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Abstract

This paper, building on a close scrutiny of Raising-to-Object constructions in Japanese,
demonstrates that Kishimoto’s (2001) generalizations that (i) the distribution of indetermi-
nates in Japanese is determined by LF configuration and that (ii) Case is a property of LF
configuration are both empirically incorrect. On the contrary, I demonstrate that the indeter-
minates must be licensed at the point of Transfer and that structural Case is a property of action
at a distance –Agree. The behavior of indeterminates reveals that the derivation of Raising-
to-Object in Japanese is a two-step process: raising to the edge of “VP” via [Spec, CP] and
then (optionally) to the edge ofv*P. Finally, I examine varieties of raising constructions,using
the Indeterminate-Agreement as a syntactic diagnostic test for the presence/absence of overt
raising in an SOV language where it is usually very hard to finda way to detect movement.

1 Introduction

Kishimoto (2001) makes important observations on the behavior of the so-called indetermi-
nates in Japanese (cf. Kuroda 1965, McGloin 1976, Muraki 1978, Kishimoto 2001, Taka-
hashi 2002, Hiraiwa 2002b among others) and their theoretical implications for Japanese
syntax. Kishimoto (2001) claims that the behavior of indeterminates reveals that structural
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Case in Japanese must be determined by LF configurations, returning back to the Spec-Head
Agreement in Chomsky (1995). Although illuminating, I willshow that Kishimoto’s (2001)
empirical generalization misses one crucial fact; namely,the Raising-to-Object constructions
(RTO) in Japanese. Contrary to Kishimoto’s claim, I will demonstrate that a closer exami-
nation reveals that structural Case in Japanese is licensedvia a universal mechanism called
Agree(Chomsky 2000, 2001) and that a simpler solution is available to the workings of the
syntax of the indeterminate pronouns, which I termIndeterminate-Agreement.

It is now well-known that many languages of the world allow RTO across a finite/tensed
CP boundary (e.g. Japanese, (varieties of) Quechua (Lefebvre and Muysken 1988), Malagasy,
Moroccan Arabic, Kikuyu, Persian, Korean, etc.; see Massam1985, Ura 1994, Bruening 2001
among others) in contrast with English (cf. Rosenbaum 1967,Postal 1974). This type of
language often allows a null pronoun, and hence raises a non-trivial question as to whether
the RTO is “raising” (1a), “prolepsis/control” (1b), or something else “Agree”/ECM (1c).

(1) a. “Raising”
v*P

DPi v*’

v* VP

V CP

C TP

...ti..

b. “Prolepsis/Control”
v*P

DPi v*’

v* VP

V CP

C TP

...proi..

c. “ECM/Agree”
v*P

v*’

v* VP

V CP

C TP

...DPi..

Cuzco Quechua, for example, provides convincing evidence for raising. (2a) shows that
the embedded subject DP is Case-marked genitive. The ECMed DP in (2b), on the other hand,
takes accusative Case in addition to genitive Case assignedin the embedded clause.1 Further-
more, the ECMed subject DP must precede the matrix verb. The “double” Case-marking, in
conjunction with the word order permutation, explicitly excludes the prolepsis/control analy-
sis.

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

a. Maryyacha
Maria

numa-n
want-3

Xwancha-q(*-ta)
Juan-Gen-Acc

platanu
banana

ranti-na-n-ta.
exchange-Nml-3-Acc

‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas.’

b. Maryyacha
Maria

Xwancha-q*(-ta)i
Juan-Gen-Acc

numa-n
want-3

ti platanu
banana

ranti-na-n]-ta.
exchange-Nml-3-Acc

1For mechanisms of genitive Case-marking, see Lefebvre and Muysken (1988) and Hiraiwa (2001, 2005). I am
grateful to Claire Lefebvre for her kind help with confirmingthe 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 Japanese.Kuno (1972, 1976) presents
word order evidence for a raising-to-object operation. Notice that nominative or topicalized
embedded subject DPs cannot precede a matrix adverb, whereas ECMed subject DPs option-
ally can.

(3) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

(orokanimo)
stupidly

Hanako-ga/wa
Hanako-Nom/Top

(*orokanimo)
stupidly

baka
stupid

da
Cpl.Prs

to
C

omot-ta.
think-Pst

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

b. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

(orokanimo)
stupidly

Hanako-woi

Hanako-Acc
(orokanimo)
stupidly

baka
stupid

da
Cpl.Prs

to
C

omot-ta.
think-Pst

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

This simple fact convincingly shows that in Japanese, the position below matrix subjects
and above matrix adverbs is available only for ECMed accusative DPs, but not for nomi-
native/topicalized DPs. Contrary to Kuno’s claim (Kuno 1976), however, the word order
evidence does not convince us that (3b) involves “raising” as in (1a); a “prolepsis/control”
analysis (1b) (Saito 1985, Oka 1988, Hoji 1991, Takano 2003)also expects the asymmetry
in (3). In fact, for this reason, there has been much controversy since the 1970’s about the
structure of sentences like (3b).

This paper, based onIndeterminate-Agreementconstructions, will add another piece of
evidence for adopting the raising structure (1a) to (3b) (Kuno 1976, Ura 1994, Sakai 1998
and against assigning the prolepsis/control analysis (1b); Saito 1985, Hoji 1991). More im-
portantly, I will argue that the RTO in Japanese is founded onlong-distance agreement as
in (1c). I will show that Indeterminate-Agreement also reveals that syntactic raising into the
matrix position is optional in RTO (cf. Lasnik 1999 for English) and is a two-step process,
targeting the edges of “VP” andv*P, successive-cyclically.

The organization of this paper is as follows: Section 2 investgates properties of Indeterminate-
Agreement. I critically review Kishimoto (2001) and propose an articulated theory of the
phenomenon. Section 3 re-examines RTO, applying Indeterminate-Agreement to the costruc-
tion. Section 4 proposes av*-Aspect theory of RTO building on the C-T theory of nomina-
tive/genitive Case valuation proposed in Hiraiwa (2005). Section 5 discusses implications of
Indeterminate-Agreement for varieties of raising constructions. Section 6 is a summary.

2 Indeterminate Agreement

As first observed in Kuroda (1965), an indeterminate NP formsa Negative Polarity Item (NPI)
or a universal quantifier, when it is combined with the quantificational particle-mo (see also
McGloin 1976, Muraki 1978, Nishigauchi 1990, Hiraiwa 2002b, Kishimoto 2001, Takahashi
2002). The same indeterminates are interpreted as existential, when they are combined with
the question particle-ka.
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(4) Japanese:

a. dare,
Indet(human),

nani
Indet(inanimate)

‘who, what’

b. dare-mo,
Indet(human)-Q,

nani-mo
Indet(inanimate)-Q

‘ everyone/any one, everything/anything’

c. dare-ka,
Indet(human)-Q,

nani-ka
Indet(inanimate)-Q

‘someone, something’

The indeterminate plus the particle-mocan be interpreted as either an NPI or a universal
quantifier, which is reflected in the tonal pattern and the (in)compatibility with Case-markers.
The capital letter indicates a high pitch accent/tone.

(5) Japanese:

a. DAre-mo-ga
Indet-Q-Nom

ki-ta.
come-Pst

‘Everyone came.’

b. daRE-MO(-*ga)
Indet-Q-Nom

ko-nakat-ta.
come-Neg-Pst

‘No one came.’

Significantly, Kuroda (1965) observes that an indeterminate can be structurally split from
-mo. In (6a) the NPI itemindeterminate+moas a unit is the object of the verb. In (6b), on
the other hand, the indeterminate alone is the object of the verbseme-ru“blame” and the Q-
particle is attached to the verb headv*. In this case, tense is left behind and saved by a process
similar todo-support in English, as indicated by the obligatory insertion of thesur light verb.

(6) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[v∗P dare-mo
Indet-Q

seme]-nakat-ta.
blame-Neg-Pst

‘Taro didn’t blame anyone.’

b. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[v∗P dare-wo
Indet-Acc

seme]-mo
blame(Inf)-Q

si-nakat-ta.
do-Neg-Pst

‘Taro didn’t blame anyone.’

(7) illustrates examples of “Indeterminate-Q splitting” in DP,v*P and Complex DP, re-
spectively. In (7a), the indeterminate is the possessor of the nounhon “book” and the Q-
particle -mo attaches to the head of the noun phrase (perhaps D). In (7b), the Q-particle is
attached to the causative verb and dominates the indeterminate object. And finally, (7c) is a
case where the subject of the relative clause is an indeterminate and the Q-particle is attached
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to the head of the complex DP. I will term the split quantification phenomenaIndeterminate-
Agreement.2,3

(7) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[DP dare-no
Indet-Gen

hon]-mo
book-Q

yoma-nakat-ta.
read-Neg-Pst

‘Taro didn’t read anyone’s book.’

b. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[v∗P dare-ni
Indet-Dat

sono-ronbun-wo
the-paper-Acc

yom-ase]-mo
read-Caus-Q

si-nakat-ta.
do-Neg-Pst

‘Taro didn’t allow anyone to read the paper.’

c. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[CP dare-ga
Indet-Nom

kai-ta
write-Pst

ronbun]-mo
paper-Q

yoma-nakat-ta.
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-command condition. An indeter-
minate NP must be in the c-command domain of the Q-particle-mo(henceforthcd(Q)). I will
assume that Q-particles adjoin to heads. Consider (9).

(8) Indeterminates must be incdQ.
xP

yP

Indet y

x-mo

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

(9) Japanese:

a. Dare-moi

Indet-Q
[v∗P ti Hanako-wo

Hanako-Acc
seme]-nakat-ta.
blame-Neg-Pst

‘No one blamed Hanako.’

2Takahashi (2002) calls thisD-Raisingand Kishimoto (2001) calls itIndeterminate Pronoun Binding. Since, as
Takahashi (2002) argues and we will also see, there is good evidence to think that the construction in question does not
involve binding, I will reject Kishimoto’s terminology. See also Takahashi (2002) for some arguments against binding.
Takahashi (2002) proposes a D-Raising analysis, whereby the determiner-mostarts out within the indeterminate and
raises to higher positions, along the lines of Hagstrom (1998). I will not discuss issues raised by his analysis here. Also,
I will discuss the non-NPI use of the indeterminates, because there are certain syntactic differences between the two
uses of the indeterminates; see Takahashi 2002.

3The indeterminate-Q splitting requires a formation of a certain kind of phonological phrasing, usually involving de-
accenting after the indeterminate until the Q-particle-mo. One should not be confused and think that the phonological
phrasing is the main factor determining the licensing of theindeterminates in this construction. As it will become clear
later, the mechanism of the Indeterminate-Agreement is syntactic.
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b. * Dare-ga
Indet-Nom

[DP Hanako-no
Hanako-Gen

hon-mo]
book-Q

yoma-nakat-ta.
read-Neg-Pst

‘No one read Hanako’s book.’

c. * Dare-gai
Indet-Nom

[v∗P ti Hanako-wo
Hanako-Acc

seme]-mo
blame(Inf)-Q

si-nakat-ta.
do-Neg-Pst

‘No one blamed Hanako.’

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

(10) A Subject Indeterminate (=9c)
TP

IndetNOM T’

v*P

ti v*’

VP

OBJ V

v*-mo

T

2.1 Kishimoto (2001)

In certain stative constructions, the object can be marked Nominative in Japanese, manifesting
the so-called Nominative Object constructions as in (11). Kishimoto (2001) further observes
that nominative indeterminate objects cannot be licensed by -moattached tov* as shown in
(11b).

(11) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

sono-uta-ga/-wo
the-song-Nom/-Acc

uta-e-na-i.
sing-can-Neg-Prs

‘Taro cannot sing the song.’

b. Taroo-wa
Taro-Top

[nani-∗ga/o.k.-wo
Indet-Nom/-Acc

uta-e-mo]
sing-can-Q

si-na-i.
do-Neg-Prs

‘Taro cannot sing anything.’ (Kishimoto 2001, 606; slightly modified)

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

* [ v∗P uta-e-mo]
sing-can-Q

Taro-wa
Taro-wa

sono-uta-ga/-wo
the-song-Nom/-Acc

si-nakat-ta.
do-Neg-Pst

‘Taro cannot even sing the song.’ (Kishimoto 2001, 606; slightly modified)

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), whereMax(X) is the least
full-category maximal projection dominating X.

(13) amounts to saying that indeterminates must be “m”-commanded by a Q-particle. It
is puzzling for him, however, that the nominative indeterminate object cannot be licensed by
the Q-particle onv*, even though it is m-commanded on the surface. Thus, he goesfurther
and takes this to be the evidence that Case is checked at LF viacovert Spec-Head Agreement
(Chomsky 1993) and that Indeterminate-Agreement –Indeterminate Pronoun Binding, in his
terms – is sensitive to the condition (13) at LF. Thus, according to this theory, the derivation
(11b) is ungrammatical since the nominative object undergoes LF-movement to [Spec, TP],
escaping out of the m-command domain of the Q-particle onv*.

(14) Indeterminate Nominative Object at LF
TP

SUBJi TP

Indet-NOMj T’

v*P

ti v*’

VP

tj V

v*-mo

T

LF-movement

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

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

First, it assumes that Case-licensing involves an LF configuration –namely, an LF Spec-
Head relation (Chomsky 1993). This assumption has been challenged and much counter-
evidence has been accumulated together with the rejection of the distinction of overt/covert
syntax, as far as Case and Agreement are concerned. Second, it refers tom-command as
stated in (13). The notion of Spec-Head Agreement also presupposesm-command. All of
the phenomena that have been captured in terms of m-command have been re-examined –
successfully, in my eyes– in terms of the more natural conception: c-command.

I will pursue, therefore, a more natural hypothesis for Indeterminate-Agreement: the in-
determinate must be in the c-command domain of the Q-particle.

(15) The head of the chain of the indeterminate must be incd(Q) at Transfer.4

(16) xP

yP

Indet y

x-mo

The hypothesis (15) is free from the two conceptual problemsthat Kishimoto’s theory
suffers. In the section that follows, I will demonstrate that (15) in fact attains higher empirical
adequacy, which Kishimoto’s LF Case hypothesis cannot achieve.

3 Raising-to-Object

3.1 Indeterminate-Agreement and Raising-to-Object

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

(17) Japanese:

Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[CP dare-ga
Indet-Nom

baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to]-mo
C-Q

omowa-nakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

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

4Transfer sends out a syntactic object to the interfaces and takes place cyclically at each phase level. See Chomsky
(2000, 2001, 2004).
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Significantly, Indeterminate-Agreement is licit with RTO as well. In (18), the embedded
subject is marked Accusative just as in ECM constructions inEnglish. This construction has
been considered to be a case of RTO/ECM in Japanese (Kuno 1976).5

(18) Japanese:

Taro-wa
Taro-Top

dare(-no-koto)-wo
Indet(-Gen-thing)-Acc

baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to-mo
C-Q

omowa-nakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

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

Consider (19) and (20). Indeterminate-Agreement is licensed with the indeterminate
ECMed subject when there is no intervening matrix adverb or asubject-oriented floating
quantifier (see (19b)/(19c) and (20b)/(20c)). However, if the ECMed indeterminate NP is
overtly raised in front of the matrix adverb or the subject-oriented floating quantifier, then
Indeterminate-Agreement is blocked and the sentence results in ungrammaticality, as shown
in (19d) and (20d).

(19) Japanese:

a. karera-wa
they-Top

zen-in
all

Taro(-no-koto)-wo
Taro(-Gen-thing)-Acc

baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to
C

omowa-nakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

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

b. karera-wa
they-Top

Taro(-no-koto)-wo
Taro(-Gen-thing)-Acc

zen-in
all

baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to
C

omowa-nakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

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

c. karera-wa
they-Top

zen-in
all

dare(-no-koto)-wo
Indet(-Gen-thing)-Acc

baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to-mo
C-Q

omowa-nakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

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

d. * karera-wa
they-Top

dare(-no-koto)-woi
Indet(-Gen-thing)-Acc

zen-in
all

ti baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to-mo
C-Q

omowa-nakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

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

(20) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

orokanimo
stupidly

Hanako(-no-koto)-wo
Hanako(-Gen-thing)-Acc

baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to
C

omowa-nakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

‘Stupidly, Taro didn’t consider Hanako to be stupid.’

b. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

Hanako(-no-koto)-wo
Hanako(-Gen-thing)-Acc

orokanimo
stupidly

baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to
C

omowa-nakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

‘Stupidly, Taro didn’t consider Hanako to be stupid.’

5Some people prefer the use of-no kotoon the ECMed subject. For others, the choice is optional. SeeKuno (1976)
for some syntactic and semantic properties of-no kotoin Japanese. Incidentally, Ewe, a Kwa language of West Africa
has a similar word “matter, affair, word” used for subjects of experiencer verbs (Collins 1994).
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c. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

orokanimo
stupidly

dare(-no-koto)-wo
Indet(-Gen-thing)-Acc

baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to-mo
C-Q

omowa-nakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

‘Stupidly, Taro didn’t consider anyone to be stupid.’

d. * Taro-wa
Taro-Top

dare(-no-koto)-woi
Indet(-Gen-thing)-Acc

orokanimo
stupidly

ti baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to-mo
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 Indeterminate-Agreement is sensitive to an
LF Case-checking configuration. However, the grammaticality of (19c) and (20c) indicates
that his generalization is not correct. This is because under the LF Case checking theory,
the accusative Case of the indeterminate in (20) is checked in [Spec,v*P] at LF. Hence his
theory wrongly predicts Indeterminate-Agreement to be blocked, since it does not satisfy his
condition (13). The fact is, however, that Indeterminate-Agreement is blocked only when the
ECMed indeterminate subject precedes the matrix adverbials.

(21) Raising-to-Object at LF under Kishimoto’s (2001) Theory
v*P

IndetACCi v*P

(SUBJ-FQ/Adv.) v*’

VP

CP

... ti ...

V

v* -mo

LF-movement

Now, in contrast, our hypothesis that Indeterminate-Agreement is subject to the condition
(22) exactly explains the asymmetry of Indeterminate-Agreement in the RTO constructions.

(22) The head of the chain of the indeterminate must be incd(Q) at Transfer. (=(15))

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

(SUBJ-FQ/Adv.) v*’

VP

CP

... IndetACC ...

V

v* -mo

Agree

The facts in (19) and (20), along with our generalization (22), demonstrate that (i) syntac-
tic raising into the matrix clause in RTO in Japanese is only optional and an ECMed DP can
remain downstairs, and (ii) Case is assigned without displacement (i.e. via Agree rather than
Spec-Head Agreement).

(24) provides further support to our generalization (15) that Indeterminate-Agreement is
sensitive to the overt derivation, not LF configuration.

(24) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

Hanako-ga
Hanako-Nom

dare-wo
Indet-Acc

tatai-ta
hit-Pst

to-mo
C-Q

omowa-nakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

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

b. *? Dare-woi

Indet-Acc
Taro-wa
Taro-Nom

Hanako-ga
Hanako-Top

ti tatai-ta
hit-Pst

to-mo
C-Q

omowa-nakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

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

Long-distance scrambling of the indeterminate to a position outside thecd(Q) leads to un-
grammaticality as shown in (24b). But it is to be noted that long-distance scrambling has been
claimed to be totally reconstructed (Saito 1989, 1992). Theungrammaticality of (24b), there-
fore, indicates that Indeterminate-Agreement cannot be licensed by reconstruction. Therefore,
Indeterminate-Agreement in RTO as well as long-distance scrambling of the indeterminates
demonstrates that Kishimoto’s LF theory of Indeterminate-Agreement is empirically prob-
lematic.

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

(25) Japanese:

Taroo-wa
Taro-Top

[nani-∗ga/o.k.-wo
Indet-Nom/-Acc

uta-e-mo]
sing-can-Q

si-na-i.
do-Neg-Prs
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‘Taro cannot sing anything.’ slightly modified (Kishimoto 2001, 606)

This asymmetry is in fact expected under the phase theory developed in Chomsky (2000,
2001, 2004) and Nissenbaum (2001).

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

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

It follows from the PIC that the nominative object must be moved to the edge of thev*P
phase in order to have its uCase valued by the C-T. This has twoconsequences. First, the
nominative object remains withinv*P and hence the Proper Binding Condition effects in (12)
are accounted for as a failure for thev*P to pied-pipe the nominative object.6 Second, since
it is moved to the edge ofv*P and hence out of the c-command domain of the Q-particle-mo
attached tov*, Indeterminate-Agreement fails.

(27) Indeterminate Nominative Object Raised to the Edge of thev*P Phase
CP

TP

SUBJi T’

v*P

Indet-Nomj v*P

ti v*’

VP

tj V

v*-mo

T

C

6Or in order to derive the order, the nominative object has to be scrambled out of the edge ofv*P, leaving a copy,
which triggers PBC effects in (12). See Hiraiwa (2003) for extensive 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/ECMpresented above is that it
provides us with solid evidence that the Prolepsis/Control/Major Object analyses (Saito 1985,
Oka 1988, Hoji 1991) are not sufficient. The reason is, as we have seen, that the indeter-
minate ECMed subject can license Indeterminate-Agreementwith the Q-particle attached to
the embedded complementizer. This demonstrates that the accusative embedded subject must
be within the c-command domain of the Q-particle attached tothe complementizer-to. In
contrast, this is totally unexpected under the prolepsis analysis, since the accusative element
is base-generated in the matrix clause.

(28) further strengthens our conclusion. A true control construction cannot license Indeterminate-
Agreement. This is expected under our generalization (15),since in (28b) the indeterminate
is a matrix element and hence is not incd(Q) at any point of the derivation.

(28) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

Hanako-nii
Hanako-Dat

[PROi MIT-ni
MIT-Dat

iku
go

koto]-wo
C-Acc

susume-ta.
recommend-Pst

‘Taro recommended that Hanako go to MIT.’

b. *? Taro-wa
Taro-Top

dare-nii
Indet-Dat

[PROi MIT-ni
MIT-Dat

iku
go

koto]-mo
C-Q

susume-nakat-ta.
recommend-Neg-Pst

‘Taro did not recommend that anyone go to MIT.’

(28) in turn demonstrates that (i) the Indeterminate-Agreement diagnoses for the original
position of an indeterminate NP and (ii) the RTO construction at least allows the derivation of
(29b), in which an ECMed element remains downstairs via Agree.

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

(29) a. “Raising”
v*P

DPi v*’

v* VP

V CP

C TP

...ti..

b. “Prolepsis/Control”
v*P

DPi v*’

v* VP

V CP

C TP

...proi..

c. “ECM/Agree”
v*P

v*’

v* VP

V CP

C TP

...DPi..

Thus in order to complete our claim for (29a) and (29c) over (29b), it is necessary to seek
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other evidence. Such evidence comes from Proper Binding Condition (PBC) effects (cf. Saito
1989). RTO shows PBC effects, while genuine control constructions do not (cf. Kuno 1976).

(30) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

Hanako-nij
Hanako-Dat

[PROj Boston-e
Boston-to

iku-koto]-wo
go-C-Acc

meiji-ta.
order-Pst

‘Taro ordered Hanako to go to Boston.”

b. [CP PROj Boston-e
Boston-to

iku
go

koto]-woi

C-Acc
Taro-wa
Taro-Top

Hanako-nij
Hanko-Dat

ti meiji-ta.
order-Pst

‘Taro ordered Hanako to go to Boston.”

(31) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

Hanako-woi
Hanako-Acc

(orokanimo)
stupidly

ti
stupid

baka
Cpl.Prs

da
C

to
think-Pst

omot-ta.

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

b. *? [CP ti baka
stupid

da
Cpl.Prs

toj ]
C

Taro-wa
Taro-Top

Hanako-woi
Hanako-Acc

(orokanimo)
stupidly

tj omot-ta.
think-Pst

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

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

The robust contrast between (30b) and (31b) indicates not only that RTO is not a con-
trol construction but, more significantly, that the derivation of RTO never allows the control
option.7

Summarizing the discussions so far, I have demonstrated, based on Indeterminate-Agreement,
that RTO across a CP exists in Japanese and its derivation is uniformly “raising”, never “con-
trol”. The raising is optional in RTO and hence Case is not licensed in a structural Spec-Head
configuration (see Chomsky 2000, Hiraiwa to appear, and Hiraiwa 2005).

3.3 Interim Summary

To recapitulate the conclusions so far, we have demonstrated the following.

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

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

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

7See Kuno (1976) for an idiom chunk test and other arguments for raising.
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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 (optional)raising construction, never a
control construction, I propose a theory of RTO across a finite CP.

It has been observed that A-operations cannot apply beyond afinite CP boundary. Chom-
sky (1973) attributes this to Tensed-S Condition. As it is often noted, it can be also reduced to
the “Chain Condition” on Case (Chomsky 1986), which prohibits double Case-marking. Re-
cently, Chomsky (2000, 2001, 2004) has proposed the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC),
repeated here again.

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

The PIC prevents a higher probe from accessing a goal in a lower phase, unless the latter
is moved to the edge of the lower phase. So one expects an ECMedelement in RTO to be
first dislocated to the edge of the embedded CP clause, at which position it Agrees withv*,
deriving the Tensed-S Condition effects. I argue that this is in fact true. The derivation of
RTO in Japanese consists of the following three operations:

(34) The Derivation of RTO in Bruening (2001)

[v∗P DPAcc [ v* [CP ti [ C [TP ti T ti ]]]]]

Agree (C-T, DP)Agree (v*, DP)

Successive Cyclic Raising

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

Bruening (2001) has proposed exactly this derivation, assuming with Pesetsky and Tor-
rrego (2001) that valuation of Case (or deletion of uCase) isdone at Spell-Out/Transfer; thus
an element can in principle enter into multiple Agree relations as long as it is dislocated to the
edge of a phase and escapes “inactivation” by Spell-Out/Transfer.8

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

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

a. Maryyacha
Maria

numa-n
want-3

Xwancha-q(*-ta)
Juan-Gen-Acc

platanu
banana

ranti-na-n-ta.
exchange-Nml-3-Acc

‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas.’

8There is a nontrivial issue about the possibility that DP in Japanese also has two uCases like Cuzco Quechua. There
is at least no morphological clue to this possibility.
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b. Maryyacha
Maria

Xwancha-q*(-ta)i
Juan-Gen-Acc

numa-n
want-3

ti platanu
banana

ranti-na-n]-ta.
exchange-Nml-3-Acc

‘Maria wants Juan to buy bananas.’

Cuzco Quechua provides us with direct evidence to choose thePIC over the Case Filter
for RTO in Japanese and other languages; in Cuzco Quechua, the history of the syntactic
derivation is morphologically recorded and visible in the form of “double Case-marking”.
Significantly, as noted earlier, the ECMed embedded subjectDP is doubly Case-marked Gen-
itive (from the embedded C-T; see Hiraiwa 2001) as well as Accusative (from the matrixv*).
Furthermore, when the ECMed element is marked Accusative, it obligatorily moves into the
matrix clause, in contrast with Japanese, whose raising in RTO is optional, as shown above.9

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

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

On this approach, the only significant differences between Japanese and Cuzco Quechua
are that the morphological reflex of double Case-marking is suppressed in Japanese but not in
Cuzco Quechua and that in the latter, raising into the matrixclause is forced but in the former
it is just optional. The first issue will be addressed in this section and the latter –the raising
asymmetry– is discussed in Section 5. In the remainder of this section, I will focus on the
exact derivation –particularly, movement steps and positions– of Raising-to-Object.

One piece of evidence that an ECMed DP is dislocated to [Spec,CP], the edge position of
the CP phase, comes from an interaction of Case-marking and modals.

(37) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

Hanako-wa/wo/*ga
Hanako-Top/Acc/Nom

baka
stupid

da-naa
Cpl-M

to
C

omot-ta
think-Pst

‘Taro thought that Hanako was stupid.’

b. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

dare-wo/*ga
Indet-Acc/Nom

baka
stupid

da-naa
Cpl-M

to-mo
C-Q

omowa-nak-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

‘Taro did not think that anyone was stupid.’

(37a) and (37b) show that a sentence final modal-naais incompatible with the nominative
subject, whereas it is perfectly compatible with a topicalized subject or an ECMed accusative
subject. I take this parallel between a topicalized DP and anECMed DP to be an indication
of structural parallelism.

A careful consideration of the derivation, however, bringsto light one significant question.
As we have proposed in (15), the Q-particle must c-command the head of the chain of the

9Multiple Case-Marking is rare but can still be found in some languages. See Bejar and Massam (1999) and Mc-
Creight (1988) for multiple Case-marking phenomena in Nieuan and other languages.
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indeterminate before Transfer. As I have argued, that was why the nominative object, being
dislocated to the edge ofv*P, cannot license Indeterminate-Agreement in (27). Now, if we
take this to be literally true with the CP edge, there will be acontradiction: the phase theory
demands that the ECMed indeterminate subject be dislocatedto the edge of CP, but how could
it license Indeterminate-Agreement with the Q-particle attached to C in (38)?

(38) A Problem: ECMed Subject Raised to the Edge of the CP Phase
v*P

SUBJ v*’

VP

CP

IndetACCi C’

TP

... ti ...

C-mo

V

v*

4.2 The Layered C Structure andv*-Asp Relation

I propose that the key to solving this paradox is the articulated Left Periphery of CP (Rizzi
1997). Rizzi argues that the functional heads of the left periphery are richer than we have
assumed (see also Hiraiwa 2005 for (39)).
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(39) Split CP-TP Structure
C3(ForceP)

C3(Force) (FocP)

(Foc) C2(FinP)

C2(Fin) TP

T (FocP)

(Foc) v*P

v* AspP

Asp
√

r

In this structure, the CP has a layered C structure: C2 and C3 . I propose that the Q-
particle-mo attaches to C3 , while the ECMed subject DP undergoes movement to the edge
of C2 P. In this configuration, the Q-particle still c-commands the indeterminate and hence
Indeterminate-Agreement is licensed. I assume here that C3 is not a strong phase head. I will
turn to this soon in the next section.
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(40) ECMed Subject Raised to the Edge of the C2P Phase
v*P

SUBJ v*’

AspP

√
rP

C3P

C2P

IndetACCi C2’

TP

... ti ...

C2

C3-to-mo

√
r

Asp

v*

Now one prediction is that if an indeterminate is dislocatedto the edge of the higher CP left
periphery, Indeterminate-Agreement between the indeterminate and the Q-particle attached to
the C3 should be blocked. This is indeed borne out.

Long-distance scrambling has been known to target anĀ-position –namely [Spec, CP]
(Saito 1992, Miyagawa 1997). In Hiraiwa (2003), I have further refined this observation
by showing that the element undergoing long-distance scrambling targets the left-most –“the
edge”– position of the CP domain. Thus long-distance scrambled element must precede a
topicalized element (41b) and (41c).

(41) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

Hanako-ni
Hanako-Dat

[Jiro-ga
Jiro-Nom

katteni
without.permission

ringo-wo
apple-Acc

tabe-ta
eat-Pst

to]
C

iitsuke-ta.
tell-Pst

‘Taro said to Hanako that Jiro ate some apples without permission.’

b. ? ringo-woj

apple-Acc
Hanako-ni-wai
Hanako-Dat-Top

Taro-ga
Taro-Nom

ti [Jiro-ga
Jiro-Nom

katteni
without.permission

tj

tabe-ta
eat-Pst

to]
C

iitsuke-ta.
tell-Pst
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‘To Hanako, Taro said that Jiro ate some apples without permission.’

c. *? Hanako-ni-wai
Hanako-Dat-Top

ringo-woj

apple-Acc
Taro-ga
Taro-Nom

ti [Jiro-ga
Jiro-Nom

tj katteni
without.permission

tabe-ta
eat-Pst

to]
C

iitsuke-ta.
tell-Pst

‘To Hanako, Taro said that Jiro ate some apples without permission.’

Now consider long-distance scrambling of indeterminates.

(42) Japanese:

a. * boku-wa
I-Top

[Taro-ga
Taro-Nom

[Hanako-ga
Hanako-Nom

dare-ni
Indet-Dat

at-ta
meet-Pst

to]
C

sinjitei-ta
believe-Pst

to-mo]
C-Q

omow-anakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

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

b. * boku-wa
I-Top

[Taro-ga
Taro-Nom

[dare-nii
Indet-Dat

Hanako-ga
Hanako-Nom

ti at-ta
meet-Pst

to]
C

sinjitei-ta
believe-Pst

to-mo]
C-Q

omow-anakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

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

c. * boku-wa
I-Top

[dare-nii
Indet-Dat

Taro-ga
Taro-Nom

[
I

Hanako-ga
Hanako-Nom

ti at-ta
meet-Pst

to]
C

sinjitei-ta
believe-Pst

to-mo]
C-Q

omow-anakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

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

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

(42a) shows that the indeterminate is too far away from the Q-particle (separated by phase
boundaries). (42b) indicates that Indeterminate-Agreement is still illicit if the indeterminate
is moved to the edge of the lowest CP clause. The sentence is still bad since the Q-particle
and the scrambled indeterminate are still separated by phase boundaries. Now the ungram-
maticality of (42c) is quite important. It shows that the indeterminate cannot be licensed even
if it is dislocated to the edge of the middle CP-edge position. Recall that there is no problem
if the indeterminate is the subject of the middle clause as in(43).

(43) Japanese:

? boku-wa
I-Top

[dare-ga
Indet-Nom

[Hanako-ga
Hanako-Nom

Taro-ni
Taro-Dat

at-ta
meet-Pst

to]
C

sinjitei-ta
believe-Pst

to-mo]
C-Q

omow-anakat-ta.
think-Neg-Pst

‘I 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-Agreement
C3P

IndetACCi C3P

(DPTop) C3P

C2P

TP

... ti ...

C2

C3-to-mo

The indeterminate has been moved to the left edge of the second CP clause. Since, as
evidenced by (41c), the landing position of the long-distance scrambled element is the left
edge of the clause, it is [Spec, C3 P]. Because this position is outside the domain of the Q-
particle attached to C3 , the Indeterminate-Agreement is illicit in (42c).

Now turning to the case where actual raising occurs, the samequestion arises: if RTO-
movement targets the edge ofv*P, it is expected that the Indeterminate-Agreement with the
Q-particle attached tov* is blocked as it is in the nominative object constructions (11). The
prediction is indeed true; the raised indeterminate, preceding the matrix subject floating quan-
tifier (45a) or adverb (45b), cannot establish Indeterminate-Agreement with the Q-particle on
v*.

(45) Japanese:

a. * karera-wa
they-Top

dare(-no-koto)-woi
Indet(-Gen-thing)-Acc

zen-in
all

ti baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to
C

omoi-mo
think-Q

si-nakat-ta.
do-Neg-Pst

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

b. * Taro-wa
Taro-Top

dare(-no-koto)-woi
Indet(-Gen-thing)-Acc

orokanimo
stupidly

ti baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to
C

omoi-mo
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 that Object Shift is a movement to
[Spec,v*P].
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(46) Raising-to-Object
v*P

IndetACCi v*P

SUBJ-FQ/Adv. v*’

AspP

√
rP

CP

ti C’

TP

... ti ...

C

√
r

Asp

v*-mo

Optional Raising to [Spec,v*P]

There is a case, however, that shows that the raised subject lands at a lower position.
In (47a), the raised subject precedes the matrix dative argument. Significantly, in this case,
Indeterminate-Agreement becomes licit as shown in (47b).

(47) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

boku-no-koto-woi
I-Gen-thing-Acc

Hanako-ni
Hanako-Dat

ti baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to
C

ii-mo
say-Q

si-nakat-ta.
do-Neg-Pst

‘Taro didn’t even tell Hanako that I was stupid.’

b. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

dare-no-koto-woi
Indet-Gen-thing-Acc

Hanako-ni
Hanako-Dat

ti baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to
C

ii-mo
say-Q

si-nakat-ta.
do-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 in RTO is actually lower than the
edge ofv*P. The most natural possibility is that raising targets theedge of AspP.

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

SUBJ v*’

AspP

IndetACC Asp’

√
rP

DPDAT
√

r’

CP

... ti ...

√
r

Asp

v*-mo

In (48), the raised indeterminate still remains in thecd(Q) and hence can license Indeterminate-
Agreement. In (46), on the other hand, the indeterminate hasundergone displacement to the
edge ofv*P, which precedes the positions for the external subject and thev*P adverb.

The interesting question is why the raising-to-object operation is able to attract the goal
to the edge of “VP” but not all the way up to the edge ofv*P. Chomsky (2005) has recently
suggested an insightful solution to the problem of Koizumi’s Split VP Hypothesis (Koizumi
1993, 1995). Chomsky argues that just as T and C probe as a whole, v* and Asp also probe
as a unit and hence Asp attracts an A-chain element. Translating the 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 byv*-Asp.
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(50) Accusative Case Assignment asv*-Asp Relation
v*P

v* AspP

Asp
√

rP

... DPuCase ....

Chomsky further puts forward the parallelism and proposes that the EPP of C/v* is passed
down to T and V, respectively. If this is on the right track, object shift is expected to target the
edge of “VP”, just as movement of the subject targets the edgeof “TP”. This explains why in
(48), the movement of the ECMed DP to the edge of AspP is possible.

Drawing a further parallelism, the derivation of Raising-to-Object should involve the fol-
lowing steps, with raising to [Spec,v*P] optional.

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

DPACC v*P

SUBJ v*’

AspP

DPACC Asp’

√
rP

CP

... DPACC ...

√
r

Asp

v*
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4.3 Optionality, Case, and Tense

The cartographic approach outlined above has shown that RTO/ECM in Japanese involves
movement to the edge of C2P. This explains the behaviors of indeterminates in RTO/ECMin
Japanese.

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

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

(52) Japanese:

a. Boku-wa
1Sg.-Top

Hanako-ga/wa
Hanako-Nom/Top

kawai-i/kawaikat-ta
pretty-Prs/pretty-Pst

to
C

omot-ta.
think-Pst

‘I thought that Hanako was pretty.’

b. Boku-wa
1Sg.-Top

Hanako(-no-koto)-wo
Hanako(-Gen-matter)-Acc

kawai-i/?kawaikat-ta
pretty-Prs/pretty-Pst

to
C

omot-ta.
think-Pst

‘I thought that Hanako was pretty.’

A careful investigation, however, soon reveals that it is not the case that tense is freely
allowed in RTO/ECM complement clauses. The past tense on theembedded predicate is
allowed only when the matrix tense is also past. If we change the tense of the matrix, the past
tense downstairs becomes ungrammatical when ECM/RTO occurs, as shown in (53b).

(53) Japanese:

a. Boku-wa
1Sg.-Top

Hanako-ga/wa
Hanako-Nom/Top

kawai-i/kawaikat-ta
pretty-Prs/pretty-Pst

to
C

omo-u.
think-Prs

‘I think that Hanako was pretty.’

b. Boku-wa
1Sg.-Top

Hanako(-no-koto)-wo
Hanako(-Gen-matter)-Acc

kawai-i/∗?/??kawaikat-ta
pretty-Prs/pretty-Pst

to
C

omo-u.
think-Prs

‘I think that Hanako was pretty.’

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

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

a. Boku-wa
1Sg.-Top

dare-ga
Indet-Nom

kawai-i/kawaikat-ta
pretty-Prs/pretty-Pst

to-mo
C

omow-ana-i.
think-Neg-Prs

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

b. Boku-wa
1Sg.-Top

dare(-no-koto)-wo
Indet(-Gen-matter)-Acc

kawai-i/∗kawaikat-ta
pretty-Prs/pretty-Pst

to-mo
C

omow-ana-i.
think-Neg-Prs

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

Here, the past tense in the ECM clause is quite bad, when the matrix tense is present.
A similar, but not identical, situation has been observed for Modern Greek in Iatridou

(1988/1993). She observes that when the embedded subject gets Accusative under ECM/RTO
in Modern Greek, the embedded predicate cannot take a past form, while either present or
past tense is allowed for non-RTO/ECM complements.

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

a. vlepo
see

ton
D

Kosta
Kosta(Acc)

na
NA

tiganizi
fries

psaria.
fish

‘I see Kostas fry fish.’

b. * vlepo
see

ton
D

Kosta
Kosta(Acc)

na
NA

tiganize
fried

psaria.
fish

‘(Lit.) I saw Kostas fried fish.’

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

a. elpizo
hope

o
D

Kostas
Kosta(Nom)

na
NA

tiganizi
fries

psaria.
fish

‘I hope Kostas fries fish.’

b. elpizo
hope

o
D

Kostas
Kosta(Nom)

na
NA

tiganise
fried

psaria.
fish

‘I hope Kostas fried fish.’

These indicate that Case in Japanese and Modern Greek is alsosensitive to Tense, not only
to Agreement (see Iatridou (1988/1993) for detailed discussions on Greek). Reconsidered in
the present framework, I propose that the (un)availabilityof the past tense on the embedded
predicates in (non-)ECM/RTO reduces to optional choice of Tense on C3 .

(57) Tense on T comes from C. (cf. Koster 2003)10

(58) Nominative is valued by C+T/uφ-T.

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

10den Besten (1978, 1983) observes that C is the locus of tense operators. See also Koster (2003).
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(59) Irish (McCloskey 1979)

a. Deir
says

sé
he

goN
C

dtuigeann
understands

sé
he

an
the

scéal.
story

‘He says that he understands the story.’

b. Deir
says

sé
he

gurL
C

thuig
understands

sé
he

an
the

scéal.
story

‘He says that he understood the story.’

Thus the optionality reduces to two derivations one with C+T and the other C−T . Raising
out of the finite CP clause does not give rise to Case problems because of the asymmetry of
tense feature distribution between these two types of C. When C3 comes with [+T], the C2 -T
probe is capable of assigning nominative Case in its domain and hence no ECM/RTO takes
place. If, on the other hand, C3 comes with [-T], the C2 -T system is unable to value uCase of
a goal in its domain. Hence, the goal DP is dislocated to the edge of C2P and Agrees with the
higherv-Asp probe. The proposed theory, if correct, makes a contribution to the PIC: what
initially appears to violate the PIC does obey it through dislocation to the edge.

One remaining problem is how a higher probe can Agree with andassgin a Case value
to an element at the edge of C2 P, crossing the C3P. If C3 is a strong phase head, this should
be impossible. I just suggest here that the distinction between strong and weak phase heads
may be related to the presence/absence of Tense on C3 . If it comes with Tense, it becomes a
strong phase head, while if Tense is missing, it becomes a weak phase head. Another issue is
why there are languages that do not allow raising out of CP clauses (e.g. English). I suggest
that the difference may reduce to the availability of scrambling. In scrambling languages like
Japanese and Cuzco Quechua, C can have EPP11. This, as I argued, results in dislocation to
the edge, which is saved from the PIC. A further cross-linguistic confirmation 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 RTO across a finite CP should be
impossible across more than one CP phase boundary due to the PIC. For example, (60) is
structurally ambiguous between (61a) and (61b), but the prediction is that the derivation of
(60) is (61a) but not (61b).

(60) Japanese:

Taro-wa
Taro-Top

Hanako-wo
Hanako-Acc

baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to
C

omow-arete-iru
think-Pass-Prs

to
C

omotte-iru.
think-Prs

‘Taro believes Hanako to be believed to be stupid.’

(61) a. [v∗P v* [CP1 DPAcc,i C [TP... [CP2 ti C [ ti... ]]]]]

11Miyagawa (2001) argues that A-scrambling in Japanese is driven by EPP. It seems natural to extend this view of
EPP-scrambling to C, perhaps with a distinction of A/Ā-scrambling reduced to the edge/non-edge distinction.
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b. [v∗P v* [CP1 C [TP... [CP2 DPAcc,i C [ ti... ]]]]]

*

This prediction is in fact borne out. When the ECMed indeterminate is bound to the lower
clause (62b), Agree (v*, Indet) fails and accusative Case cannot be assigned, whereas Agree
(v*, Indet) is licit when it is bound to the higher embedded CP (62a).

(62) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[CP1 dare-wo/gai
Indet-Acc/Nom

[CP2 ti baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to]
C

omow-arete-iru
think-Pass-Prs

to-mo]
C-Q

omottei-na-i.
think-Neg-Prs

‘Taro thinks that no one is thought to be stupid.’

b. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[CP1 [CP2 dare-*wo/gai

Indet-Acc/Nom
baka
stupid

da
Cpl

to-mo]
C-Q

omow-aretei-na-i
think-Pass-Neg-Prs

to]
C

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-Agreement is correct, then Indeterminate-
Agreement provides us with a solid tool to detect overt raising out of a domain headed by the
Q-particle. In this final section, I examine varieties of raising 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 out ofcd(Q). The same is true of
Raising-to-Subject (RTS; (63)) as well, as shown by Indeterminate-Agreement in (64). When
the raised subject precedes the matrix experiencer argument (64a), Indeterminate-Agreement
is blocked, while it is licit when the raised indeterminate subject follows the experiencer (64b).

(63) Japanese: Raising-to-Subject

a. Hanako-gai
Hanako-Nom

minna-ni
everyone-by

[ ti wagamama-ni]
selfish-Inf

omow-are-ta.
think-Pass-Pst

‘Hanako seemed to everone to be selfish.

b. Minna-ni
everyone-by

[Hanako-ga
Hanako-Nom

wagamama-ni]
selfish-Inf

omow-are-ta.
think-Pass-Pst

‘Hanako seemed to everyone to be selfish.
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(64) Japanese: Raising-to-Subject and Indeterminate-Agreement

a. * Dare-gai
Indet-Nom

minnna-ni
everyone-by

[ ti wagamama-ni]-mo
selfish-Inf-Q

omow-aretei-na-i.
think-Pass-Neg-Prs

‘No one seemed to everyone to be selfish.’

b. Minna-ni
everyone-by

[dare-ga
Indet-Nom

wagamama-ni]-mo
selfish-Inf-Q

omow-aretei-na-i.
think-Pass-Neg-Prs

‘No one seems to everyone to be selfish.’

One might wonder what happens to the EPP of T when raising-to-subject does not occur
above. Whatever the explanation is, however, the facts seemto indicate that EPP is optional
for unaccusative/passive predicates in Japanese. Kuroda (1978) points out that Japanese has a
kind of null expletive construction in which no overt counterpart is found.

(65) Japanese:

Sigurete-ki-ta.
shower-start-Pst

‘It started to shower.’ (Kuroda 1978)

The following impersonal passive example further shows that the sentence is fine even if
there is no subject.

(66) Japanese:

Kaigi-de(-wa)
meeting-at(-Top)

[department-no
department-Gen

samazamana
various

mondai]-nituite
problems-about

hanasiaw-are-ta.
talk-Pass-Pst

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

5.1.2 Possessor Raising

It should be noted that Indeterminate-Agreement is blockedin the Possessor Raising construc-
tions.12 In (67a), the inalienable possessor is marked Genitive and it forms a constituent with
the possessee. Hence the adverb cannot intervene. In (67b),on the other hand, the inalienable
possessor is marked Accusative and it is raised out of the host possessee DP. This is indicated
by the fact that it can precede the adverb.

(67) Japanese: Possessor Raising

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[DP Hanako-no
Hanako-Gen

(*tsuyoku)
hard

te]-wo/-mo
hand-Acc/-also

tatai-ta.
hit-Pst

‘Taro hit Hanako’s hand (hard).’

12Possessor Raising has been assumed –wrongly in my view– to bemissing in Japanese because of the so-called
Double-o Constraint. See Kuroda (1988, 1992) and in particular Hiraiwa (2002a) for full discussions on the nature of
the constraint and a discovery of the existence of PossessorRaising in Japanese.
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b. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

Hanako-woi

Hanako-Acc
(tsuyoku)
hard

[DP ti te]-??wo/-mo
hand-Acc/-also

tatai-ta.
hit-Pst

‘Taro hit Hanako’s hand (hard).’

Now Indeterminate-Agreement reveals that this movement out of the DP –“possessor
raising”– is obligatory when the possessor is marked Accusative. In other words, the pos-
sessor cannot Agree withv* from within the edge of the DP.

(68) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[DP dare-no
Indet-Gen

te]-mo
hand-Q

tataka-nakat-ta.
hit-Neg-Pst

‘Taro did not hit anyone’s hand.’

b. * Taro-wa
Taro-TOp

dare-woi

Indet-Acc
[DP ti te]-mo

hand-Q
tataka-nakat-ta.
hit-Neg-Pst

‘Taro did not hit anyone’s hand.’

5.1.3 Light-Verb Constructions

The same is observed for the Light-Verb constructions (Kageyama 1993, Saito and Hoshi
2000). In the Light-Verb construction (69),v* 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
Taro-Top

[VN Navajo-no
Navajo-Gen

kenkyuu]-wo/-*∅
study-Acc

si-ta.
do-Pst

‘Taro did a study on Navajo (as well).’

b. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

Navajo-wo
Navajo-Acc

[VN ti kenkyuu]-??wo/-mo/-∅
study-Acc/-also/-∅

si-ta.
do-Pst

‘Taro did a study on Navajo (as well).’

Again, when the indeterminate direct object of the verbal noun is marked Accusative,
Indeterminate-Agreement shows that it is obligatorily moved out ofcd(Q) (see (70a) and
(70b)). On the other hand, (70c) indicates that Indeterminate-Agreement is licensed if the
Q-particle is attached with the light verb-sur, which is supposed to bev*.

(70) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[VN nani-go-no
Indet-language-Gen

kenkyuu]-mo
study-Q

si-nakat-ta.
do-Neg-Pst

‘Taro did not do a study of any language.’

b. * Taro-wa
Taro-Top

nani-go-woi
Indet-language-Acc

[VN ti kenkyuu]-mo
study-Q

si-nakat-ta.
do-Neg-Pst

‘Taro did not do a study of any language.’

c. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

nani-go-woi
Indet-language-Acc

[VN ti kenkyuu]-si-mo
study-do-Q

si-nakat-ta.
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 constructions discussed in Kuno (2002). As
shown in (71), the object of the verb ‘speak’ can be assigned regular accusative Case or
nominative Case.

(71) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[CP nihongo-wo
Japanese-Acc

hanas-u
speak-Inf

koto]-ga/sae
C-Nom/even

deki-ru.
can-Prs

‘Taro can speak Japanese.’

b. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

nihongo-gai
Japanese-Nom

[CP ti hanas-u
speak-Inf

koto]-ga/sae
C-Nom/even

deki-ru.
can-Prs

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

Since nominative Case cannot be assigned to the object by theverb as shown in (72), the
nominative Case in (71) comes from the higher matrix T.13

(72) Japanese:

Taro-wa
Taro-Top

nihongo-wo/*ga
Japanese-Acc/Nom

hanas-u.
speak-Prs

‘Taro speaks Japanese.’

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

(73) Japanese:

a. Taro-wa
Taro-Top

[nani-go-wo
Indet-foreign.language-Acc

hanas-u
speak-Inf

koto]-mo
C-Q

deki-na-i.
can-Neg-Prs

‘Taro cannot speak any foreign language.’

b. * Taro-wa
Taro-Top

nani-go-gai
Indet-foreign.language-Nom

[ ti hanas-u
speak-Inf

koto]-mo
C-Q

deki-na-i.
can-Neg-Prs

‘Taro cannot speak any foreign language.’

5.2 φ-over-φ

We have two distinct cases of raising: optional raising (RTO/RTS) on the one hand, and forced
raising (poss-raising, light-verb constructions, CP-restructuring) on the other. The important
question is what principle determines the optionality of raising. Syntactic raising in fact seems
to be forced in Object Possessor-Raising cross-linguistically. (cf. Baker 1988, Massam 1985).

I propose the following descriptive generalization.

13Kuno (2002) independently concludes, based on intonation breaks, that the nominative DP in (71) is obligatorily
raised into the matrix clause.
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(74) Theα-over-α Generalization
Agree (γ, α) always triggers Move (γ, α), if α is dominated byβ, which also contains
a feature matching with the probeγ.

(75) φ-over-φ Generalization

γ
βφ

βφ τ

... αφ ...

(74) says that raising ofα out ofβ is forced in the “A-over-A configuration” (cf. Chomsky
1964) like (75), where a probe –φ-features ofδ– enters into an Agree relation with a goal –φ-
features ofα– in [Spec,β], where the head ofβ also has matchingφ-features.

Finally, it should be recalled that there is a significant asymmetry between Japanese and
Cuzco Quechua: raising in RTO is optional in the former but forced in the latter (see Section
3–5). This asymmetry is precisely predicted under theφ-over-φ generalization (74); the em-
bedded CP out of which RTO occurs is a nominalized clause in Cuzco Quechua and it is a
non-nominalized clause in Japanese. The complementizer isnominalized and the whole CP in
Cuzco Quechua is Case-marked accusative by the matrix verb,thereby triggering theφ-over-
φ effects. In Japanese, on the other hand, the complementizer-to is non-nominalized and the
CP is Case-less. Therefore, raising is not forced in Agree (v*, DP). A theoretical elucidation
of the generalization (74), however, remains to be investigated in the future.

6 Concluding Remarks

To summarize the paper, I have demonstrated, contra Kishimoto (2001), that Indeterminate-
Agreement is subject to strict c-command and that the valuation of structural accusative Case
is a property of action at a distance Agree (v*-Asp, G). One of the important consequences of
our conclusion is that it reveals that Raising-to-Object inJapanese involves Agree, not prolep-
sis or Control (Saito 1985, Hoji 1991, Takano 2003 etc.). I have further argued that syntactic
raising of the ECMed subject to the matrix clause is optionaland when the raising takes place,
it is a two-step process: first, it is raised to the edge of “VP”and then, if necessary, it moves
to the edge ofv*P. The derivation adds further support for the claim that Case assignment is
a property of a phase headc plus a tense/aspect head: nominative Case C-T andv*-Aspect,
respectively, and that A-movement targets the positions lower than the phase heads (C/v*).
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