(23) Case Assignment via Agree
V<P

T

(SUBJ-FQ/AdV.) v

The facts in (19) and (20), along with our generalization) (82monstrate that (i) syntac-
tic raising into the matrix clause in RTO in Japanese is oplyomal and an ECMed DP can
remain downstairs, and (ii) Case is assigned without déigpieent (i.e. via Agree rather than
Spec-Head Agreement).

(24) provides further support to our generalization (1%} tindeterminate-Agreement is
sensitive to the overt derivation, not LF configuration.

(24) Japanese:

a. Taro-waHanako-ga dare-wo tatai-tato-mo omowa-nakat-ta.
Taro-TopHanako-Nonindet-Acchit-Pst C-Q think-Neg-Pst

‘Taro didn’t think that Hanako hit anyone.’

b. *? Dare-wo; Taro-wa Hanako-ga t; tatai-tato-mo omowa-nakat-ta.
Indet-AccTaro-NomHanako-Top hit-PstC-Q think-Neg-Pst

‘Taro didn’t think that Hanako hit anyone.’

Long-distance scrambling of the indeterminate to a pasiigtside theed(Q) leads to un-
grammaticality as shown in (24b). But it is to be noted thaglalistance scrambling has been
claimed to be totally reconstructed (Saito 1989, 1992). drgrammaticality of (24b), there-
fore, indicates that Indeterminate-Agreement cannotdemfied by reconstruction. Therefore,
Indeterminate-Agreement in RTO as well as long-distancansbling of the indeterminates
demonstrates that Kishimoto’s LF theory of Indetermin&tgeement is empirically prob-
lematic.

However, under our theory of Indeterminate-Agreemengmains to be explained why
there is such an asymmetry in (11), repeated below.

(25) Japanese:

Taroo-wa[nani-*gal ¥ -wo uta-e-mo] si-na-i.
Taro-TopIndet-Nom/-Acc sing-can-Qdo-Neg-Prs
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‘Taro cannot sing anything.’ slightly modified (Kishimot@@1, 606)

This asymmetry is in fact expected under the phase theomial@ed in Chomsky (2000,
2001, 2004) and Nissenbaum (2001).

(26) Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) Chomsky (2001)
In phasex with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to operationsidei,
only H and its edge are accessible to such operations.

If the PIC is on the right track, the only way for a goal elemienthe lower phase to be
accessible to a higher probe is for the former to be moveddcetlgye of the lower phase.
Following Chomsky (2004) (also Hiraiwa 2001, 2005, to apphdaassume that T does not
probe until C is merged.

It follows from the PIC that the nominative object must be mdto the edge of the*P
phase in order to have its uCase valued by the C-T. This hastwsequences. First, the
nominative object remains withitP and hence the Proper Binding Condition effects in (12)
are accounted for as a failure for ti#P to pied-pipe the nominative obje€tSecond, since
it is moved to the edge ofP and hence out of the c-command domain of the Q-partiole
attached tar*, Indeterminate-Agreement fails.

(27) Indeterminate Nominative Object Raised to the Edgb®{itP Phase
CP

T

TP C

T

SUBJ T
A

Indet-Nomy VP

A

50r in order to derive the order, the nominative object hasetsdrambled out of the edge wfP, leaving a copy,
which triggers PBC effects in (12). See Hiraiwa (2003) faleesive discussion of the PBC in Japanese.
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3.2 More against Prolepsis/Control

One of the important consequences of the analysis of RTO/p@ented above is that it
provides us with solid evidence that the Prolepsis/Cofitfajor Object analyses (Saito 1985,
Oka 1988, Hoji 1991) are not sufficient. The reason is, as we kaen, that the indeter-
minate ECMed subject can license Indeterminate-Agreemighthe Q-particle attached to
the embedded complementizer. This demonstrates that thieattve embedded subject must
be within the c-command domain of the Q-particle attachethéocomplementizeito. In
contrast, this is totally unexpected under the prolepsidyais, since the accusative element
is base-generated in the matrix clause.

(28) further strengthens our conclusion. A true controktnrction cannot license Indeterminate-
Agreement. This is expected under our generalization €iBge in (28b) the indeterminate
is a matrix element and hence is noti(Q) at any point of the derivation.

(28) Japanese:
a. Taro-waHanako-nj [PRO; MIT-ni iku koto]-wo susume-ta.
Taro-TopHanako-Dat MIT-Datgo C-Acc recommend-Pst
‘Taro recommended that Hanako go to MIT.
b. *? Taro-wa dare-ni; [PRO; MIT-ni iku koto]-mo susume-nakat-ta.
Taro-Toplndet-Dat MIT-Dat go C-Q recommend-Neg-Pst
‘Taro did not recommend that anyone go to MIT.

(28) in turn demonstrates that (i) the Indeterminate-Agrest diagnoses for the original
position of an indeterminate NP and (ii) the RTO construttbleast allows the derivation of
(29b), in which an ECMed element remains downstairs via Agre

It is important, however, to note that it still does not tedl whether the derivation of
the RTO which involves overt raising into the matrix clauséraising” (29a) or “prolepsis”
(29b). Both derivations are logically possible.

(29) a. ‘Raising b. “Prolepsis/Contrdl  c. “ECM/Agreé
V*P

V*)
/\
v VP v VP v VP
/\
\% CP Vv cP V CP
N N N
cC TP C TP C TP

U P ..pro;.. ...DR..

Thus in order to complete our claim for (29a) and (29c) ov8bj2it is necessary to seek

105



other evidence. Such evidence comes from Proper Bindingli@on (PBC) effects (cf. Saito
1989). RTO shows PBC effects, while genuine control coesitns do not (cf. Kuno 1976).

(30) Japanese:
a. Taro-waHanako-nj [PRO; Boston-e iku-koto]-wo meiji-ta.
Taro-TopHanako-Dat Boston-togo-C-Acc  order-Pst
‘Taro ordered Hanako to go to Boston.”
b. [cp PRO Boston-e iku koto]-wo; Taro-wa Hanako-nj t; meiji-ta.
Boston-togo C-Acc  Taro-TopHanko-Dat order-Pst
‘Taro ordered Hanako to go to Boston.”

(31) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa Hanako-wg (orokanimo); baka dato omot-ta.
Taro-TopHanako-Accstupidly stupidCpl.PrsC think-Pst

‘(Stupidly,) Taro considered Hanako to be stupid.’

b. *? [cp t; baka da to;] Taro-wa Hanako-wgq (orokanimojt; omot-ta.
stupidCpl.PrsC  Taro-TopHanako-Accstupidly think-Pst

‘(Stupidly,) Taro considered Hanako to be stupid.’

Inthe genuine control constructions such as (30), frorttieggmbedded CP containing the
PRO controlee does not cause any problem, as shown in (30the ECM/RTO construction
(31), on the other hand, fronting the embedded CP contathi@drace/copy of the ECMed
subject results in ungrammaticality, as in (31b).

The robust contrast between (30b) and (31b) indicates nigttbat RTO is not a con-
trol construction but, more significantly, that the derieatof RTO never allows the control
option’

Summarizing the discussions so far, | have demonstrateddam Indeterminate-Agreement,
that RTO across a CP exists in Japanese and its derivatioifismly “raising”, never “con-
trol”. The raising is optional in RTO and hence Case is natriged in a structural Spec-Head
configuration (see Chomsky 2000, Hiraiwa to appear, anduira005).

3.3 Interim Summary

To recapitulate the conclusions so far, we have demondttiagefollowing.

(32) a. Kishimoto’s (2001) theory of Indeterminate-Agresmrnis empirically insuffi-
cient. Instead, we have proposed a refined theory of Ind@tateztAgreement
that is both empirically and conceptually adequate.

b. Case assignment involves Agree (or similar mechanisms).

c. The so-called Raising-to-Object/ECM constructionsapahese cannot be an in-
stance of Prolepsis/Control/Major Object.

’See Kuno (1976) for an idiom chunk test and other argumentsfsing.
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4 Phases and Successive Cyclic Raising
4.1 RTO, Phases, and the Edge

Now having established that RTO in Japanese is an (optioaisipng construction, never a
control construction, | propose a theory of RTO across &fiGR.

It has been observed that A-operations cannot apply beyéindeaCP boundary. Chom-
sky (1973) attributes this to Tensed-S Condition. As it ienfoted, it can be also reduced to
the “Chain Condition” on Case (Chomsky 1986), which pradisibiouble Case-marking. Re-
cently, Chomsky (2000, 2001, 2004) has proposed the Phamniketrability Condition (PIC),
repeated here again.

(33) Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) Chomsky (2001)
In phasex with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to operationsidelc,
only H and its edge are accessible to such operations.

The PIC prevents a higher probe from accessing a goal in a lpkase, unless the latter
is moved to the edge of the lower phase. So one expects an EEMe@nt in RTO to be
first dislocated to the edge of the embedded CP clause, ahwylbisition it Agrees withr,
deriving the Tensed-S Condition effects. | argue that thimifact true. The derivation of
RTO in Japanese consists of the following three operations:

(34) The Derivation of RTO in Bruening (2001)
Agree {#, DP) Agree (C-T, DP)

v«p DPace [V¥ [cp ti [Clrp i T t]]]]]

! !

Successive Cyclic Raising

In this derivation, the embedded subject DP first Agrees trithembedded T and then
undergoes dislocation to the edge of CP, where it again Agnéth v*, having its uCase
valued as Accusative.

Bruening (2001) has proposed exactly this derivation, ragsy with Pesetsky and Tor-
rrego (2001) that valuation of Case (or deletion of uCasdpise at Spell-Out/Transfer; thus
an element can in principle enter into multiple Agree relasias long as it is dislocated to the
edge of a phase and escapes “inactivation” by Spell-Outéfea®

Now let us return to Cuzco Quechua, repeated here as (35).

(35) Cuzco Quechua (Lefebvre and Muysken 1988, 144, Clagfebvre p.c.)

a. Maryyachauma-nXwancha-q(*-ta) platanuranti-na-n-ta.
Maria want-3 Juan-Gen-Acc bananaexchange-Nml-3-Acc

‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas.

8There is a nontrivial issue about the possibility that DPaipahese also has two uCases like Cuzco Quechua. There
is at least no morphological clue to this possibility.
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b. MaryyachaXwancha-g*(-ta), numa-nt; platanuranti-na-n]-ta.
Maria Juan-Gen-Acc want-3 bananaexchange-Nml-3-Acc

‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas.’

Cuzco Quechua provides us with direct evidence to choosPltBever the Case Filter
for RTO in Japanese and other languages; in Cuzco Quechai&jdtory of the syntactic
derivation is morphologically recorded and visible in tloenfi of “double Case-marking”.
Significantly, as noted earlier, the ECMed embedded subjBds doubly Case-marked Gen-
itive (from the embedded C-T; see Hiraiwa 2001) as well asusative (from the matrix*).
Furthermore, when the ECMed element is marked Accusatiabligatorily moves into the
matrix clause, in contrast with Japanese, whose raisind @ R optional, as shown above.

The “Multiple” Case-marking is crucially made possible ligldcation of the DP to the
edge of the phase to escape valuation/inactivation. Thderuwur theory the availability of
RTO across a finite CP is predicted to be contingent on thdaditity of the “dislocation”
operation to the edge.

(36) The availability of “Hyper-Raising” correlates withe availability of the dislocation
operation to the articulated CP-edge domain, which caeshaith the availability of
the articulated CP domain (cf. Rizzi 1997).

On this approach, the only significant differences betwegradese and Cuzco Quechua
are that the morphological reflex of double Case-markingjgpeessed in Japanese but not in
Cuzco Quechua and that in the latter, raising into the mataixse is forced but in the former
it is just optional. The first issue will be addressed in tldst®n and the latter —the raising
asymmetry— is discussed in Section 5. In the remainder sfgiction, | will focus on the
exact derivation —particularly, movement steps and pwsiti of Raising-to-Object.

One piece of evidence that an ECMed DP is dislocated to [S}ef; the edge position of
the CP phase, comes from an interaction of Case-marking aadls

(37) Japanese:

a. Taro-waHanako-wa/wo/*ga baka da-haatoomot-ta
Taro-TopHanako-Top/Acc/NonstupidCpl-M C think-Pst

‘Taro thought that Hanako was stupid.’

b. Taro-wa dare-wo/*ga baka dahaato-moomowa-nak-ta.
Taro-Toplndet-Acc/NomstupidCpl-M C-Q think-Neg-Pst

‘Taro did not think that anyone was stupid.’

(37a) and (37b) show that a sentence final meaiahis incompatible with the nominative
subject, whereas it is perfectly compatible with a topiedi subject or an ECMed accusative
subject. | take this parallel between a topicalized DP anB@Wed DP to be an indication
of structural parallelism.

A careful consideration of the derivation, however, britgkght one significant question.
As we have proposed in (15), the Q-particle must c-commaad#ad of the chain of the

SMultiple Case-Marking is rare but can still be found in soraeduages. See Bejar and Massam (1999) and Mc-
Creight (1988) for multiple Case-marking phenomena in Bieand other languages.
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indeterminate before Transfer. As | have argued, that wastida nominative object, being
dislocated to the edge efP, cannot license Indeterminate-Agreement in (27). Ndwe
take this to be literally true with the CP edge, there will bepatradiction: the phase theory
demands that the ECMed indeterminate subject be dislotated edge of CP, but how could
it license Indeterminate-Agreement with the Q-partictacted to C in (38)7?

(38) A Problem: ECMed Subject Raised to the Edge of the CPdPhas

suB) v

4.2 The Layered C Structure andv*-Asp Relation

| propose that the key to solving this paradox is the artiedd eft Periphery of CP (Rizzi
1997). Rizzi argues that the functional heads of the lefipbery are richer than we have
assumed (see also Hiraiwa 2005 for (39)).
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(39) Split CP-TP Structure
Cs(ForceP)

T

Cs(Force) (FocP)

TN

(Foc) G (FinP)

T

Co(Fin) TP
T (FocP)
(Foc) VP
/\
v* AspP
N
Asp /1
In this structure, the CP has a layered C structurg:a@d G;. | propose that the Q-

particle-mo attaches to ¢, while the ECMed subject DP undergoes movement to the edge
of C,P. In this configuration, the Q-particle still c-commands thdeterminate and hence

Indeterminate-Agreementis licensed. | assume here thag ot a strong phase head. | will
turn to this soon in the next section.
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(40) ECMed Subject Raised to the Edge of thdP(Phase

VP
SUBJ il
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, AspP _____ v*
§ VP Asp”
i C:P Jr
C,P Cs-to-mo
V‘/\
/\
TP C,

Now one prediction is that if an indeterminate is dislocdtetthe edge of the higher CP left
periphery, Indeterminate-Agreement between the indetettmand the Q-particle attached to
the G; should be blocked. This is indeed borne out. _

Long-distance scrambling has been known to targeA#osition —namely [Spec, CP]
(Saito 1992, Miyagawa 1997). In Hiraiwa (2003), | have ferthefined this observation
by showing that the element undergoing long-distance dainmtargets the left-most —“the
edge”- position of the CP domain. Thus long-distance sclagnblement must precede a
topicalized element (41b) and (41c).

(41) Japanese:

a. Taro-waHanako-ni [Jiro-ga katteni ringo-wo tabe-tato]
Taro-TopHanako-Datliro-Nomwithout.permissiomapple-Acceat-PsC
iitsuke-ta.
tell-Pst
‘Taro said to Hanako that Jiro ate some apples without peions

b. ?ringo-wo; Hanako-ni-wa Taro-ga t; [Jiro-ga Katteni t;

apple-AccHanako-Dat-Tofaro-Nom Jiro-Nomwithout.permission
tabe-tao] iitsuke-ta.
eat-PsC tell-Pst
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‘To Hanako, Taro said that Jiro ate some apples without ssiom.’
c. *? Hanako-ni-wa ringo-wo; Taro-ga t; [Jiro-ga t; katteni
Hanako-Dat-To@pple-AccTaro-Nom Jiro-Nom without.permission
tabe-tao] iitsuke-ta.
eat-PsC tell-Pst

‘To Hanako, Taro said that Jiro ate some apples without pssiom.’
Now consider long-distance scrambling of indeterminates.

(42) Japanese:
a. *boku-wa[Taro-ga [Hanako-ga dare-ni at-ta  to] sinjitei-ta to-mo]
I-Top  Taro-NomHanako-Nomindet-Datmeet-PsC believe-PsC-Q
omow-anakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst
‘| didn’t think that Taro believes that Hanako met anyone.’
b. *boku-wa[Taro-ga [dare-ni; Hanako-ga t; at-ta  to] sinjitei-ta to-mo]
I-Top  Taro-Nomindet-DatHanako-Nom meet-PsC believe-PsC-Q
omow-anakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst
‘| didn’t think that Taro believes that Hanako met anyone.’
c. *boku-wa[dare-ni; Taro-ga [ Hanako-ga t; at-ta  to] sinjitei-ta
I-Top  Indet-DatTaro-Noml Hanako-Nom meet-PsC believe-Pst
to-mo] omow-anakat-ta.
C-Q think-Neg-Pst
‘| didn’t think that Taro believes that Hanako met anyone.’

These sentences have the Q-particle attached to the miédéda@se with the indetermi-
nate originating in the lowest CP clause.

(42a) shows that the indeterminate is too far away from tipa@icle (separated by phase
boundaries). (42b) indicates that Indeterminate-Agregisestill illicit if the indeterminate
is moved to the edge of the lowest CP clause. The sentend# sast since the Q-particle
and the scrambled indeterminate are still separated byepgbh@msndaries. Now the ungram-
maticality of (42c) is quite important. It shows that theeétekminate cannot be licensed even
if it is dislocated to the edge of the middle CP-edge positivacall that there is no problem
if the indeterminate is the subject of the middle clause §43).

(43) Japanese:

? boku-wgdare-ga [Hanako-ga Taro-ni at-ta  to] sinjitei-ta to-mo]
I-Top  Indet-NomHanako-NoniTaro-Datmeet-PsC believe-PsC-Q
omow-anakat-ta.

think-Neg-Pst

‘| didn’t think that anyone believes that Hanako met Taro.’

The derivation below explains the ungrammaticality of (42c
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(44) Long-Distance Scrambling and Indeterminate-Agragme

CsP

T

(DPTO;D) CSP

/\
TP ()
—_

The indeterminate has been moved to the left edge of the deg€Bnclause. Since, as
evidenced by (41c), the landing position of the long-diseascrambled element is the left
edge of the clause, it is [SpecsE]. Because this position is outside the domain of the Q-
particle attached to & the Indeterminate-Agreementis illicit in (42c).

Now turning to the case where actual raising occurs, the spmstion arises: if RTO-
movement targets the edge\dP, it is expected that the Indeterminate-Agreement with th
Q-particle attached t@* is blocked as it is in the nominative object constructioh%)( The
prediction is indeed true; the raised indeterminate, mh@cethe matrix subject floating quan-
tifier (45a) or adverb (45b), cannot establish Indeterneifegreement with the Q-particle on
V*,

(45) Japanese:

a. *karera-walare(-no-koto)-wo; zen-int; baka da to omoi-mo si-nakat-ta.
they-Top Indet(-Gen-thing)-Acall stupidCpl C think-Q do-Neg-Pst
‘All of them didn’t consider anyone to be stupid.’

b. * Taro-wa dare(-no-koto)-wo; orokanimat; baka da to omoi-mo
Taro-Toplndet(-Gen-thing)-Acstupidly stupidCpl C think-Q
si-nakat-ta.
do-Neg-Pst
‘Stupidly, Taro didn’t consider anyone to be stupid.’

Thus this is consistent with the standard assumption thfgdDBhift is a movement to
[Specv*P].
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(46) Raising-to-Object

/P\

Indety - v*P
4 /\
SUBJ-FQ/Adv. v

AspP V¥-mo

Optional Raising to [Spew*P] el

There is a case, however, that shows that the raised subjeit$ lat a lower position.
In (47a), the raised subject precedes the matrix dativenaggti Significantly, in this case,
Indeterminate-Agreement becomes licit as shown in (47b).

(47) Japanese:
a. Taro-wa boku-no-koto-w@ Hanako-ni t; baka da toii-mo si-nakat-ta.
Taro-Topl-Gen-thing-Acc Hanako-Dat stupidCpl C say-Qdo-Neg-Pst
‘Taro didn’t even tell Hanako that | was stupid.’

b. Taro-wa dare-no-koto-wo; Hanako-ni t; baka da toii-mo si-nakat-ta.
Taro-Toplndet-Gen-thing-Act¢lanako-Dat stupidCpl C say-Qdo-Neg-Pst

‘Taro didn’t tell Hanako that anyone was stupid.’
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This suggests that the landing site of the raised subjecT(® R actually lower than the
edge ofv*P. The most natural possibility is that raising targetsetge of AspP.

(48) Raising-to-Object (A new framework)
V*P

SUBJ v

In (48), the raised indeterminate still remains in¢déQ) and hence can license Indeterminate-
Agreement. In (46), on the other hand, the indeterminataihdsrgone displacement to the
edge ofv*P, which precedes the positions for the external subjedthev*P adverb.

The interesting question is why the raising-to-object afien is able to attract the goal
to the edge of “VP” but not all the way up to the edgevti?. Chomsky (2005) has recently
suggested an insightful solution to the problem of Koizendplit VP Hypothesis (Koizumi
1993, 1995). Chomsky argues that just as T and C probe as & whaind Asp also probe
as a unit and hence Asp attracts an A-chain element. Trargsthe idea into our terms, the

theory of Case is summarized as follows.

(49) a. Nominative Case is valued by C-T.
b. Accusative Case is valued ki§-Asp.
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(50) Accusative Case AssignmentésAsp Relation

VP
/\
Ve AspP
\\\A/\
Asp TP
—

... DPycase -

Chomsky further puts forward the parallelism and propdsatthe EPP of G is passed
downto T and V, respectively. If this is on the right trackjeddt shift is expected to target the
edge of “VP”, just as movement of the subject targets the efifEP”. This explains why in
(48), the movement of the ECMed DP to the edge of AspP is plessib

Drawing a further parallelism, the derivation of Raisirng@bject should involve the fol-
lowing steps, with raising to [Spe@:P] optional.

(51) Raising-to-Object (A new framework)
V*P

DPAcc VP

SUBJ v

A
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4.3 Optionality, Case, and Tense

The cartographic approach outlined above has shown thatERIJK in Japanese involves
movement to the edge of/P. This explains the behaviors of indeterminates in RTO/EEM
Japanese.

The theory, however, has only partially answered a moredorehtal question about the
mechanisms of RTO/ECM. In Japanese, as in Cuzco Quechua addrMGreek, RTO is
optional. That is, the embedded subject is marked eitheusgative or Nominative. Fur-
thermore, Japanese apparently disallows “multiple Caakimg” unlike Cuzco Quechua. So
what makes the RTO/ECM possible in terms of Case? In paaticwhy can a DP that origi-
nates within a lower finite clause Agree with a higher probe?

Interestingly, there is an asymmetry in tense between EQK/Bnd the nominative coun-
terpart. At first glance, the predicate of the ECM/RTO clacese take either a present form
or a past form. There is some speaker variation, but the pasetin (52b) is not totally
unacceptable.

(52) Japanese:
a. Boku-waHanako-ga/wa kawai-i/lkawaikat-ta to omot-ta.
1Sg.-TopHanako-Nom/Toppretty-Prs/pretty-PstC think-Pst
‘I thought that Hanako was pretty.’
b. Boku-waHanako(-no-koto)-wo  kawai-i/’kawaikat-ta to omot-ta.
1Sg.-TopHanako(-Gen-matter)-Aquretty-Prs/pretty-Pst C think-Pst
‘I thought that Hanako was pretty.’

A careful investigation, however, soon reveals that it it the case that tense is freely
allowed in RTO/ECM complement clauses. The past tense omnfiteedded predicate is
allowed only when the matrix tense is also past. If we chahgédnse of the matrix, the past
tense downstairs becomes ungrammatical when ECM/RTO scasishown in (53b).

(53) Japanese:

a. Boku-waHanako-ga/wa kawai-i/lkawaikat-ta to omo-u.
1Sg.-TopHanako-Nom/Toppretty-Prs/pretty-PstC think-Prs

‘| think that Hanako was pretty.’

b. Boku-waHanako(-no-koto)-wo  kawai-i/*’/?’kawaikat-ta to omo-u.
1Sg.-TopHanako(-Gen-matter)-Aquretty-Prs/pretty-Pst C think-Prs

‘| think that Hanako was pretty.’

Furthermore, it is worth pointing out that in (52), tenseenprretations differ. In (52a), the
past tense may refer to either the time identical to the mptst tense or the time preceding
the matrix time. In (52b), however, the past tense of the eltbé predicate can only refer to
the same time as the matrix past tense. Thus in (52b), thapesemantic difference in terms
of tense.

The contrast becomes even clearer if we consider the tettggnsaunder Indeterminate-
Agreement.
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(54) Japanese:

a. Boku-wadare-ga kawai-i/kawaikat-ta to-mo omow-ana-i.
1Sg.-Topindet-Nompretty-Prs/pretty-PstC think-Neg-Prs

‘| don't think think that anyone was pretty.’

b. Boku-wadare(-no-koto)-wo kawai-i/*kawaikat-ta to-mo omow-ana-i.
1Sg.-Topindet(-Gen-matter)-Acpretty-Prs/pretty-Pst C think-Neg-Prs

‘| don’t think that anyone was pretty.’

Here, the past tense in the ECM clause is quite bad, when thréxrtense is present.

A similar, but not identical, situation has been observadModern Greek in latridou
(1988/1993). She observes that when the embedded subjs&amrisative under ECM/RTO
in Modern Greek, the embedded predicate cannot take a past ¥chile either present or
past tense is allowed for non-RTO/ECM complements.

(55) Modern Greek (latridou 1988/1993, 176-7)

a. vlepotonKosta na tiganizi psaria.
see D Kosta(Acc)NA fries  fish

‘| see Kostas fry fish.

b. *vlepotonKosta na tiganize psaria.
see D Kosta(Acc)NA fried  fish

‘(Lit.) | saw Kostas fried fish.

(56) Modern Greek (latridou 1988/1993, 176-7)

a. elpizoo Kostas na tiganizi psaria.
hope D Kosta(Nom)NA fries  fish

‘| hope Kostas fries fish.’

b. elpizoo Kostas na tiganisepsaria.
hope D Kosta(Nom)NA fried  fish

‘I hope Kostas fried fish.’

These indicate that Case in Japanese and Modern Greek gealsitive to Tense, not only
to Agreement (see latridou (1988/1993) for detailed disicuns on Greek). Reconsidered in
the present framework, | propose that the (un)availabilftthe past tense on the embedded
predicates in (non-)ECM/RTO reduces to optional choiceesfsE on G.

(57) Tense on T comes from C. (cf. Koster 20683)
(58) Nominative is valued by Cr/,,4-T.

Irish provides visible evidence for the claim that C is tenslated. McCloskey (1979)
shows that in embedded clauses in Irish, the complemerntiierges its form depending on
the Tense value.

%den Besten (1978, 1983) observes that C is the locus of tgresators. See also Koster (2003).
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(59) Irish (McCloskey 1979)

a. DeirségoNdtuigeann séan scéal.
saysheC understandeethestory

‘He says that he understands the story.’

b. DeirségurL thuig séan scéal.
saysheC understandbethestory

‘He says that he understood the story.

Thus the optionality reduces to two derivations one with;Gnd the other C+. Raising
out of the finite CP clause does not give rise to Case problatause of the asymmetry of
tense feature distribution between these two types of C.\W@hecomes with [+T], the G-T
probe is capable of assigning nominative Case in its domainh&nce no ECM/RTO takes
place. If, on the other hand,;G&comes with [-T], the G-T system is unable to value uCase of
a goal in its domain. Hence, the goal DP is dislocated to tige e C, P and Agrees with the
higherv-Asp probe. The proposed theory, if correct, makes a carttab to the PIC: what
initially appears to violate the PIC does obey it throughadiation to the edge.

One remaining problem is how a higher probe can Agree withassgin a Case value
to an element at the edge of, B, crossing the ¢P. If C; is a strong phase head, this should
be impossible. | just suggest here that the distinction betwstrong and weak phase heads
may be related to the presence/absence of Tense; olf € comes with Tense, it becomes a
strong phase head, while if Tense is missing, it becomes & plesse head. Another issue is
why there are languages that do not allow raising out of Clsela (e.g. English). | suggest
that the difference may reduce to the availability of scringpb In scrambling languages like
Japanese and Cuzco Quechua, C can havéEPRis, as | argued, results in dislocation to
the edge, which is saved from the PIC. A further cross-listiciconfirmation is necessary in
future investigation (see also Ura 1994).

4.4 No “Super Long-Distance” Agree

The proposed phase-based theory of RTO predicts that RT&ser finite CP should be
impossible across more than one CP phase boundary due tdGh&dt example, (60) is
structurally ambiguous between (61a) and (61b), but thdigtien is that the derivation of
(60) is (61a) but not (61b).

(60) Japanese:

Taro-wa Hanako-wo baka da to omow-arete-irio omotte-iru.
Taro-TopHanako-AccstupidCpl C think-Pass-PrsC think-Prs

‘Taro believes Hanako to be believed to be stupid.

(61) a. [vip V* [cp1 DPacc,i C[1p-.. [cp2 ti C [ ti... ]]]]]

"Miyagawa (2001) argues that A-scrambling in Japanese ewmithy EPP. It seems natural to extend this view of
EPP-scrambling to C, perhaps with a distinction oAAfcrambling reduced to the edge/non-edge distinction.
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b. [v«p V¥ [cP1 C[TP... [cP2 DPace,i C [t ]]]]]

| f

*

This prediction is in fact borne out. When the ECMed indefaate is bound to the lower
clause (62b), Agrees, Indet) fails and accusative Case cannot be assigned eab&gree
(v*, Indet) is licit when it is bound to the higher embedded CBa6

(62) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa[cp; dare-wo/ga  [cp2 t; baka da to] omow-arete-irdo-mo]
Taro-Top Indet-Acc/Nom stupidCpl C think-Pass-PrsC-Q
omottei-na-i.
think-Neg-Prs
‘Taro thinks that no one is thought to be stupid.’

b. Taro-wa[cp1 [cp2 dare-*wo/ga; baka da to-mo] omow-aretei-na-i to]
Taro-Top Indet-Acc/NomstupidCpl C-Q  think-Pass-Neg-PiG
omotte-iru.
think-Prs

‘Taro thinks that it is thought that no one is stupid.’

5 \Varieties of Raising

If our syntactic generalization of Indeterminate-Agreeinis correct, then Indeterminate-
Agreement provides us with a solid tool to detect overt ngigiut of a domain headed by the
Q-patrticle. In this final section, | examine varieties okmag constructions through applica-
tions of Indeterminate-Agreement.

5.1 Raising Types
5.1.1 Raising-to-Subject

I have claimed that an indeterminate cannot be moved outd(). The same is true of

Raising-to-Subject (RTS; (63)) as well, as shown by Indeieate-Agreementin (64). When
the raised subject precedes the matrix experiencer argyiéva), Indeterminate-Agreement
is blocked, while itis licit when the raised indeterminaibject follows the experiencer (64b).

(63) Japanese: Raising-to-Subject
a. Hanako-ga; minna-ni  [t; wagamama-nipmow-are-ta.
Hanako-Noneveryone-by selfish-Inf think-Pass-Pst
‘Hanako seemed to everone to be selfish.

b. Minna-ni [Hanako-ga wagamama-nipmow-are-ta.
everyone-byHanako-Nonselfish-Inf think-Pass-Pst

‘Hanako seemed to everyone to be selfish.
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(64) Japanese: Raising-to-Subject and Indeterminatedkgent
a. *Dare-ga; minnna-ni [t; wagamama-nifno omow-aretei-na-i.
Indet-Nomeveryone-by selfish-Inf-Q think-Pass-Neg-Prs
‘No one seemed to everyone to be selfish.’
b. Minna-ni [dare-ga wagamama-nifno omow-aretei-na-i.
everyone-byndet-Nomselfish-Inf-Q think-Pass-Neg-Prs
‘No one seems to everyone to be selfish.

One might wonder what happens to the EPP of T when raisirsgitgect does not occur
above. Whatever the explanation is, however, the facts seémdicate that EPP is optional
for unaccusative/passive predicates in Japanese. Kut8d@8) points out that Japanese has a
kind of null expletive construction in which no overt courgart is found.

(65) Japanese:

Sigurete-ki-ta.
shower-start-Pst

‘It started to shower.” (Kuroda 1978)

The following impersonal passive example further showsttasentence is fine even if
there is no subject.

(66) Japanese:

Kaigi-de(-wa) [department-nosamazamanaondai]-nituitehanasiaw-are-ta.
meeting-at(-TopYlepartment-Gewmarious problems-aboutlk-Pass-Pst

‘(Lit.) It was discussed about various problems of the depant at the meeting.’

5.1.2 Possessor Raising

It should be noted that Indeterminate-Agreement s blo@k#tke Possessor Raising construc-
tions1? In (67a), the inalienable possessor is marked Genitivetdiodms a constituent with
the possessee. Hence the adverb cannot intervene. In (e other hand, the inalienable
possessor is marked Accusative and it is raised out of theplogsessee DP. This is indicated
by the fact that it can precede the adverb.

(67) Japanese: Possessor Raising

a. Taro-wa[pp Hanako-no (*tsuyoku)te]-wo/-mo tatai-ta.
Taro-Top  Hanako-Gen hard hand-Acc/-alsdit-Pst

‘Taro hit Hanako’s hand (hard).’

12ppssessor Raising has been assumed —wrongly in my view—massing in Japanese because of the so-called
Double-o ConstraintSee Kuroda (1988, 1992) and in particular Hiraiwa (2008afdll discussions on the nature of
the constraint and a discovery of the existence of PossBs8sing in Japanese.
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b. Taro-wa Hanako-wo; (tsuyoku)[pp t; te]-"wo/-mo tatai-ta.
Taro-TopHanako-Acchard hand-Acc/-alsdnit-Pst

‘Taro hit Hanako’s hand (hard).

Now Indeterminate-Agreement reveals that this movementobthe DP —“possessor
raising”- is obligatory when the possessor is marked Addtesaln other words, the pos-
sessor cannot Agree with from within the edge of the DP.

(68) Japanese:
a. Taro-wa[pp dare-no te]-mo tataka-nakat-ta.
Taro-Top  Indet-Gerhand-Qhit-Neg-Pst
‘Taro did not hit anyone’s hand.

b. * Taro-wa dare-wo; [pp t; te]-mo tataka-nakat-ta.
Taro-TOpIndet-Acc hand-Ghit-Neg-Pst

‘Taro did not hit anyone’s hand.

5.1.3 Light-Verb Constructions

The same is observed for the Light-Verb constructions (iage 1993, Saito and Hoshi
2000). In the Light-Verb construction (69); Agrees with the genitive DP in the specifier of
the verbal noun DP and the former DP moves out of the latter DP.
(69) Japanese:
a. Taro-wa[yn Navajo-no kenkyuu]-wo/-¥) si-ta.
Taro-Top  Navajo-Gerstudy-Acc do-Pst
‘“Taro did a study on Navajo (as well).’
b. Taro-wa Navajo-wo [yy t; kenkyuu]-*wo/-mo/4) si-ta.
Taro-TopNavajo-Acc study-Acc/-also# do-Pst
‘Taro did a study on Navajo (as well).’

Again, when the indeterminate direct object of the verbalmé marked Accusative,
Indeterminate-Agreement shows that it is obligatorily m@wut ofcd(Q) (see (70a) and
(70b)). On the other hand, (70c) indicates that Indetertaigreement is licensed if the
Q-particle is attached with the light verbur, which is supposed to be.

(70) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa[yn hani-go-no kenkyuu]mo si-nakat-ta.
Taro-Top Indet-language-Gestudy-Q do-Neg-Pst
‘Taro did not do a study of any language.’

b. * Taro-wa nani-go-wo; [vn t; kenkyuu]-mosi-nakat-ta.

Taro-Toplndet-language-Acc study-Q do-Neg-Pst
‘Taro did not do a study of any language.’

c. Taro-wa nani-go-wo; [vn t; kenkyuu]-simo si-nakat-ta.
Taro-Toplndet-language-Acc study-do-Q  do-Neg-Pst
‘Taro did not do a study of any language.’
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5.1.4 CP-Restructuring

Finally, let us consider the CP-restructuring construdtidiscussed in Kuno (2002). As
shown in (71), the object of the verb ‘speak’ can be assigegdlar accusative Case or
nominative Case.

(71) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa[cp nihongo-wo hanas-u koto]-ga/saedeki-ru.
Taro-Top  Japanese-Acspeak-InfC-Nom/evercan-Prs

‘Taro can speak Japanese.’

b. Taro-wa nihongo-ga [cp t; hanas-u koto]-ga/saedeki-ru.
Taro-TopJapanese-Nom speak-InfC-Nom/evercan-Prs

‘Taro can (even) speak Japanese.” (Kuno 2002)

Since nominative Case cannot be assigned to the object wethas shown in (72), the
nominative Case in (71) comes from the higher matri% T.

(72) Japanese:

Taro-wa nihongo-wo/*ga hanas-u.
Taro-TopJapanese-Acc/Nospeak-Prs

‘Taro speaks Japanese.

Now significantly, (73) indicates that Indeterminate-Agmeent is licit with accusative
whereas it is illicit with nominative.

(73) Japanese:
a. Taro-wa[nani-go-wo hanas-u koto]-mo deki-na-i.
Taro-Topindet-foreign.language-A&peak-InfC-Q can-Neg-Prs
‘Taro cannot speak any foreign language.’
b. * Taro-wa nani-go-ga [t; hanas-u koto]-mo deki-na-i.
Taro-Toplndet-foreign.language-Nom speak-InfC-Q can-Neg-Prs
‘Taro cannot speak any foreign language.’

5.2 ¢-over-¢

We have two distinct cases of raising: optional raising (RRT35) on the one hand, and forced

raising (poss-raising, light-verb constructions, CR¥teguring) on the other. The important

guestion is what principle determines the optionality ddireg. Syntactic raising in fact seems

to be forced in Object Possessor-Raising cross-lingaisfiq cf. Baker 1988, Massam 1985).
| propose the following descriptive generalization.

13Kuno (2002) independently concludes, based on intonatieaks, that the nominative DP in (71) is obligatorily
raised into the matrix clause.
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(74) Thea-over« Generalization
Agree €, «) always triggers Movey, o), if « is dominated by, which also contains
a feature matching with the probe

(75) ¢-over¢p Generalization

(74) says that raising ef out of 3 is forced in the “A-over-A configuration” (cf. Chomsky
1964) like (75), where a probesfeatures ob— enters into an Agree relation with a goal—
features obv— in [Spec,5], where the head of also has matching-features.

Finally, it should be recalled that there is a significantrasyetry between Japanese and
Cuzco Quechua: raising in RTO is optional in the former butéd in the latter (see Section
3-5). This asymmetry is precisely predicted underdgkmver< generalization (74); the em-
bedded CP out of which RTO occurs is a nominalized clause at€Quechua and it is a
non-nominalized clause in Japanese. The complementizeniinalized and the whole CP in
Cuzco Quechua is Case-marked accusative by the matrixthergby triggering the-over-
¢ effects. In Japanese, on the other hand, the complemertzemon-nominalized and the
CP is Case-less. Therefore, raising is not forced in AgveelP). A theoretical elucidation
of the generalization (74), however, remains to be invasgtig in the future.

6 Concluding Remarks

To summarize the paper, | have demonstrated, contra Kighi(@601), that Indeterminate-
Agreement is subject to strict c-command and that the vialuaff structural accusative Case
is a property of action at a distance Agre&-Asp, G). One of the important consequences of
our conclusion is that it reveals that Raising-to-Objeddpanese involves Agree, not prolep-
sis or Control (Saito 1985, Hoji 1991, Takano 2003 etc.).Vehfarther argued that syntactic
raising of the ECMed subject to the matrix clause is optiama when the raising takes place,
it is a two-step process: first, it is raised to the edge of “@Rd then, if necessary, it moves
to the edge of*P. The derivation adds further support for the claim thas&€assignment is
a property of a phase headlus a tense/aspect head: nominative Case C-Tvaidpect,
respectively, and that A-movement targets the positiowsidhan the phase headsv§!/
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