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Abstract

THE DP HYPOTHESIS THROUGH THE LENS OF JAPANESE NONWAL COLLOCATION
CONSTRUCTIONS

by

Kaori Furuya

Adviser: Professor Marcel den Dikken

In Japanese, bare noun phrases can refer to thetdhpt is introduced in a previous context, whsri

English, the definite article is required for a goon noun phrase to refer. The research questidhi®f

discussion is whether Japanese syntactically pogedeterminer phrases (DP) although it does aet lan

article such ashein English. If Japanese does not project DP enltkglish, the definiteness of referential

arguments needs to be parameterized in syntaxnagehiantics. On the other hand, if Japanese psdpe,

it suggests that DP is part of Universal Grammag)ldnd thus that no parameterization is called fbinis

thesis presents three pieces of evidence to supiperDP hypothesis for Japanese by examining ndmina

collocation constructions such watasitati 3-nin ‘we threeandwatasitati senseiwve professors’



In Chapter 2, the first argument stems from speitifieffects. In Japanese numeral classifiers NCs

cannot float away from personal pronouns. Likeywi¢€s cannot get raised outside the associatednioane

phrases when the noun phrases possess definitprétitions. This implies that Japanese proje@&sabd

that the DP blocks NCs from moving outside.

In Chapter 3, examination of the internal structofraominal collocation constructions is conducted.

The grouping of personal pronouns and common nduases is ungrammatical when the common noun

phrases have a plural marker and occur prenomindtlythe genitive marker. Moreover, NCs cannqiear

prenominally with the genitive marker when the n@imases involve personal pronouns unlike in ttse cd

common noun phrases. Based on the argument ofidhenal predication hypothesis due to the former

property, the ungrammaticality of the second priypisrargued in terms of D feature on DP, in fagbthe

DP hypothesis.

In Chapter 4, the left periphery of nominal collbea constructions is investigated. The fact thait

all noun phrases allow for adjunction is explaineterms of the ban on adjunction to DP.

If these arguments are correct, this suggests Diatis part of UG and that in Japanese the lack of a

determiner is only due to morpho-phonological reaso
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Introduction

1.1 Japanese noun phrases and definiteness

Japanese does not possess either definite or indefinite ariibeEnglishthe or a. Bare
noun phrases can appear at the subject or object positions and possieseiings in a
given context in (1).
Q) a. Hai, Tanaka sensei-wa  [(sono) itinenseitati]-o totGimmemasita.

yes, professor-Top those/the freshmen-Acc very  praised

‘Yes. Prof. Tanaka praised those/the freshmen very much.’

b. lie, [(sono) roudousyatati]-wa kumiain desu.

no those/the workers-Top Union.member Cop

‘No, those/the workers are Union members.’
Japanese demonstratives Ig@no,which does not have a singular/plural difference in form
and can be translated #sat, thoseor the, appear prenominally. They refer back to the
antecedents to identify the referents that noun phrases dermis22, 2.2.3.1 below) as
in (1) or are also used deictically (deictic use), as furtieserved in 2.1.2.2 and 2.2.3.
Interestingly, even when the common noun phrases in (1) do not pdssessstratives,

they can still have the definite/anaphoric readings as’willEnglish, on the other hand,

! This presence/absence of demonstratives is sociolinguistimormratives tend to be dropped more



the equivalent noun phrases need the definite article to refertdahk objects that are

introduced in the previous contexts. When common noun phrases do not possess the

definite article, the objects that they refer to cannot beifdahas the same objects in the

previous contexts. This suggests that the determiner is diretdtgd to definite readings

in English. The fundamental question is where the definitenesspahdse noun phrases

as in (1) comes from when no demonstratives precede noun phrases.

Some linguists (Fukui 1986, Chierchia 1988, Tomioka 2003) argue that Japanes

does not project a Determiner Phrase (DP) unlike English and firaitesheess stems from

semantic operations. According to Fukui (1986 and his subsequent work),isheve

positive evidence for DP and thus Japanese projects only NPs vebyranlike English,

—I call this analysis the NP hypothesis throughout this thesiBomioka (2003)

independently proposes that Japanese noun phrases inghudisigould be treated as NPs

not DPs. These proposals for Japanese noun phrases are basefhontha Japanese

does not possess overt determiners sut¢hessnda and also that bare nouns with definite

readings can (relatively) freely appear in argument positioBsce syntax allows for

cross-linguistic parameterization in terms of nominal structsemantic parametric

operations play a role in determinerless languages such as sfand Chinese) and

assign definite readings (Chierchia 1988 for semantic operatidih&®se claims against the

often between close friends and family members in informal speech.



presence of functional categories for Japanese also call rewision of the minimalist

program based on the principles and parameters theory proposed bykgng8s and

the later work), because not only the presence of functional categmi the properties of

features on phrases but also some syntactic operations should bet@@zacef no

functional categories are projected. That is, Japanese shaulchieaking and movement

operations altogether, due to the lack of functional categofidise iclaim were correct.

However, the fact that no determiners have been found does not guarahteeDP exists

in syntax. The problem regarding functional categories in Japanese is empirica

Other linguists maintain that Japanese projects DP. Someslingaligue that

markers such as the nominative mariga, the accusative markeo and/or the genitive

marker-no, are Ds (Tateishi 1989, Koike 1999, Kakegawa 2003, cf. Watanabe 2006 for a

different syntactic analysis of Japanese case markelgrnatively, some other linguists

propose categories other than NP or DP may be present in the Hayeestf Japanese

noun phrases. Fukui and Takano (1998) hypothesize that Case pae@tesheir own

projection KP on top of NP. KP is, however, rejected in Fukui and Ta{@0@0), in

which NP is the top of noun phrases. These ideas come from théhd&ahominal

arguments are usually attached by Case particles in JapdBetsaunlike determinerthe

or a, the presence of the particles does not determine (in)definitehessin phrases. If



the accusative markeo or the genitive markemo is D, how would definite readings be
able to be differentiated from indefinite readings? Look at the followtagple.
(2) Tanaka sensei-wa [itinenseitati]-o totemo homemasita.
professor-Top freshmen-Acc very praised
‘Prof. Tanaka praised (the) freshmen very much.’
The noun phrase with the accusative marker can have both definitedefidiia readings.
In contrast, in English the presence/absence of the deterimeethe meaning in terms of
(in)definiteness. If the Case marker is D for Japanese, it hksdifferent from that of
English. Moreover, in colloquial speech, Japanese can drop Case markers as in (3).
3) Tanaka sensei-wa [gakuseitati] hometa to Kiita.
Professor-Top students praised Comp heard
‘| heard that Prof. Tanaka praised (the) students.’
The object noun phrase does not involve the accusative marked yet can have both
definite and indefinite readings. If the Case marker is J&panese, it is not clear why
the absence/presence of the marker does not affect the readihgs, it is not clear

whether this is considered as positive evidence for the DP hypothesis for J&panese.

% | attempt to consider this possibility of the Case marker as D in Appendix 1, anthstidehaviors of
Case markers seem to be very different from those of English articles.



Saito and Murasugi (1990) present data on nominal deletion for Japanese
assimilating to that of English, and propose that the uniform tegatimdicates a higher
phrase on top of NP, DP (cf. Saito et al. 2008 for a different arghménbk briefly at
Saito and Murasugi’s main argument.

4) a. John-no hon
Gen book
‘John’s book’
b. John-no [e]
Gen
c. John’s [e]
Like the English expression in (4c), the Japanese nominal exprésqidin) deleteson,
compared to that in (4a). Saito and Murasugi claim that thetste for the English noun
phrase in (4c) is applicable to the Japanese noun phrases in (4ordiAg to Saito and
Murasugi, the deletion of the head noun in English can be reanalyzed thed&P
hypothesis.
Consider the structure of (4c) in (5):

() [op John b ‘s [ne [€] ]



John’s sits in Spec of DP and that DP allows the omission of the noun pimrase
complement position.

Likewise, the Japanese counterpart in (4b) can be assigned twariglistructure
in (6a)>
(6) a. ppJohn -no{{p [e]]

(Saito and Murasugi 1990:296)

The structure in (6) projects DP, where the possessor isadsart the noun phrase in the
complement position is omitted. If that is the case, then Japanese projects DP

However, a little further examination of Saito and Murasugiangxe reveals that
it faces Fukui’'s problem. That is, it is perfectly gramnadtifor adjective modifiers,
guantifiers and demonstratives to precede the possessorJobaomo with/without the
nominal deletion in (7):
(7 a. John-no ooku-no omosiroi hon

Gen many-Gen interesting book

‘John’s many interesting books’

% According to Saito and Murasugi, if the element before the head noun is an adjunct, iticenset
the NP-deletion in (i):
0] a.ame-no hi
rain-Gen day
‘a rainy day’
b. *ame-no [e]



b. (omosiroi) (ooku-no) John-no [e/book]
interesting many-Gen Gen book
‘(Literary (Lit.)) interesting, many John’s (book)’
c. (ooku-no) (omosiroi)  John-no [e/book]
many-Gen interesting Gen book
‘(Lit.) many interesting John’s book.’
d. (sono) (omosiroi) (ooku-no) John-no [e/book]
those/the interesting many-Gen Gen book
‘(Lit.) those/the interesting many John’s book’
The examples in (5) show that the possessor noun cannot close ofbuhephrases,
whether the head nouns are omitted or not, even when the adjectivafiguant/or
demonstrative precede(s) the possessive. If the possessiieRs Japanese should allow
for adjunction to DP. Alternatively if a deletion operation allows NP to be deleted, the rest
of the undeleted parts can also be any other category than D&pmese (Cinque 2002).
Fukui’'s NP hypothesis (that Japanese projects only NPs and thusdiation is permitted)
also correctly capture the left property of the noun phrasesf #ie prenominal elements
adjoin to the head NP. The deletion data cannot be taken as stidagce for the DP

hypothesis for Japanese.

* | will argue that DP does not allow for adjunction for Japanese in Chapter 4.



Among alternative analyses of the noun phrases in (7), if Fukui’lsylgBthesis for
Japanese is corrett)apanese noun phrases should be treated as NPs in syntax. This
predicts that pronouns and proper nouns behave like common noun phrases. oWiegfoll
examples seem to support Fukui’s claim.

(8) a. kono ookii gakusei/gakuseitati
this big  student/students
‘this big student/students’
b. kono ookii Tanaka-san/Tanaka-san-tati
this big Mr./ Mr.-PlI
‘(Lit.) this big Mr. Tanaka/ these big Mr. Tanakas’
c. kono ookii watasi/anata/kare/watasitati/anatatati/karera
‘(Lit.) this/these big I/'you(Sg)/he/welyou(Pl)/they’
Japanese proper nouns and pronouns allow for demonstratives and adjeqpirerede
them in (8b,c), like in the case of common noun in (8a). This appedns strongly in
favor of Fukui’'s argument of the NP hypothesis. Besides Fukui's (18@6ia subsequent
work) argument of the NP hypothesis, Fukui and Sakai (2003) argue apahese
functional categories are all inactive including formal mechamicaputations in narrow

syntax. The existence of a functional category has to betdeétBom overt evidence and

> We will discuss Fukui's argument in Chapter 2.1 in more detail.



the functional category in question has to be non-existent in thedgaeg However, in the
Japanese linguistic literature the examination of noun phrasebeeaslimited to only
simple noun phrases.
Postal (1969) observes that English pronouns come before common nouns and
proposes “so-called English pronouns” function as determfriers.
(9) a. [Us linguists] want to understand the riddle of language.
b [You troops] will embark but the other troops will remain.
(Pesetsky 1978)
c. (*) [Them linguists] are subversive.
(Déchaine and Wiltschko 2002: 422)
Abney (1987:180) updates Postal’s argument under the DP hypothesis in (10).
(10) [ppwelthe {p linguists]]
Japanese also allows the combination of personal pronouns and common nous phrase

(Noguchi 1998, Furuya 2004) in (1%):

® Sommerstein (1972) argues that “so-called (definite) determiners”areys.

" Lyons (1999) also offers an argument in a similar vein.

8Japanese personal pronouns in Pronoun-noun combinations do not carry Cplselaggr The
translation of Japanese pronouns into English is not quite accurat¢1ld3. However, | still translate
watasitatiinto ‘we’ andkarerainto 'they’ when they do not appear in a sentence.



(11) a. watasitati sensei
we professor
‘we professors’
b. anatatati  sensei
you(PI) professor
‘you patients’
c. karera sensei
they professor
‘they professors’
If the revised structure based on Postal’'s argument is cdoreEinglish in (10), likewise
Japanese is also predicted to have DP.

This dissertation challenges Fukui’s (1986) claim that Japanesdgm@noherless
language, does not have a determiner phrase (DP) in syntaxdmining Japanese
complex noun phrases, particularly, nominal collocation constructionswediasitati
gakusei‘us students’, whose constructions have not been shed much light on in the
Japanese linguistic literature. | endeavor to defend the DP hgmotiteposed by Abney
(1987) for Japanese. This work also supports the minimalist framewogosed by

Chomsky (1995, Chapter 4 and later work).

10



1.2 An outline of the dissertation

In Chapter 2 | start to present differences in distribution betypeenouns and common

noun phrases by analyzing Japanese nominal collocation constructiorse diferences

cannot be captured by Fukui’'s NP hypothesis. Once having refuked$~NP hypothesis,

| show that Postal’'s DP hypothesis is not perfectly applicablapanese and entertain den

Dikken’s (1998) nominal predication hypothesis and Campbell's (1996) nulindaty

hypothesis for Japanese. Demonstrating that Japanese nominalticoil@castructions

are opaque for movement of numeral quantifiers (NQs), | arguéhtbatpacity is the same

as that of English wh-movement. That is, | take the factXapanese shows specificity

effects like English as evidence to support the DP hypothesi3afanese. | extend the

argument to bare noun phrases with definite readings.

In Chapter 3, | examine the internal structure of nominal collocatostructions

and attempt to find where definiteness comes from by compdafrnoun-noun

constructions and Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions. After attemptingsiaccessfully

apply the previous analyses of the genitive marker to the markdoun-Gen-pronoun

constructions, | slightly shift the analysis and investigate thtis of the NP and the

genitive marker in Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions at the same timiemonstrate that

the NP undergoes predicate-inversion and moves to Spec of Number @uage), the

11



next higher phrase, and that the genitive marker is the reafizat the head of NumP. |
further extend the nominal predication analysis to other nominalcamibn constructions
and consider the restrictions on nominal predication relations. Onleeofestrictions
involves the issue of feature checking operations. Under the assantpat the
pronominal subjects (andro subjects) in nominal predication constructions possess an
uninterpretable D feature, they require the presence of D, whedsmemonstratives or a
null Operator with a D feature in Spec of DP to check againdetitare on the subjects,
due to EPP on D. When NQ predicates are inverted, however, thiincheperation
cannot be successfully conducted because NQs involve a [-D] featemysbeof the
Defective Intervention Constraint (Siggson 2006), which leads to a crash of the
derivation. This chapter attempts to show that D serves asfémentgal anchor of noun
phrases in that it requires elements with interpretable feathat create referentiality by
filling its Spec with a demonstrative or a null Operator.

In Chapter 4, | focus on the examination of the left peripheficomplex noun
phrases and argue for the ban on adjunction to DP by examiningmNG@ahstructions.

Unlike the NQ in NQ-Gen-NP constructions that are examined in Chapter 3, theNND

? Christina Tortora (personal communication) points out that the feftrperiphery” has a very specific
meaning in the context of the theory of the clause -- it redeftset so-called “CP-layer” and thus that the
term “left-periphery” may or may not have the same uséanliterature on the DP (i.e. it may or may
not refer to a “DP-field” of projections.) In this thesis ttaam just literally refers to the left periphery
of noun phrases.

12



NP constructions is shown to get directly raised to Spec of s movement is blocked
when an element exists in Spec of DP. Insertion of modifietiseineft periphery of NQ-
NP constructions is also prohibited. | argue that this is becdvses Ehe referential anchor
of noun phrases enables noun phrases to refer deictically/reféyerina referentiality is
not recursively specified. This chapter reinforces theirapton of Chapter 2 that
adjunction to DP is banned, in favor of the DP hypothesis for Japanese.

In Chapter 5, | present a summary of the dissertation. The cancligsfollowed
by three appendices. In the first appendix, | consider the pagsdiilCase markers as Ds
based on the current argument for the DP hypothesis for Japanese agst thmjgCase-
particles may not be Ds in Japanese (cf. Tateishi 1989). Indbedsappendix, | examine
the status of the quantificational particlea in indefinite-noun constructions. If the
examination of nominal collocation is on the right track, it ingtleat the marker is not D,

either (cf. Watanabe 1992, Takahashi 2002). The third one is the list of abbreviations.
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2 Nominal collocation constructions

Japanese is an articleless language. Personal pronouns behaemiken noun phrases
in terms of modification. Common noun phrases possess definite/anapiroeclike
personal pronouns. Thus, some linguists argue that all Japanese noun gorases
project functional categories such as Determiner Phrase (@) Fukui 1986, Noguchi
1997, Fukui and Takano 2000, Fukui and Sakai 2003, Chierchia 1988, Tomioka 2003).
Some linguists argue that Case markers project functionalocegeguch as Kase Phrases
(KP)s or DPs (e.g. Tateishi 1989, Lobel 1994, Fukui and Takano 1998, Kak2gag)a’
Some other linguists assume the presence of DP for Japanesehendgslicit assumption
that DP is part of Universal Grammar (Saito and Murasugi 1990, Murasugi 1991).

In this chapter, | provide evidence for the DP hypothesis for Japaimeg/hich a
phonologically null element is present in DP. | demonstrate thabildy of the DP
hypothesis for Japanese bare noun phrases that have definite/@és@mnaghoric
interpretations. | defend the universality of the relation betwargnmenthood and D,
specifically, for (common) noun phrases with definite/anaphoric interpresati

The organization of this chapter is as follows. In 2.1, after wenge major

arguments for Fukui's (1986) NP hypothesis for Japanese, | will shawthe unified

191 gave consideration to the possibility of case morphology as Dpperddix 1 and offer a negative
view.
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treatment of Japanese personal pronouns and common nouns is not approprate, whi

empirically poses a problem for the NP hypothesis. In 2.2 | fedls on the examination

of characteristics of Japanese Pronoun-noun constructions in detail ratidiz the

possibility that personal pronouns function as determiners (Postal 1968)oudh this

expectation will be shown to fail, I will show that there idl sibtme evidence for the DP

hypothesis in relation to demonstratives. In 2.3, | will particulexigmine the distribution

of Pronoun-noun constructions and offer arguments for the DP hypothedapforese. In

2.4, | will examine pronominal constructions with numeral quantifiBi®g) in terms of

behaviors of NQs and the specificity effects by employing mahggiantifiers (NQs). This

examination has not been conducted in the literature while a largena of study on the

behavior of NQs has been offered for Japanese as well as atgeadgs. 2.5 is the

conclusion. My ultimate goal in this chapter is to show that not dmbpanese Pronoun-

noun constructions but also some common noun phrases with definite interpsetat

project DPs.

2.1 Comparison of Japanese common noun phrases and personal pronouns

After reviewing major observations (including Fukui 1986) that leadedarguists to treat

Japanese personal pronouns and common nouns equally in 2.1.1, | will reamahyznt
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argue against the equal treatment of Japanese noun phrasesal@ébpitecommonality in

2.1.2.

2.1.1 Previous analyses: an NP hypothesis for Japanese

There are some ‘seemingly’ common properties between persamaums and common
noun phrases, some linguists treat them uniformly and argue trate¥® lacks DP (e.g.
Fukui 1986, Fukui and Takano 2000, Fukui and Sakai 2003, Chierchia 1988, Tomioka
2003). In this section, | will review five properties of Japanese nouss@hrincluding
Fukui's (1986) data.
As observed in Chapter 1, Japanese bare noun seem to be able to have
definite/discourse anaphoric interpretations like personal pronounsginea context.
Look at the following examples in (1):
(2) A. [Dansei(-rajjwa kusuri-o nomimasita  ka.
man-PIl-Top medicine-Acc drank Q
‘Did the men take medicine?’
a. (Hai) Pansei-(ra}i-wa  (mina) kusuri-o nomimasita.
yes man-Pl-Top all medicine-Acc drank

‘(Yes.) The men took medicine.’
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b. (Hai) [Karera]i-wa (mina) kusuri-o nomimasita.

yes they-Top all medicine-Acc drank

‘(Yes.) They are (all) patient.’

(2) A. Hannin-wa [kodom(-ra}p saratta to Kiita.

criminal-Top child-PI-Acc kidnapped Comp heard

‘| heard that the criminal kidnapped a child/children.’

a. Sonogo keisatu-wa  buji kgdomo(-ra)];-o hogosita.

later police-Top  safely child-PIl-Acc protected

‘Later, the police protected the child/children safely.’

b. Sonogo keisatu-wa  buji kdre/karera];-o hogosita.

later police-Top  safely him/them-Acc protected

‘Later, the police protected him/them safely.’

Once individuals are introduced in the contexts of (1A) and (2A), time $®mre common

noun phrases in (1a) and (2a) refer back to the same referemtdl@sg of their positions

in the sentences as the personal pronouns in (1b) and (2b). The saibatidistof

common noun phrases and personal pronouns may suggest that they shareethe sa

categorial status in syntax.
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Besides the shared distribution of bare common noun phrases and personal
pronouns, both of them allow modification in the left periphery. Lookatfollowing
examples in (3) and (4):

3) a. Watasi-wa tiisai kodomo/kare]-o sikatta.
I-Top small child/him-Acc scolded
‘(Lit.) 1 scolded the small child/him.’
b. [Isogasii  zyoseigata/anatagata]-wa mina sensei desu Kka.
busy women/you(PI)-Top all professor are Q
‘(Lit.) Are the busy women/you all professors?’
(4) demo kinou-no kodomo/kare-wa] yousu-ga hendat-ta

but  yesterday-Gen child/he-Top state-Nom strange-Past

‘... (Lit.) but yesterday’s child/he was strange.’

(Fukui 1986: 233 with slight modifications)
Both personal pronouns and common nouns allow adjectival and nominal modification

(Noguchi 1997)*

1 Noguchi (1997) also observes that Japanese personal pronouns do non fasdtound variables of
universal quantifiedaremo ‘everyone’. Déchaine and Wiltschko (2002) argue that Japanese third
singular personal pronoun is an NP. If it is the definition of pronouh§’asthe all Japanese pronouns
should be NP, like common noun phrases. However, as is shown shottiig section, Japanese
personal pronouns do not always possess the same distribution and behaviors as common asun phras
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Moreover, personal pronouns like common nouns can follow demonstratives,
although Fukui (1986) does not observe examples as in (5):
(5) a. Watasi-wa qono (tiisai) kodomo/kare]-o sikatta.
I-Top that/the small child/him-Acc scolded
‘(Lit.) I scolded that/the (small) child/him.’
b. [Kono (isogasii) zyoseigata/anatagata]-wa mina sensei desu ka.
these busy women/ you(PI)-Top all  professor are Q
‘(Lit.) Are these (busy) women/you all professors?’
The above data in (1)-(5) may suggest that personal pronouns and commagrhrases
behave equally, because both can have definite/discourse anaphoriceiatiens,
adjectival and nominal modifications, and demonstratives in the égiphery of noun
phrases in the same way.
Besides the modification availability in (4), Fukui observes behswbrJapanese
demonstratives and proper nouns and presents that they do not showiagispiroperties
in the left periphery as definite expressions. Consider the Japanese and Kaghgles.
(6) a. this book
b. *John’s this book

(Fukui 1986:204)
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c. *John’s the book

(7)  a.[kono/sono/ano]  hdh

‘this/that/that book’
b. ([John-no)) [kono/sono/ano] ([John-no]) hon
‘(Lit.) (John’s) this/that/that (John’s) book’

(Fukui 1986:205 with some modifications)

According to Fukui, English demonstratives clearly pattern witerdeners in that they

have a property of closing off the projection as in (6b): the demdtwstthis is in DP in

(6a); and thus the proper nodahn’scannot precede the demonstrative in (6b), like in the

case of the determinérein (6c). On the other hand, although the Japanese demonstratives

look like the English ones in (7a), they allow elements like the progan to precede them

in (7b). This property is of lexical heads like NPs in thatcleixheads put no limit on

iterating modifiers as long as the modifiers are appropriategrpreted and licensed.

Because Japanese demonstratives cannot bear the properties ohélirzdtegories that

project up to DP level, a structurally closed level unlikis and that in English, they

function as modifiers (Fukui 1986:203-206). The treatment of Japanese datigsias

modifiers, hence, leads Fukui to conclude that Japanese lacks anplplaasididates for

121n this thesis | do not morphologically decompose Japanese demonstratike Fukui. See Koike
(1999) and also Footnote 59 in Chapter 3.
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the functional category D, because there is no syntactic evidennd for Japanese.
Japanese noun phrases are projections of NP and thus ‘open’ in théhaetisey always
permit adjunction even when they have demonstratives in the left periphery of nowesphras
or proper nouns as possessors. The next example appears to supplaitrtro$ Eukui's
NP hypothesis.

The following English and Japanese sets of Fukui's examples ingohaalled
‘stacked’ relative clauses. Look first at English examples in (8):
(8) a. People who go to MIT who like math will get jobs.

b. *John, who goes to MIT, who likes math, will get a job.

(Fukui 1986:234, citing from Chomsky 1977:66)

The appositive (non-restrictive) relative clauses cannot sta@bin unlike in the case of
the multiple restrictive relative clauses in (8a). Fukui's igijphssumption behind these
examples is that a proper noun, a definite noun phrase, closes off teke phdadoes not
allow for a multiple modification in (8b). On the other hand, the imitefnoun phrase in
(8a) peopledoes not close off the phrase (due to the lack of a determimethas permits
multiple relative clause modification. He applies this testlapanese and shows that

Japanese lacks the difference. Consider Japanese examples in (9):

13 Tomioka (2003) independently proposes that Japanese noun phrases irprindimguld be treated as
NPs not DP. | do not examine empty categoriesdikenhere.
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(9) a.[Osaka-(de)-no kokusai-kaigi-ni sanka-suru  koto-ni-natte-iru

Osaka-in-Gen international meeting-at attend is supposed to

Amerika-kara kaette-kita-bakari-ngakusya-tati-wa ima Tokyo-no

from came-back-just-Gen scholar-PIl-Top now Gen
hotel-ni tomatte-imasu.
hotel-at are-staying

‘(Lit.) Scholars who are supposed to attend the international emtfern Osaka

who just returned from America are now staying at a hotel in Osaka.

b. [Osaka-(de)-no kokusai-kaigi-ni sanka-suru  koto-ni-natte-iru

Osaka-in-Gen international meeting-at attend is supposed to

Amerika-kara kaette-kita-bakari-ndohn-waj ima Tokyo-no

from came-back-just-Gen Top now Gen

hotel-ni tomatte-imasu.

hotel-at are-staying

‘(Lit.) John who is supposed to attend the international conferenceakaQvho just

returned from America is now staying at a hotel in Osaka.

(Fukui 1986:234)
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The only difference in (9a,b) is the type of the head nouns irthtbatiause in (9a) has a

common noun with an indefinite interpretation while the one in (9b) haspempnoun,

which is definite. Japanese lacks the contrast between thietnes and nonrestrictive

relative clauses, unlike the English examples in (8). Both Japax@amples can stack and

thus they are grammatical. Fukui (1986:205-206 and his subsequent vgu&)that the

relative freedom of the left periphery of Japanese noun phrases fstemtheir categorial

nature. That is, under the assumption that DPs close off noun phraseasvNPs do not,

the lack of asymmetry among noun phrases including definite noun phrasesyns, and

proper nouns shows that Japanese noun phrases do not project functionaksasegbras

DP, and thus only repeatedly project NPs. Since Japanese noun phhpgesject NPs,

they behave equally and thus adjunction to NPs is freely allowed.ovemeFukui (1986)

and Fukui and Sakai (2003) argue that evidence for the presencetefraider phrase has

not been found, along with other functional categories such as CP dnd JBpanese.

Thus, Japanese lacks DP for noun phrases, and thus the projectior{ad W&ll as other

functional categories) should be parameterized.

Tomioka (2003) argues that these unpronounced elemenizr¢iseshare the same

distribution with personal pronouns, which are all treated equally to conmoun phrases

as NPs in syntax, based on the fact that the pronouns and common noun withases
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definite/discourse anaphoric interpretations are readily omgsgibh given context. He

concludes that Japanegms are also NPs in syntax and that all nominal categories enter

into semantic operations proposed by Chierchia (1998) for (in)definiteness gROKL)i

Chierchia (1998) argues that languages vary in terms of whatatleev NPs to

denote. If a language involves the following facts, it allows bi?e to denote kinds as

well as properties, unlike the languages that need an overt determiner for noes.phras

(10) Chierchia’s criterion

(a) the absence of (in)definite determiners,

(b) the absence of plural morphology and

(c) the obligatory use of a classifier in the presence of a numeral

Once a language satisfies these properties, they employngsemoperations for

(in)definiteness (see Chierchia 1998 for the detalil).

According to Fukui (2001), Fukui and Sakai (2003), and Tomioka (2003), Japanese

satisfies all three properties in (10) and thus Japanese noun phraskbllBsaimisyntax. If

they are right, Japanese noun phrases projects only NPs in syntax.

To summarize, | reviewed the shared properties by Japanese coraomophrases

and personal pronouns (and proper nouns) that are mainly observed in thediténathe

common distribution of bare noun phrases with definite readings and pepsonalins; (ii)
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the availability of adjectival and nominal modifications to personahg@uns like common

noun phrases; and (iii) the availability of demonstratives pirgepersonal pronouns like

common nouns; (iv) the embeddedness of demonstratives within noun phrases: (v

called ‘stacked’ relative clauses with proper nouns. Thesesdgtgest that common noun

phrases behave like personal pronouns in distribution in terms of deés#/discourse

anaphoric interpretation. That is, there appears to be no differemeng definite

common noun phrases, personal pronouns (inclygliojgand proper nouns.

If Fukui’'s NP hypothesis for Japanese is correct, the properti@apainese noun

phrases observed in this subsection are readily accounted for. Tt deferential noun

phrases can only project NPs and the referentiality with defiess is attributed to its

semantics (Chierchia 1998). That is, the parameterization sfringture for definite noun

phrases along with that of semantic operations for (in)definiteresequired (cf.

Longobardi 1994, Szabolcsi 1994, Cinque 2002 Watanabe 2006 for the universdlgy of t

relation between argumenthood and D). If Fukui’s analysis of him@ea is not correct,

on the other hand, the unified treatment of all noun phrases shouldopeeat. That is, it

may not be the case that Japanese lacks DP. If Japanesaspbdjechere should be

positive evidence for it.
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In the next subsection, | will attempt to re-examine the pragsedf noun phrases
that support Fukui's NP hypothesis. Further observations demonstraiteishzot always
the case that personal pronouns and common noun phrases with definitgsrehdie the
same distribution. This opens up the possibility that the permissimodifiers in the left
periphery for Japanese definite noun phrases does not show the Rk df may be the
case that DP is projected in syntax while its phonology isamdlthat personal pronouns
are located in a lower positions. Thus, the fact that evidencéhéopresence of a
determiner phrase has not been found so far in the literature dogsamahtee that no

determiners or DPs exist at all for Japanese.

2.1.2 Re-examination of Japanese noun phrases as NPs

In the previous subsection, we observed the five properties of 3apaominal properties
including personal pronouns and proper nouns. | will attempt to re-e&athe four
properties of (i) the common distribution of bare noun phrases and pepsonauns, (iv)
the embeddedness of demonstratives within noun phrases, and (v)edo‘stacked’
relative clauses with proper nouns that are obsefvdd.2.1.2.1, careful observations of

common noun phrases and personal pronouns show cases where personal pronouns do not

141 will account for the property of (i) the availability of adjival modifications to personal pronouns
like common noun phrases; and (iii) the availability of demonsesfpreceding personal pronouns like
common nouns; in the following section. | will argue that the mositf Japanese personal pronouns is
located in a lower position than in DP. If this argument is cgrthe availability of adjectives and
demonstratives in the left periphery does not support Fukui’'s NP hypothesis fioeskapa
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share the distribution with common noun phrases by focusing on more gonmle

phrases like nominal collocation constructions. This is probleniaticFukui’'s NP

hypothesis. In 2.1.2.2, the issue of Japanese demonstratives embetidedouh phrases

is also shown to not support Fukui’s NP hypothesis. In 2.1.2.3, | will discpessibility

of Japanese proper nouns not as NPs by looking at multiple relative clauses.

2.1.2.1 Differences between personal pronoun and common nouns.

Japanese personal pronouns do not always share the same distribliticomviton nouns.

We will observe four pieces of evidence to this effect in thiseuilms). Consider nominal

collocation constructions in the bracketed examples of (11a,b):

(11) A.[Danseijwa mina kusuri-o nomimasita  ka.

man-Top all medicine-Ac drank Q

‘Did all the men take medicine?’

a. Hai. Pansei kanzygi-wa (mina) kusuri-o nomimasita.

yes man patient-Top all medicine-Acc drank

‘Yes. The male patients all took medicine.’

b. Hai. [Karera kanzya)i-wa (mina) kusuri-o nomimasita.

yes they patient-Nom all medicine-Acc drank

‘Yes. (*)Them patients all took medicine.’
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In (11a,b), both sentences with the nominal collocation constructions amengtizal as
answers to the question in (11A). However, careful observation showsthbat
combination of a personal pronoun and a common noun is different from thab of t
common nouns in three ways. The first difference is accentuation.
Consider the example in (11).
(11) a. dansei + kanzya> dansei.kanzya (lexical compound)
man patient man.patient
b karera + kanzya karera kanzya
they patient they patient
Each noun on the left-hand side of the arrow in (11a, b) has its o@entacdsolation. On
the right-hand side, the combination of the two common nouns in (11a) is predoitic
a single stretch of high-pitched accents, which is a typic@rdaation pattern for lexical
compounds. Japanese lexical compounds are always pronounced with ongabpesakt
(See Shibatani and Kageyama 1988 for Japanese compounds in more Oetallg other
hand, in (11b) both the pronoun and the common noun keep their own peak on both right
and left sides. The difference in accentuation demonstrates teahakepronouns cannot

be part of lexical compounds. This is also true of English persomelouns (e.g.

*themfolkvs. kinsfolk butshe-goak
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The second difference stems from the treatment of partial icatiiiin (Bresnan
and Mchombo 1995).
(12) a. dansei (*urusai) kanzya (lexical compound)
man  noisy patient
b. karera (urusai) kanzya
they noisy patient
‘(*) them noisy patients.’
The lexical compound does not allow partial modification in (12a) whédePronoun-noun
construction in (12b) allows the operation. The treatment of pantalification proves
that the second common noun in (12b) projects a phrasal category svtierese in (12a)
does not. This property is also shared by English {@ng(*nice)folk vs. them noisy
patients.
Furthermore, the next examples also show the difference inbdigin between
personal pronouns and common nouns.
(13) a.*Hai. [Dansera (urusai) kanzya]-wa (mina) kusuri-o nomimasita ne.

yes man-Pl noisy patient-Top all medicine-Acc drank Prt
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b. Hai. [Karera (urusai) kanzya]-wa (mina) kusuri-o nomimasita ne.

yes them noisy patient-Top all medicine-Acc drank Prt

‘Yes. Them (noisy) patients all took medicine.’

The combination of a pronoun and a common noun is grammatical in (13b)aw/lleee

combination of a common noun phrase with the plural martar and another common

noun is ungrammatical. Pronouns are different from common noun phras@esax both

in Japanese and in English.

The following is a summary of our observations besides the adi@arence in

(11).

(14) a. personal pronoun (adjective) common NP

b. *common NP(-Pl) (adjective) common NP (cf. N-N compounds)

These nominal collocation cases show that both the personal pronoun and thencom

noun in (14a) are phrasal categories, and thus the second common nesencphrhave its

own modification. On the other hand, in (14b) the second noun is unable tcsptssas

modifier and the first noun cannot possess a plural morpheme, becauaeethet phrasal

categories in syntax (see Kageyama 1993). Put differentlyheatphrasal level the

combination of a personal pronoun and a common noun phrase is grammatieahenhi

combination of two common noun phrases is ungrammatical. Thus, persomalps are
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different in distribution from common nouns. This difference in complex mpyuases
cannot be accounted for by Fukui's NP hypothesis, because the hypatlesil predict

the common distribution between personal pronouns and (definite) common noun phrases.

2.1.2.2 Japanese demonstratives

Demonstratives have two types of use (Wolter 2006): deictic anqzhana® In deictic
use, which have been treated as their distinguishing property (R0O@L), the
interpretations of demonstratives are relative to the (usuaitydlmguistic context of the
utterance. When there is more than one potential referent icotitext of utterance, a
deictic demonstrative description is acceptable with an appromestire towards one
potential referent by utteringhis book, that bookvhile pointing out the books. In
anaphoric use, on the other hand, the referents of demonstratives dependuisticling
antecedents. That is, the antecedent provides the information necessargxpréission’s
interpretation and thus the expression refers back to the antesadkrds in the example
of the relation of demonstrative (see 2.2.3.1 for semantics of demonstratives).
Japanese demonstratives also have two types of use: deictands@saphoric uses,

although Fukui only observes deictic use of demonstratfvess Fukui observes in (7b)

'°> See also 2.2.3 for demonstratives.

16 Japanese have three demonstrative expres&ons'this’, sono‘that/the, (to refer to the object close
to the listener) andno 'that over there, (to refer to the object neither close to thekspenor the
listener) '. In anaphoric use, all demonstratives can be used as in the casemfisiesctKuno 1983).
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above, demonstratives with deictic interpretations seem to all@etadjl modification in
the left periphery. Consider the following example.
(15) a. Kono akai me-o mite.
this red eye-Acc look
‘Look at this red eye.’
b. Akai, kono me-o  mite.
red this  eye-Acc look
‘Look at THIS eye in red (and not other objects).’
In (15a,b), the demonstratives are used deictically. The sneonstrative in the
examples has some differences, however. One primary diffeietita the demonstrative
in (15b) has a (contrastive) focus reading while the one in (158)rdiie Because of that
reading, the demonstrative in (15b) needs emphasis on it; aipalse required between
the adjective and the demonstrative, indicated with a comma. Urdari’'s NP
hypothesis the combination of the demonstrative and the common noun pbjases NP,
and this NP allows adjectival modification in (15b).
Compared with the example in (15b), anaphoric demonstratives prohiit t

modification in the left periphery in (16):
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(16) A. Tentou-de mituketa [hon]-wa 450 datta. Takai to omottakedo...
store-in found book-Top was expensive Comp thought
‘The book that | found in the book store was $450. Although | thought that...’
a. Watasi-wa dono totemo takai hon]-o katta.
I-Top that/the very expensive book-Acc bought
‘I bought that/the very heavy book.’
b. *Watasi-wa [totemo takai sgno  hon]]-o  kattd’
I-Top very expensive that/the  book-Acc bought
‘I bought that/the very heavy book.
Given the context (16Axono hon'that/the book’ in (16a,b) anaphorically refers back to
the same book that the noun in (16A) refers to. In (16a), the demaormsiratnaphoric
use appears in the left periphery and the expression is grazahmatilike the one that is
not in the left periphery of the noun phrase in (16b). This property of demonstratéves s
to be different from that of deictic demonstratives. If Fukui'siyPothesis were correct,
it would predict that the expression in (16b) should be grammatanatiacy to fact. This
suggests that Japanese demonstratives may occupy two differembngosn syntax

depending on their semantics.

" Even when an emphasis is put on the demonstrative in anaphoric uste fuvtttions as contrastive
focus, the expression is still ungrammatical. The anaphoric use does not needstiventiading.
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Interestingly, there is one property shared by the two types anaphoric and
deictic uses) of demonstratives. Look at the two sets of examples in (17) afftl (18).
(17) a. Gakkou-wa [anatagata s@noO kyousi]-o suisensimasita.

school-Top you(PI) those/the professor-Acc recommended
‘(Lit.) The school recommended (*you) those/the professors.’
b. Kaisha-wa [karera *§0Nno) syain]-o kaikosita.
company-Top them those/the employee-Acc fired
‘(Lit.) The company fired them (*those/the) employees.’
(18) a.[anatagata Kbno) kyousi]-o suisensimasita.
you(Pl) these professor-Acc recommended
‘(Lit.) The school recommended you (*these) professors.’
b. Kaisha-wa [karera  dho) syain]-o kaikosita.
company-Top them those employee-Acc fired
‘(Lit.) The company fired them (*those) employees.’
The demonstrativeono ‘that/the’ in (17) may be used in anaphoric use or in deictic use
whereas the demonstrativiesno ‘this’ and ano ‘that’ in (18) are often used in deictic use
(Kuno 1973). The one shared property in these examples is that derioestcannot

occur between a pronoun and a common noun phrase both in anaphoric and deictic use.

18| will come back to these data in (17) and (18) and analyze them in 2.3.2 below.
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This is schematized in (19):

(19) pronoun-(*anaphoric/deictic demonstrative)-noun

This shows that demonstratives in both anaphoric use and deicticanset appear

between pronouns and noun phrases.

Notice that the ungrammaticality of the embedded demonstratitie the noun

phrases in (17) and (18) cannot be explained by the NP hypothesis,ebéemmnstratives

should be able to appear in lower positions of noun phrases, as in Fakample of (7b)

above, contrary to fact. One might object that the impossilmifitjemonstratives results

from semantic reasons rather than syntactic reasons. Howeubg impossibility of

deictic and anaphoric demonstratives’ occurrence in (19) comesskeomantic reasons,

why is it the case that semantics prohibits it in (19) widmonstratives are not limited to

the left periphery of noun phrases as in (15b) as well as in Fukasiple (7b) above in

Japanese (and also in some languages as in 2.2.3.2).

Moreover, predication relations with demonstratives in clausal @iedjgosition

(which are equivalent of the nominal predications in (17) above)ceptable within a

clause. Consider the following Japanese examples in (20):

(20) a. They aréhe students at CUNY.
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b. Karera-wa sono CUNY-no gakusei desu.
they-Top those/the CUNY-Gen student Cop
The Japanese demonstrats@noin anaphoric use may function as the English definite
article the in the sense of anaphoric use (Kuno 1973) and noun phrasesaonitttan
appear in the predicate position of a clause as in English.
Moreover, demonstratives in deictic use can also appear in cladiegbe position
(which are equivalent of the nominal predications in (18) above), as in (21):
(21) a. Anatagata-wa  kono kyoushi desu yo.
you(PI)-Top these professor Cop Prt
‘(Lit.) You are these professors.’
b. karera-wa ano syain desu.
they-Top those employee Cop
‘(Lit.) They are those employees.’
At first these sentences sound awkward, because the noun phrasedidatgneosition
possess demonstratives. However, once they are put into a dantéxth the reference
of the professors and employees is previously introduced, they aeetpegrammatical.
Thus, the ungrammaticality of (17) and (18) does not come from gbmantics. If the

ungrammaticality in (17) and (18) as well as that in (16b) cdroestheir syntax, Fukui's
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NP hypothesis cannot account for their ungrammaticality sinceshduld permit

demonstratives (like adjectival modifiers) to appear anywhetbhe noun phrases as long

as the head nouns are located at the very right periphery, contrary to fact.

2.1.2.3 Multiple relative clause modifiers

Fukui’'s examples of the NP hypothesis involve the application oligbnguultiple relative

clauses in (8), repeated below, to Japanese.

(8) a. People who go to MIT who like math will get jobs

b. *John, who goes to MIT, who likes math, will get a job.

(Fukui 1986:234, citing from Chomsky 1977:66)

Although Fukui does not offer an analysis to these constructions, Fukuiesssugh non-

restrictive relatives attach to DP, unlike restrictive reést. Under this assumption, the

multiple non-restrictive relative clauses cannot modify the propen since the head noun

in (8b) projects DP.

Against this background, let us go back to the Japanese non-restraititige

clause in (9b), repeated below.

37



(9) b. [Osaka-(de)-no kokusai-kaigi-ni sanka-suru  koto-ni-natte-iru
in-Gen international meeting-at attend is supposed to

Amerika-kara kaette-kita-bakari-ndohn-wa] ima Tokyo-no

from came-back-just-Gen Top now Gen
hotel-ni tomatte-imasu.
hotel-at are-staying

‘(Lit.) John who is supposed to attend the international conferenceakaQvho just
returned from America is now staying at a hotel in Osaka.
(Fukui 1986:234)

The Japanese proper noun in (9b) allows the modification of multiplerestmctive
clauses. Fukui claims that Japanese proper nouns (as well aaaihg project only NPs
and thus that the proper noun can have multiple non-restrictive clalisg®per nouns
like other nouns including personal pronouns are positioned in (a) l@sgiop(s) within
noun phrases as argued shortly, however, Japanese noun phrases maytbeéae a
variety of modifiers. If this is the case, then, this tact dm¢secessarily demonstrate that
Japanese lacks DP.

To summarize this subsection, | showed that an identical teeatof personal

pronouns and common nouns (with definite/discourse anaphoric interpretatfons)
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problematic for Fukui's NP hypothesis because they show the difiesein behavior

within nominal collocation constructions. Moreover, since the two tgpeemonstratives

(anaphoric, deictic) may be different in syntax, the embeddednedsnubnstratives in

deictic use within noun phrases does not necessary show thatskagafirite expressions

are not closed off in the left periphery. The common factlibtt types of demonstratives

cannot appear between personal pronouns and common noun phrases is not acémuntable

under Fukui's NP hypothesis, either. The lack of the differenceelegtweommon noun

phrases and proper nouns in terms of multiple non-restrictive relative clanses also be

used as crucial evidence for the NP hypothesis once one assumpsof&tnouns are

located in a lower position of noun phrases as will be argued in Chlptié the current

line of argument is correct, the examination of modifiers to nouasels will not be able to

help one investigate whether there are nominal phrases that close off the phrases.

Some linguists argue that personal pronouns in other languagesofuradi

determiners in nominal collocation constructions (Postal 1969, Hawkins 199ds 0977,

Pesetsky 1978 for English, Longobardi 1994 for Italian, Lyons 1999 for $pand other

languages, cf. Sommerstein 1972, Delorme and Dougherty 1972 for appasiilyses of

the constructions). If this is the case for other languagesmayeexpect that Japanese

personal pronouns in nominal collocation constructions function as deterntatersn the
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next section, | will focus on Pronoun-noun constructions and examine theuctings in

detail.

2.2 Pronoun-noun constructions

In this section, | will examine Japanese Pronoun-noun constructions tai, de

comparison with English constructions. In 2.2.1, | will examine thetaan®ns to see

whether ‘so-called’ Japanese pronouns are determiners as BRO6&) argues for English,

and demonstrate that this expectation will fail because Japsin@ss some properties that

English lacks in 2.2.2. In 2.2.3, | will support the DP hypothesis for Japatespite the

conclusion in 2.2.2.

2.2.1 Are so-called pronouns determiners?

Postal (1969) observes that English pronouns followed by noun phrases camfliketi

the definite articleghe in (22) below (which is (9) of Chapter 1), and proposes that “so-

called pronouns” are determiners (see Pesetsky 1978 for furthenenmts, cf. Delorme

and Dougherty 1972 for an appositive adjunct analysis).

(22) a. [Us linguists] want to understand the riddle of language.

b [You troops] will embark but the other troops will remain.

(Pesetsky 1978)

c. (*) [Them linguists] are subversive. (Déchaine and Wiltschko 2002: 422)
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Abney (1987:180) updates Postal’s argument under the DP hypothesis in (21).
(23) [pp welthe [ linguists]]
Japanese also allows the combinations of personal pronouns and common @ses. phr
Not only the third person pronoun observed in 2.1.2.1 above, but also the firstand se
person pronouns combine with common noun phrases (Noguchi 1998, Furuya 2004).
(24) a. watasitati kanzya

we patient

‘we patients’

b. anatatati  kanzya

you(Pl) patient

‘you patients’
These nominal collocation data suggests that the combinations of Japmansseal
pronouns and common noun phrases are similar to/the same as thosksbf Evgreover,
microscopically, the constructions in both languages have a commtittien (Postal
1969, Furuya 2004). Consider example (25).
(25) a.*watasi kanzya

I/me  patient

“*I/me patient’
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b. *Yanata kanzya
you  patient
“you patient’
c. *kare kanzya
he patient
“*he/him patient’
The singular counterparts are ungrammatical, while plural counteua grammatical in
both language¥’ If the revised structure based on Postal’s argument irig2®yrect for
English, likewise Japanese is also predicted to have DP.
In the following subsection, | will further examine the constructions in guestnd,

ultimately, support the DP hypothesis for Japanese noun phrases.

2.2.2 Japanese Pronoun-noun constructions vs. English Pronoun-noun constians

In the previous subsection, we observed that Japanese personal prondikesEarglish
personal pronouns in distribution and in number restrictions. Howeveg, dhetwo clear
differences between Japanese and English.

The first difference is the (im)possibility of demonstratiueshe left periphery of

nominal complex constructions in (26):

19 This restriction is not applicable crosslinguistically (Lyons 1999).
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(26) a. pono watasitati zyoseil-wa  mina seisyasin desu.
those/the we woman-Top all full.timer Cop
‘(Lit.) Those/the us women are all full-timers.’
b. Sensei-wa spno anatatati gakusei]-o  suisensimasita.
professor-Top those/the you(Pl) student-Acc  recommended
‘(Lit.) The professor recommended those/the you students.’
c. Kaisha-wa  qono karera syain|-o kaikosita.
company-Top those/the them employee-Acc fired
‘The company fired those/the them employees.’
Japanese Pronoun-noun constructions allow demonstratives to appear inghagbéry,
unlike their English counterparts in (26). Note that the preseh@ demonstrative is
unaffected by the presence/absence of adjectives that dpgtesren demonstratives and
common noun phrases in (27).
(27) a.[Sono isogasii) watasitati zyosei]-wamina seisyasin desu.
those/the busy we woman-Top all full.timer Cop

‘(Lit.) Those/the us (busy) women are all full-timers.’
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b. Sensei-wa  [sono yuunouna)anatatati gakusei]-o suisensimasita.
professor-Top those/the promising you(Pl) student-Acc recommended
‘(Lit.) Those/he professor recommended those/the (promising) you students
c. Kaisha-wa  dqono (taidana) karerasyain]-o kaikosita.
company-Top those/the lazy them employee-Acc fired
‘The company fired those/the (lazy) them employees.’
Whether adjectives are present or not, the expressions with deativestare grammatical
in (27).

The second difference between Japanese and English stems froaridtien of
word order. Unlike English, Japanese allows the switched order of paadncommon
noun phrase®
(28) a. [Watasitatizyose]-wa  mina seisyasin desu.

we woman-Top all full.timer Cop
‘Us women are all full-timers.’

a'. [Zyosei-no watasitati]-wa mina seisyasin desu.

woman-Gen we-Top all full.timer Cop

‘(Lit.) *Women'’s us are all full-timers.’

20| will examine this Noun-Gen-Pronoun construction in detail in Chapter 3.
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b. Gakkou-wa [anatagatakyousi]-0 suisensimasita.
school-Top you(Pl) professor-Acc recommended
‘The school recommended you professors.’
b’. Gakkou-wa kyousi-no  anatagata]-o suisensimasita.
school-Top professor-Gen you(PIl)-Acc recommended
‘(Lit.) *The school recommended professor’s you.’
c. Kaisha-wa [karerasyain]-o kaikosita.
company-Top them  employee-Acc fired
‘The company fired them employees.’
c'. Kaisha-wa gyain-no karera]-o kaikosita.
company-Top employee-Gen them-Acc fired
‘(Lit.) The company fired employees’ them.’
The following summarizes our observations.
(29) a. lemonstrative) (adjective) pronoun NP
b. NP-Gen pronoun
The fact that demonstratives and common noun phrases with the gendtikex may
precede personal pronouns indicates that Abney’s proposal in (23) ippimable to

Japanese. If Abney’s proposal in (23) were applicable to Japandkatia personal
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pronoun in D takes an NP as its complement, one may expecteéh#pghnese equivalent
should have the following word order under the head-finality assumption for Japanese.
(30) a.* NP-pronoun

b. * [op [ne NP] [or pronoun]]

c. *gakusei(-tati) watasitati

student-PI we

The word order in (30) is not correct. These facts show thatlB6Sbamey’s argument for
the DP hypothesis for English pronouns as determiners cannot bedapplJapanese
complex nominal constructions. More specifically, Japanese pémamauns are located
in a lower phrasal position in the noun phrases (Fukui 1986, and Noguchi 199Ruand
they cannot function as determiners.

This finding that Japanese personal pronouns are located in a pos#ion in
Pronoun-noun constructions does not necessarily eliminate the possibility pfesence
of a higher level than NP for Japanese noun phrases. Remembeetbasevved that
personal pronouns behave differently from common noun phrases in nomioahtioh
constructions in 2.1.2.1. Moreover, while demonstratives appear infthetghery of
Pronoun-noun constructions in (26) and (27), they cannot be embedded within noun

phrases as observed in (15), (17), and (18) in 2.1.2.2. That is, Japasesente
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restrictions on word order within noun phrases. This is not accountableder Fukui’s

NP hypothesis. According to Fukui's NP hypothesis, the occurreqm@wbuns preceding

the demonstratives should be predicted to be grammatical abowgséetapanese noun

phrases including ones with demonstratives are NPs and do not close off nominal phrases,.

The following summarizes our observations of Japanese Pronoun-noun

constructions:

(31) [(demonstratives) [(modifier) pronoun [(*demonstratives) [NP]]]]

The scheme in (31) shows that not all phrases can be treatd®sas Bapanese Pronoun-

noun constructions. Otherwise, there should be no restrictions on word dtdernaun

phrases as Fukui wrongly assumes.

In the next subsection, | will examine the locus of demonstrativBsonoun-noun

constructions as a clue for the size of the constructions. Sendeftiateness of

demonstratives appears to be universal and all human languages hnawestdative

expressions (Lyons 1999), although demonstratives do not share these ggopeds-

linguistically. To find out the categorial status of noun phrag#s demonstratives, we

will look at the semantics of demonstratives and their behavior-bnggsstically, under

the assumption that languages share some universal aspects inasghtemantics along

with some aspects particular to demonstratives within noun phrases.
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2.2.3 Demonstratives and the DP hypothesis

In the previous subsection we observed that Japanese Pronoun-noun constructiohs allow t

presence of demonstratives in the left periphery. In this subtsedtiwill focus on

Japanese demonstratives and examine their syntactic status2.3ri,2l will consider

semantic properties of demonstratives and their semantic compo#i@bnmay be

translated into syntax, and in 2.2.3.2, | will offer cross-linguistia @d demonstratives.

Although demonstratives do not always appear in the left periglfiergun phrases, it is

shown that they are related to DP. In 2.2.3.3, focusing on demonstrativee left

periphery, | will analyze the structure of demonstratives.

2.2.3.1 Demonstratives and their semantics

In contrast with common noun phrases (without demonstratives), demonstrative

descriptions have been analyzed as involving more direct connectioctuéb entities.

They have been argued to refer in virtue of either speakemsmiration (Kaplan 1977,

Reimer 1991) or a speaker’s intention to refer (Kaplan 1989, Ba@h). Roberts (2002)

and Wolter (2004, 2006), however, challenge this prevailing view of demiwestrand

argue that demonstratives can be semantically classifiednotoategories: deictic use and

anaphoric use. In deictic use, the interpretation of demonstratives igerétatihe (usually)

extralinguistic context of the utterance and points to the folaege, or situation in which
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the speaker is speaking. When there is more than one potentiahtefethe context of

utterance, a deictic demonstrative description is acceptableawitappropriate gesture

towards one potential referent. In anaphoric use, on the other hanefettemtr depends on

a linguistic antecedent. That is, the antecedent provides the aiforrmecessary for the

expression’s interpretation and thus the expression refers bauok amtecedent. Consider

the following example.

(32) a. This book is mine; and that book is yours.

b. I bought a book. That book is very interesting.

For examplethis bookandthat bookin (32a) are likely to be interpreted deictically as the

books the speaker is pointing out at the time the utterance takes ta¢32b), the use of

that bookrefers to the book that the speaker bought.

According to Wolter (2006), anaphoric use of demonstratives is sealfnti

different from deictic use of demonstratives in that the forimes the scopes of its

antecedents while the latter has widest scope only. Thus, deatimestin anaphoric use

interact with compositional semantics like definite articléslevdemonstratives in deictic

use do not. The analysis of anaphoric demonstrative descriptions toeedgture the

factor that identifies the referent because demonstrative pligsies refer uniquely in a

given context. Demonstrative determiners in anaphoric use havarguments: the NP
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complement, which contributes a domain (as it does with all noun phrasédsa second

argument, which identifies the unique referent within the domain (R®@Ll, Roberts

2002). Wolter's semantic compositional analysis of anaphoric deratwef is very

similar to that of En¢ (1991).

Enc argues that every DP bears two indices, the first ofhwisiche standard

referential index, and the second of which identifies a set of pessigrents of which the

first index is an element or a subset. Following Heim (1982), Byg that a nominal is

semantically definite just in case it has a referentidéx that is familiar, that is, previously

established in the discourse. She defines specificity iniceldb definiteness (i.e.

familiarity) of the second index. This second index is related to discoursentsfe

A number of languages (though not all languages) possess defintlesaeind

differentiate between definiteness and indefiniteness in syntax, whichasydiedlected in

semantics. In contrast with definite articles, all human larggipgssess demonstratives

(Lyons 1999). If a semantic theory treats demonstrative desogpiin anaphoric use) and

definite descriptions equally or similarly, one can expect thaemantic analysis of

demonstratives should also be fed by their syntactic structirat i§, even when a

language does not possess a definite article, the languageeisterl to have a DP due to

the presence of demonstratives once it is assumed that [3 sertlee referential anchor of
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noun phrases. This does not mean that demonstratives are agosstitally located in

DP as observed shortly. Yet, the presence of demonstrativesastmaily related to DP

even when demonstratives are not positioned at the Spec of BDR. isTthe working

hypothesis in this work.

In the following two subsections, | will investigate the distribnti of

demonstratives, particularly, its loci within noun phrases.

2.2.3.2 Cross-linguistic distribution of demonstratives

Demonstratives do not always occur prenominally cross-linguisticalThey appear

postnominally as well as prenominally in various languages (S=ld®94, Giusti 1992;

1997, Brugé 1996, Lyons 1999 among others). In Greek and Romanian, for exampl

demonstratives appear in the following positions within noun phrases.

(33) a.afto to oreo to vivlio

this the good the book

b.to oreoafto to Vvivlio

the good this the book

c.to oreo to Vvivlieafto

the good the book this
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(34) a. liatul acesta (frumos§*
boy-the this  nice
b. acest (frumos) fiat (frumos)
this nice boy nice
Giusti (1992:109)
Giusti (1992) claims that the Romanian demonstrative is baseagetén a lower position
and optionally gets moved to Spec of DP. Look at the example in (35).
(35) a. baiatul  acesta (frumos)
boy-the this nice
b. frumosul (*acesta) baiat
nice-the this  boy
Giusti argues that Romanian demonstratives and articles do vethesame positions in
DP. In (35a), the noun moves across the demonstrative to D wheeadlig article
appears. In (35b), on the other hand, the presence of the demonstratke thioc
movement of the adjective to the enclitic article. The fadtttteademonstrative blocks the
movement of the adjective but not of the head noun suggests that the &omani

demonstrative can be conceived neither as a D nor as an inteenfediational head.

2L Giusti (1992, Footnote10) assumes that the morphenie the specification for gender, number and
case.
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Brugé (1996) also argues that Spanish demonstratives are mergdadwer position of a
noun phrase and may move to Spec of DP. In these languages, thetdaitnes seem to
be phrasal. If this is the case, demonstratives are phrastssitly different from definite
articles in these languages.

Interestingly, when demonstratives remain postnominally, the presdracdefinite
article is required to satisfy a feature uniquely related tin CBpanish. Look at the
following examples, cited from Bruge (1996:6-7).

(36) a. *(el) cuatro libros estos/esos
the four books these/those
b. *(el) libro este
the book this
C. *un libro este
a book this
The obligatoriness of the definite article shows that D needs lexlmally overt because a
relevant feature in D requires overt checking in the presence @osanominal
demonstrative, according to Brugé. Likewise, the following lasid Greek examples

show the same fact in (37):
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(37) a.*(to) oreo afto to vivlio (Greek) (Giusti 1992:109)
the good this the book
b. *(an) fear eso (Irish) (Giusti 1992, 110)
the man this
The languages that we observed in this subsection possess botle @eficles and
demonstratives. Although the phrase-structural status of demoresdrédidifferent from
that of definite articles and demonstratives appear not only ineth@driphery of noun
phrases but also in lower positions within noun phrases (unlike defititkes), they are
cross-linguistically related to definite DPs in that when taeyin a lower position of the
noun phrases their presence requires definite deterrfigensl when they are in the left
periphery they may or may not require definite determiners).hypothesize that
demonstratives are cross-linguistically related to definite DP.
In the next subsections, | will show noun phrases where demonstrgtjpesr an
the left periphery and compare three analyses for their loci in order teecttmanalysis to
apply to Japanese demonstratives in analyzing (demonstrative) Pronounemstructions

in the current work.

% This is true of Hungarian, as observed in (50a) and (51a) in 2.2.3.3.3 below.

54



2.2.3.3 Demonstratives in the left periphery of a noun phrase

There are (at least) extant three different analyses gidb#ion of demonstratives at the

left peripheries of noun phrases in the recent literature.| tempare them and claim that

one analysis is better than the other two in the following subsections.

2.2.3.3.1 Demonstratives and referential noun phrases (Campbell 1996)

In 2.2.3.1, | briefly reviewed En¢’'s (1991) theory for referential noun sgsrgamong

others). According to this theory, referential/specific noun pberpessess two indices for

referentiality. Campbell (1996, 1998) propose that the two indices ocdiff@yent

positions in syntax. He argues that a common noun phrase DP conpagticate phrase

(PredP) (Holmberg 1993, den Dikken 1998 and his subsequent work, and FuruyarzD04)

that the subject corresponds to one index in En¢’s theory. This sishfebar bound by a

referential/specificity Operator or a demonstrative in SpdaRyfwhich corresponds to the

other index.

Let us look at following English definite expressions with theucures proposed

by Campbell in (38):

(38) a. the boy

b. [op null Operator fy the preqp pro  boy ]

(Campbell 1996:165)
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(39) a. those boys

b. [pp those | (null head D) #regp pro boys] ]

(Campbell 1996:167)

(38b) and (39b) are the structures of the nominal expressions in (B8a)38a)

respectively, where the common noun phrases are predicatedprbfi{élolmberg 1993).

According to Campbell, the fact that the definite expressiontam a small clause may be

deduced from the existence of adjectives sudtkely andalleged

(40) the likely/alleged thief

The adjectives semantically denote properties of propositions, batcigatly appear to

modify nonpropositional common nouns. In the expression in (40), the adjectuas oc

attributively with the common nouthief. As the next expressions show, however, such

adjectives cannot head predicates with the common noun phrase abjdet & (41a).

They may occur as predicates, however, if the subject den@iepasition in (41b). In

(41c) the adjective is predicated of a proposition-denoting expression thafgosed.

(41) a. *The thief was likely.

b. That John was a thief is likely.

c. Itis likely that John is a thief.
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In both attributive and predicative uses, propositional adjectivesthaveame semantics
and enter into the same entailment relations (Campbell 1998:1564R)s i the case, this
indicates that propositional adjectives denote properties of propositmhthat they must
be predicated of proposition-denoting expressions. The fact that propakgidjectives
can also occur attributively implies that common noun phrases, even hbaded by
nonpropositional nouns such #sef, contain proposition-denoting expressions and that
common nouns are uniformly treated as predicative within noun phrasksk@tg 1993,
Szabolcsi 1987, 1994, Longobardi 1994 among others).

As for DP, a null Operator appears in Spec of DP and the deteroticws in D in
(38b). In (39b), on the other hand, the demonstrative appears in the SpecaotiD is
null. In particular, the element in Spec of DP corresponds tsgbend index argued for
by Enc for referentiality/specificity. Thus, the structuras(38b) and (39b) form the
syntactic basis of an account for En¢’s semantic analysigfefential noun phrases.
According to Campbell, English demonstratives have a morphosynieatice [+Th] that
heads the definite article in D and thus occurs only in DP, on theggnaith wh-phrases
that have the feature [+Wh] in CP (see 3.3.1). These structeaelly accounts for

specificity effects, as discussed in 2.4.5 below.
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Notice that the co-occurrence of a demonstrative and a ‘de&rns possible in
some language®’
(42) a.ez a haz (Hungarian)

this the house

b.ika n anak (Javanese)
this the boy
c. afto to oreo to vivlio (Greek)

this the good the book

(Giusti 1992)

d. desse dei to eld-st-e hus-a i by-en (Norwegian)

these the(Pl) two old-Super-W house-Def in town-Def

‘these two oldest houses in town’

(Julien 2002)

If demonstratives occupy the Spec of DP in these languag&iusti (1992, 1997 for

various languages) and Bruge (1996 for Spanish) argue, this suppanbéliés structure

in (39b).

% English does not allow for the presence of both demonstratives addfihiée articlethe at the same
time. Déchaine and Wiltschko (2002:421) argue that English demorestratie decomposed into two
morphemes (i.eth-is, th-eseetc.) and that the first common ptrt sit in D while the rest is in the head
of g Phrase (g P). If this is the case, it readily explains why the co-oceuofeaademonstrative and the
determiner is prohibited in English. Campbell (1996:197), on the other hegaksathat once
demonstratives are assumed to be overt specificity operat@peic of DP, the constraint that D and
Spec DP and the constrain that C and Spec CP with wh-words cannot both be ovends c
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Importantly, Campbell’s nominal predicate structures in (38b) and (38b¢ated

below, are a viable hypothesis for Japanese Pronoun-noun constructiansebtey are

readily able to capture without modifications two properties of rileg® Pronoun-noun

constructions in (29a), which is also repeated below.

(38) b. pp null Operator § the pregp pro  boy ]]] (Campbell 1996:165)

(39) Db. pp those | (null head D) dregp pro boys] | (Campbell 1996:167)

(29) a. lemonstrative) (adjective) pronoun NP

First, Campbell’s structures correctly capture the word coflelemonstratives, pronouns

and common noun phrases in (29a) ompeces are replaced with personal pronouns.

Secondly, Campbell’s structures can also account for the “optighalitemonstratives in

(29a). Once the presence of a null Operator (along with demovessjais assumed to be

in Spec of DP in (38b), likewise, Japanese Pronoun-noun constructions mag haile

Operator as well as demonstratives. If this is correctstiivetures for Japanese Pronoun-

noun constructions are as follows in (43):

(43) a. pp null Operator [p (null head D) dregp pronoun  NP] ]

b. [op demonstrative[p (null head D) #eqp pronoun  NP]]

If this analysis based on Campbell (1996, 1998) is correct for Jepdr®noun-noun

constructions, it supports the presence of DP.
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Before adopting Campbell's structure for Japanese Pronoun-noun cbosguc

however, | will examine the other two analyses of demonstrativesda whether there are

more appropriate theories for Japanese demonstratives within noun phrases.

2.2.3.3.2 Scandinavian demonstratives (Julien 2002)

Julien (2002) deals with the distribution of determiners including demadinsts within

Scandinavian DPs and proposes a Demonstrative Phrase (DemP) on t&p whibh

phrase can be occupied uniquely by demonstratives. Unlike other wrigtandinavian

languages, Northern Swedish allows not only bare common nouns aloriscbco@mmon

nouns that involve adjectival modifiers to carry a definiteness suffix, as in (44).

(44) gamm-svart-katt-a

old-black-cat-Def.Sg.

‘the old cat’

(Northern Swedish) (Julien 2002:288)

Once a noun phrase contains a numeral, however, the numeral must pinecedeamon

noun in Northern Swedish as in the other varieties of Scandinavian lasgexaye when

the noun phrases are definite as in (45) below (which Julien useglasce for movement

of common nouns to a higher position when numerals do not appear in (44) above).
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(45) dem-dernatrei grann-hest-a (ibid. 288)

they-there three fine-horses-Def.PI

‘the three fine horses.’

The example in (45) is the motivation for the proposal of DemP, @iogpto Julien. The

Northern Swedish demonstratigderna corresponds to the English adverbial ‘there’. In

order for the adverb to function as a determiner, the pronominal defntitkedemin DP

needs to adjoin to the head of DemP for the categorial chaintfee Dem head. The

following is an illustration of Julien’s proposal in (46).

(46) a. bemp [pem derna fp [p dem ..... 1111 (insertion oflernaand its projection)

b. [bemp [pem dem-derna fp [t ..... 1lll (adjunction of D to Dem)

In (46), demis base-generated in D and gets moved to Dem via head-adjufati the

categorial change afernain Dem.

Given the assumption of DemP, Julien assigns the structure in (4tH® definite

expression in (47a).

(47) a.grann-hest-n derna (ibid. 289)

fine-horse-Def there

‘That fine horse.’

b. [pempgrann-hest-Mpemy derna fp t'i [ ... ti]]]] (ibid. 290)
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In (47b), the common noun phrase (with an adjective) is generatetbwer position of

the noun phrase and gets moved through the Spec of DP to Spec of Dwrdthe Dem

headdermais base-generated. If this is on the right track, one ni@edssume DemP.

However, this analysis is empirically not unproblematic.

One empirical question regarding DemP is why the demonstrdditeain (47b)

does not host the pronominal determiner, unlike the one in (46) in whgchssumed to be

obligatory (cf. Bruge 1996 for Spanish) because the adjunction of thendete to the

Dem head is necessary for the categorial change in (48)is Istcorrect, it should also be

true for the example in (47b), where the demonstrative does not haywotih@minal

determiner. One might say that the inflected noun phrase in SpeEmd® also allows the

Dem head to change the adverbial status like the pronominal deterniihat would be ad

hoc, however. Thus, Julien’s motivation for DemP is empirically problematic.

If a demonstrative sits in Spec of DemP instead as in (48),thieims consistent

with Giusti (1992, 1997) and Bruge’s (1996) arguments.

(48)  [pempdemonstrativeden [pp [o determiner ...]]]

In (48), the Spec of the top phrase is filled by a demonstratvehere any evidence to

support the structure in which DemP is independently projected on top, débiDRstance,

in which Spec of DemP, its head, and Spec of DP, and its healll aceupied by lexical
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elements? Since that is unlikely to be the case, the Dannfusé proposed by Julien is

not adopted in the current work.

Alternatively, one may assume that DemP appears below within noaseghras

Szabolcsi (1994) argues (Bruge 1996). This is a workable structuthis is the case,

Japanese has DemP unique to demonstratives and may or may ndt[piPojda the next

subsection, | examine this possibility.

2.2.3.3.3 Hungarian demonstratives (Szabolcsi 1994)

Szabolcsi observes that Hungarian’s basic word order of eleméhis & noun phrase is

Det-Num-Adj-N(-Pl)-Case and that demonstratives appear in thedeiphery of noun

phrases.
(49) a. ez-ek-rol a part-ok-rél (Szabolcsi 1994: 185)
this-Pl-from the shore-Pl-from
‘from these shores’
b.ez a héaz (Giusti 1992)

this the house

the/this/that claim

Hungarian demonstratives are, however, allowed to appear in a lowgormpagia noun

phrase as well (Bruge 1996 for Spanish).
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(50) a.a vel-ed val6 ezen alalkozas

the with-you(Sg) being this  meeting

‘this meeting with you’

b. ezen talalkozas

this meeting

‘this meeting’

(Szabolcsi 1994: 219)

In (50a), demonstrativezen‘this’ appears in a lower poison of the noun phrase unlike the

ones in (49)and (50b). Szabolcsi assumes that DP is parallel to CP andhatsthe

complement of DP corresponds to TP/IP in a clause, called Nres@hwhere the

demonstrativeezengets raised to and appears (Bruge 1996 assumes a similar stfactur

Spanish). Besides these assumptions, the element in N+I (belpWwaBRa) [+/-definite]

and/or [+/-specific] feature(s) and controls the presence of the elamieRt i

Consider the following structure of a definite noun phrase wittdéimite article

and a demonstrative, citing from Szabolcsi (1994:220).

(51) [pop &(z) K+ In+r [ [DerreZEN (+def)] N« taldlkozas]]]]
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In (51), when N+I phrase takes a demonstrative as a complemerdletent feature on it
requires the presence a definite determiner irfDRote that Szabolcsi mentions that for
the sake of uniformity, she puts the demonstrative in Spec &f Dehe structure but not
in the Det head and the determia¢z)in DP?°

Against the background, let us consider the structure of the nomipedssion
where a demonstrative appears in the left periphery of the noun gdhkaséapanese

demonstratives in (50b), repeated below, which Szabolcsi does not give an account to.

(50) b.ezen talalkozas
this meeting
‘this meeting’

One can give two (logical) accounts for the example in (50b). ©ceuat is that the
demonstrative gets moved to DP in (52a), as Bruge (1996) and Giusti @QRie) for
Spanish and Rumanian, respectively. The other is that the demonszaivihis’ does
not optionally carry a [+definite] feature and thus that the poesef DP also does not

need to be projected in (525.

% See the Greek and Irish examples in (37) for relevance.

% According to Szabolcsi (1994), when DetP is [+def], the determiner cannot beldelete

(i) the feature [+def] is not a ‘visible’ and hence does not trig¢erdeletion in phonetic form
(Szabolcsi 1994:221)

% szabolcsi (1994: 210) attributes the ungrammaticality of (ip tphonological constraint called

Haplology. The co-occurrence of a determiner and a demonstrative is gtazahif they are linearly

separated by some intervener.

() *az ezen talakozas

the this meeting
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(52) a.br ezen[nwp[ner [ 6 [neitalakozas]]]

b. [\n+p [n+r [€ezen  (-def) . taldkozas]]]

Between the two structures, if the latter were the case, leoywhe following expression

would be predicted to be grammatical, contrary to fact:

(53) *vel-ed valo ezen taldkozas

with-2Sg being this meeting

In (53), a PP phrase cannot precede the demonstrative. If the dexinomsiptionally does

not possess [+def], the expression should be grammatical. Thia¢ isngrammaticality

implies that ezen obligatorily possesses a [+def] feature and that the presence of

demonstratives project DP that needs to be checked by a propentelexe-ed val-0

‘with-2Sg being’ lacks the feature even if this moves to DP eadnot satisfy the

requirement, which leads to the ungrammaticality. Or, the dematimstmoves to DP and

the PP cannot adjoin to it (see Chapter 4). If this is corteetstructure in (52b) is not

correct. That is, demonstratives move to Spec of DP (Bt9§é for Spanish) at least in

the case of lacking the determiner in D in (50b).

If this argument is on the right track, one can say that theemresof a

demonstrative assures the presence of DP if a language teBnite determiner as in

Greek and Hungarian or a definite affix/marker as in the case of thieekoSwedish noun

If she is right, the ungrammaticality in (i) is not a case for ill-formednetdgedtructure.

66



phrase: the presence of a demonstrative in a lower position retjuerggesence of a
relevant element in DP in Hungarian; and otherwise, demonstrappesrain DP whether
the determiner co-occurs or not (when they are in the left periphery of noueghras

How about a language with demonstrative descriptions that lackrételarticle?
If Japanese demonstratives were projected in a lower posftemmoun, would a non-overt
determiner appear in D like other languages such as Spanish garkéun? This might be
likely the case. But it is very difficult to prove it if not possible. Rather, ongyodack to
the fact that Japanese demonstratives in anaphoric use do notf@llewy element to
appear in the left periphery as in (15b) above suggests thatrheptalocated in a lower
position of noun phrases (under the assumption that elements can appeandetand
demonstratives when demonstratives are located in a lower passtionthe Hungarian
case of (50a)). Japanese demonstratives seem to be inhhbstlggsition of a noun phrase.

Does the presence of a demonstrative in Japanese, articielgaade, promise the
presence of DP? Under the current arguments of demonstratigssmethat the answer
to the questions is positive as a null hypothesis. Thus, the curogktwill not adopt
Szabolcsi's analysis of DetP for Japanese demonstratives.

Among the three extant analyses of demonstratives, Campbell’'s anabfsisvis to

be most applicable to Japanese (demonstrative) Pronoun-noun constructions.
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2.2.4 Interim conclusion

In this section | examined the possibility that Japanese pronounsofuriéie
English personal pronouns as ‘determiners’ (Postal 1969) in Pronoun-noun constructions by
listing the similarities between the two languages in 2.2.1, and in 2.2.2, édlbat that is
not the case, because of the two differences between Japaneseghsia Eonstructions.
One is that Japanese constructions allow the presence of dennesstiat the left
periphery. The second is that they are also allowed to switchrtlee of the personal
pronouns and common noun phrases in the constructions. In 2.2.3, | reviewed thtecsema
analyses and syntactic analyses of demonstratives. Basedtlo& §gmantic composition
of demonstratives and the fact that all languages possess dextioest’, (i) the cross-
linguistic facts of the co-occurrence of a demonstrative andcéeadnd (iii) the argument
that demonstratives are in Spec of DP like a referential @peaad the argument that the
demonstratives gets moved to DP when no other elements are insattethpted to open
up the possibility that Japanese demonstratives in the left peyipbpear in DP and thus
that the lack of a definite determiner in Japanese does not imadapanese lacks DP.

Following Campbell’s (1996) structures for English definite noun pkrdsessume the DP

2T While Lyons (1999) observes the universality of demonstratives-tirmpiistically besides the
universality of their definiteness, he argues that some languageasuapanese and Chinese do not
possess definite articles and thus that they do not project DReeBa2006) argument for Chinese
noun phrase is against Lyons’ claim.
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structure as the working hypothesis in (43) for Japanese Pronoun-nounucorsty and

examine the structure in the rest of this Chapter.

(43) a. pp null Operator [p (null head D) dregp pronoun  NP] ]

b. [op demonstrative[p (null head D) #eqp pronoun  NP]]

2.3 Pronoun-noun constructions and DPs

| will provide two examples to show that Japanese Pronoun-noun constrycbgett DP,

independently of the presence/absence of demonstratives. In 2.3.1stthedmples are in

vocative use, where DPs are banned due to an issue related sormafeature. In 2.3.2, |

will argue that DP is prohibited within another larger DP due to a sizectesiri

2.3.1 Vocatives and DPs

The first example involves the vocative use. Szabolcsi (1987:182)vebdiat definite

determiners before proper nouns or nouns with possessors are not permitted in vocative use,

although they are grammatical when the nouns with them appear ineargpasitions in

Hungarian. Look at the following examples in (54):

(54) a. A Péter beszél.

the P speaks

‘Peter speaks.’
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b. (*A) Peéter ! (Beszélj!) (vocative)
the P Speak
‘Peter! (Speak!)’
(55) a. Az én testvérem beszél.
the my brother speaks
‘My brother speaks.’
b. (*Az) én testvérem! (Bezélj!) (vocative)
the my brother speak
‘My brother! (Speak!)’
In (54a) and (55a) the nominal expressions in the subject positionthedefinite article
whereas in (54b) and (55b) they cannot have the determiner in vocsdivel' his suggests
that a full DPs cannot occur in vocative use.
Japanese Pronoun-noun constructions share the same distribution.
(56) a. Anatatati’kodomotati! (hanasinasai!)
you (Pl)/children speak

‘(Lit.) You/Children! (Speak!)’
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b.*Anatatati gakusei! hanasinasai!

You (Pl) student speak

‘(Lit.) You students! (Speak!)’

In (56a), the plural second person pronoun and plural common noun can ococatine

use when they are not in nominal collocation constructions, whereagh)) the Pronoun-

noun combination cannot appear in the same position. This parallelrinudish between

Hungarian and Japanese suggests that Japanese Pronoun-noun constructiomseint arg

position project higher projections, probably DPs, like the Hungarianmganm (54a) and

(55a), and thus that the ungrammaticality of (56b) comes from tleersstriction on

vocative expressions as in the Hungarian cases of (54b) and (55b)th&tdtassume that

the grammaticality of the English equivalent in (56b) stems faodifferent construction

(i.e. an appositive), because the singular construction is alsorgtécal in English unlike

that of Pronoun-noun constructions.

One may object that the Hungarian data is irrelevant to the arguior the DP

hypothesis because the context bears the second person reading dhd ih@spretation

of vocative expressions prevents the definite article from ajmgearvocative use in (54a)

and (55a). Similarly, the following English example suggestisth®indefinite personal

pronoun may be related to the second person featurgjilgma Progowc (email
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communication) points out, though the categorial status (particuiarlgerson feature in

vocative use) oéveryonatself is certainly unclear.

(57) a. Everyone, Behave yourselves.

b. *Everyone, Behave themselves.

In (57), the indefinite pronoun is equivalent to expressions such as @mwergf you" or

"you all' may be involved. These data imply that vocatives in iatper contexts are

related to the second person feature and thus that expressionscehflitt with the

second person feature such as definite articles cannot appeaativeease. However, this

fact is still relevant to the DP hypothesis if one assuimasat person feature is relevant to

D (Campos 2005). That is, one can still claim that the ungraicahty of the Hungarian

examples still shows that DPs are projected and that they cappear in vocative use

because they conflicts in person feature. This claim of theobdDP in vocative use is

also compatible with the impossible occurrence of the Pronoun-nounumiastrwith the

second person pronoun in vocative use in (56b) above while the second person pronoun

alone can be present in vocative use: the latter projects DRawtl kind of elements that

conflict with the second person feature, while the former does roathislis the case,

Japanese Pronoun-noun constructions project DP.
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Moreover, in non-imperative contexts unlike the imperative exanghlese, the
first and third person pronouns can appear in vocative use, whereavadteives in
Pronoun-noun constructions are still ungrammatical in (58):

(58) (Ah! Damedanal) Aitura/Watasitati/Zyousitati (*taidana nkemaono)!
Oh  no.good them/us/bosses lazy idlers

‘(Oh! No good!) *Them/*Us/Bosses (lazy idlers)”

These data show that the first and third person pronouns as veelinason nouns alone
appear in vocative use in a non-imperative context while Pronoun-noun ctossware
still impossible here. Thus, these data support the claim thabhekgpdronoun-noun

constructions project DP, and, thus, cannot appear in vocativé use.

2.3.2 Size restriction 1: impossible DP within noun phrases

The second piece of evidence for the DP hypothesis comes fronzé¢heestriction on
noun phrases immediately embedded in complex DPs. Kayne (1994) andk#ten D
(1998) observe that a DP cannot immediately embed a full-DP in English.

(59) *that idiot of the doctor

% The fact that personal pronouns can appear in vocative uSéahgnd (58) below while Pronoun-
noun combinations are not allowed in the use suggests that personal pronousevie do not
necessarily projects DPs, though they are semantically defatpersons. Once they are in subject
position within nominal predications, the entire noun phrases projecaridPthus cannot appear in
vocative use.
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Den Dikken (1998) argues that the two noun phrases in (59) form a nonmedatgbion
relation, in which the subject noun phrase that appears within anothearbbt be as large
as DP.

(60) *[pp that [ppthe doctor] idiot] (= underlying structure of (59))

Note that that (61) doesn’t involve predication (“destruction” isn't mwaged of “the
city”).®

(61) that destruction of the city

| assume that there is a ban on embedding a DP asiltfextof a predication immediately
embedded within a DP, then (61) is excluded from the scope of this size generaifzation.

In Japanese, a similar fact is observable in (62), which does notspoase

demonstrative.
(62) *[Watasitati syain dansei]-wa  (mina) isogasii.
we employee man-Top all busy

‘(Lit.) Us employees men are all busy.’

The one possible structure of the nominal expression in the bracketétueon®f (62) is

the following.

?Marcel den Dikken (personal communication) points out to me Hkaggsential difference between
(59) and (61) is probablyltimatelyrelated to what's theeadof the complex noun phrase: in (59) the
head isdoctor, in (61) it's destruction the headof a complex DP cannot itself project a DP within that
complex DP.

39| will modify this ban later in that there is a ban on embeddif@P as the subject and also the
predicate of a predication immediately embedded within a DP shortly.
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(63) *[[watasitati syain] dansei]

In (63), the Pronoun-noun construction appears in the subject position améiriother

predication relation. Unlike the ungrammatical expression in (68)clausal predicate

counterpart is grammatical in (64):

(64) [Watasitati syain]-wa (mina) [dansei] desu.

we employee-Top all man Cop

‘We employees are (all) male.’

Because the clausal expression is grammatical, the ungrasahtytf (63) does not stem

from its semantics. | propose that the ungrammaticalityhef rominal predication

construction in (63) follows from the size restriction in (65), like bne on the English

example in(60) above.

(65) *[pp [pp pronoun NP] NP ]

If this is correct, Pronoun-noun constructions projects DPs even when deatieestdo

not appear in their left periphery.

In addition to the size restriction on the subjects in nominal predocatstructions,

the same size restriction is applicable to the predicates imabpredication constructions,

as previously observed in (17) and (18). The examples in (17) are repeated below.
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(17) a. Gakkou-wa [anatagata s@no kyousi]-o suisensimasita.

school-Top you(Pl) those/the  professor-Acc recommended

‘(Lit.) The school recommended (*you) those/the professors.’

b. Kaisha-wa [karera *§oNno) syain]-o kaikosita.

company-Top them those/the  employee-Acc fired

‘(Lit.) The company fired them (*those/the) employees.’

Because the clausal predication relation is grammaticalk@®), (repeated below, the

ungrammaticality of (17) does not result from semantic reasons.

(20) a. They aréhe students at CUNY.

b. karera-wa sono CUNY-no gakusei desu.

they-Top those/the Gen student Cop

This is also true of the following English example in the case of non-apposiive us

(66) a.*them the/those students

b. *we the students of CUNY

| propose the following structure for the ungrammatical exaniplés7) (and the English

example in (66)):

(67) *[op [preappronoun fp...NP ]]
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In (67), the structure involves a definite expression in the predicaigon in the nominal
predication construction, which is banned due to the size restrmticgubconstituents of
nominal predication constructions. The structure in (67) also gets suippar den
Dikken’s (2006) arguments for the size of the subject and the predicateminal
predicate constructions in various languages, although he does not discnsan-noun
constructions. He argues that both subject and predicate in nomirgitagpon
constructions project structures as large as but no larger tva® fbr various languages.
The following is a summary of the size restrictions on nominal predication cditsiai¢
(68) a. *be [preaprlor] ... 1]

b. * [op [predpl --- ] [or]]

The size restrictions show that subconstituents of nominal predication coosisyce. the
subject and the predicate) in nominal predication constructions canterigbe than DP.
This restriction stems from the properties of referentialinahrexpressions. D serves as

the referential anchor of noun phrases in that it requires elemihtsterpretable features

31 |In Chapter 4, | will argue that prenominal NQs without the genitiaeker are present in DP (i.e. NQ-
NP constructions) unlike the ones with the marker (NQ-Gen-NPtraatiens). If this argument is
correct, the following expression is readily captured as well.
() a. Y[watasitati 3-nin gizyutusya]-ga  sono mondai-ni  torikunda
us Cl  technician-Nom that/the problem-to tried
b. [watasitati 3-nin-no gizyutushal]-ga  sono mondai-ni torikunda

us Cl-Gen technician-Nom that/the problem-to tried

‘Us three technicians tried that/the problem.’
In (i), the nominal predicate involves the NQ-NP sequence.t pfdjects DP as will be argued in
Chapter 4, the construction involves another DP within it, whichvielation of a size restriction on
nominal predications: *op [ ] [pp]]. On the other hand, in (ib), the combination of a NQ and a
common noun phrase does not project a DP and does not violate thestsiggore This consideration
supports the structure in (68).
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that create referentialty. They enable noun phrases to defetically/referentially.

Referentiality itself is not recursively or multiply spemil within a noun phrase that

denotes one single referent. This is why the ban on embedddf within nominal

predication constructions is required.

In this section, | showed the distribution of Japanese Pronoun-noun conssucti

They are not able to occur where DPs are prohibited (regardlesdsenhce of the

demonstratives): in vocative use and in nominal predication constructidnis.supports

for the current working hypothesis in (43a), repeated below.

(43) a. pp null Operator [p (null head D) dregp pronoun  NP] ]

The structure shows that the presence of a null Operator nid3Pi even when a

demonstrative is not in Spec of DP. If this is the case, then] ®petator is predicted to

behave like demonstratives in DP.

In next section, | will show that this is the case by examgimominal collocation

constructions with numeral quantifiers (NQs) and further supporD#éypothesis for

Japanese.

2.4 Floating Numeral Quantifiers (FNQs) and DPs

In this section, | will demonstrate that this predication is bornewatlit two pieces of

evidence from behaviors of numeral quantifiers (NQs). Behaviors(@$ Nave been
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extensively studied in the linguistic literature (Inoue 1976, Kah¥83, Miyagawa 1989,

Tang 1990, Kitahara 1993, Cheng and Sybesma 1999, Watanabe 2006 to name a few).

NQs have been observed to appear in various positions in relation tasgbeiated

common noun phrases. The distribution of Japanese NQs is not limited td universal

guantifiers in Indo-European-languages suclalasoth, andeach but includes any kind

of quantifiers (Kobuchi-Phillip 2004). However, No study of NQs in aatioa with

pronouns and common noun phrases with definite interpretations has beed ioffére

Japanese linguistic literature to my knowledge. | will show titma distribution of NQs is

restricted once their host noun phrases involve personal pronouns or commahrases

with definite interpretations than it is with common noun phrases witlefinite

interpretations. | will account for that restriction in redatito the DP hypothesis for

Japanese.

This section is organized as follows. In 2.4.1, | will briefly esvithe basic

behavior of NQs. It will be shown that many Japanese quantiizdtexpressions share

the same distributional property, unlike English quantifiers. In 2.4.2il loffer new

observations focused on floating numeral quantifiers (FNQs) in associatfonoldcation

constructions. Note that | will use FNQs for NQs that are deitie associated noun

phrases. In 2.4.3 and 2.4.4, respectively, | will apply two possilalgses in the literature
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to the noble FNQ constructions and choose one over the other as aoprdparthe
argument in 2.4.5, where | will offer strong evidence for the DP hgsig. In 2.4.6, | will

offer an interim conclusion of 2.4.

2.4.1 Basic behaviors of numeral quantifiers (NQs)
In this subsection, | will review the basic behavior of numeral gfienst(NQs) including
other quantifiers in relation to common noun phrases. NQs and some othigregaauch
as suumei'some’ andoozei‘many’ float around the associated noun phrases in (69) and
(70).
(69) a. Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei 3-nin]-o sikatta.

professor-Top student Cl-Acc scolded

‘Prof. Suzuki scolded three students.’

b. Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei]-0 3-nin  sikatta.
professor-Top student-Acc Cl scolded

c. Suzuki sensei-wa 3{nin-no gakusei]-o  sikatta.
professor-Top Cl-Gen student-Acc  scolded

d. Suzuki sensei-wa 3{nin gakuseil-o  sikatta.
professor-Top Cl student-Acc  scolded
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e.3-nin Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei]-o  sikatta.

Cl professor-Top student-Acc scolded
(70) a. Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei suumei/oozéefo sikatta.
professor-Top student some/many-Acc scolded

‘Prof. Suzuki scolded some/many students.’
b. Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei]-o suumei/oozei sikatta.

professor-Top student-Acc some/many  scolded

c. Suzuki sensei-wa sfilumei/oozeino gakuseil-o  sikatta.
professor-Top some/many-Gen student-Acc  scolded
d. Suzuki sensei-wa sfiumei/oozei gakusei]-o  sikatta.
professor-Top some/many student-Acc scolded
e.Suumei/oozei Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei]-o  sikatta.
some/many professor-Top student-Acc  scolded

In (69) and (70), NQs and other quantifiers appear before, after andeoilts associated
noun phrases. The linear orders relative to the associated noun phrases are as follows.
(71) a. NP-(N)Q-Case

b. NP-Case (N)Q

c. (N)Q-Gen-NP
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d. (N)Q-NP

e.(N)Q ... NP

The linear orders in (71a,c) show that quantifiers are undoubtediynwiite associated

noun phrases. The orders in (71b) and (71d) are controversial in terthe lfci of

guantifiers, i.e., whether NQs are within the associated noun phrases die string in

(71e) illustrates that the NQs can be outside the associated noun phrase.

In the rest of this section, | will limit myself to obsereats of NQs in (71a), (71b),

and (71e) and offer analyses on these constructions. In Chaptermp®sitien of NQs in

(71c) will be examined in relation to Pronoun-noun constructions, and ipte€2hg 1 will

focus on the structure in (71d). My ultimate goal in examiniqgs Melating to nominal

collocation constructions is to support the DP hypothesis for Japanese.

2.4.2 FNQs and pronominal collocation constructions

As observed in the previous subsection, while NQs can occur wihimost noun phrases,

they appear away from their host NP in (69¢), which is repeated below.

(69) e.3-nin Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei]-o  sikatta.

Cl professor-Top student-Acc  scolded

Along with the expression in (69e), NQ can follow the host noun phrases.

(72)  Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei]-o  hidoku  3-nin sikatta.
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professor-Top student-Acc  harshly Cl scolded

‘Prof. Suzuki harshly scolded three students.’

The NQs in (72) as well as the one in (69e) are clearly outsédassociated noun phrases.

The derivation of the NQ in (69e) and (72) is controversial in tleeatiire. One view

holds that the NQs float away out of the associated noun phrasgs(OL969, Harada

1976, Kamio 1977, 1983, Shibatani 1977, Kuno 1978, Haig 1980, Kuroda 1980,

Kawashima 1998, Ishii 1999, Fujita 1994, Kakegawa 2003, Watanabe 2006 for Japanese,

Sportiche 1988 for English and French, McCloskey 2000 for Irish Englisbng others).

Main arguments for movement analyses of NQs come from locaditgtraints on the

dependency between floating numeral quantifiers (FNQs) and tkewociated NPs.

Another view holds that the NQs are base-generated as distrildtireebial adjuncts to

verbal projections (Fujita 1994, Sakai Alan 1999, Kobuchi-Philip 2003, 2007, Nakani

2004, in preparation, among others). Under the second view, NQs diisitiest noun

phrases do not ‘float away’, but they are base-generated in-Eite.objections to FQN

analyses stem from their semantic restrictions in termdisifibutivity interpretations.

Sentences with FNQs are allowed to have only distributive readihgseas sentences

without FNQs can have both distributive and collective readings.
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Setting analyses of FNQs aside until the following subsectionswitgurther

observe the distribution of FNQs in relation with personal pronouns forestieof this

subsection. As they can follow common noun phrases in (69a), repeaied K€)s can

follow personal pronouns (Longobardi 1994 for relevant ltalian data, ScROt® for

English data), whether the demonstrative appears or not in (73):

(69) a. Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei 3-nin]-o sikatta.

professor-Top student Cl-Acc scolded

‘Prof. Suzuki scolded three students.’

(73) a. Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) watasitétnin]-o sikatta.

professor-Top those/the us Cl-Acc scolded

‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (*those/the) us three.’

b. Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) anat&atin]-o sikatta no?

professor-Top those/the you(pl) CI-Acc scolded Q

‘(Lit.) Did Prof. Suzuki scold (*those/the) you three?’

c. Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) kar&ain]-o sikatta.

professor-Top those/the them Cl-Acc  scolded

‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (*those/the) them three.’
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Once NQs are outside their host noun phrases with personal pronouns, the
expressions become ungrammatical for most spe&kassshown in (74) below, unlike the
nominal expressions with common nouns in (69¢e) and (72), repeated below.

(74) a. (3-nin) Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono)  watasitati]-o hidoKsrnih) sikatta.
Cl professor-Top those/the us-Acc harshly Cl scolded

b. (*3-nin) Suzuki sensei-wa  [(sono)  anatatati]-o hidokatnih) sikatta?

Cl professor-Top those/the you-Acc harshly Cl scolded

. (*3-nin) Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono)  karera]-o hidolir(n)  sikatta.

Cl professor-Top those/the them-Acc harshly Cl scolded
(69) e.3-nin Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei]-o sikatta.
Cl professor-Top  student-Acc scolded

%2S0me native speakers of Japanese appear to accept the expries§i@s Kiyoko Ito (personal
communication) suggested to me that the acceptability of (74) malf fem pragmatic reasons such
as the Gricean Cooperative Principle. In the previous contextefiments are already introduced and
thus one can readily get a sense of the individuals that all pronoui@®)irrefer to, whether the
guantifiers float out or not. Because it is possible for the prontmrsuccessfully refer to the
individuals, the informants accept the sentences in (74). Alteehgtsome informants appear to treat
floating quantifiers as adverbs, as Kobuchi-Philip (2003) argues. Anpttential analysis for the
acceptability of (74) to some speakers stems from the equahémiaof numeral classifiers as numeral
classifiers with the adverbial suffixisiomo‘all together’'(e.g.3-ninvs. 3-nin-tomg. Once the NQs are
replaced with the adverbial ones, the expressions in (74) are graaimaiowever, NQs with the
adverbial suffix cannot appear within the associated noun phrasiredfis no movement involved, it
is predicted that no definiteness effects should be observed, cdntfagy as will be analyzed of (74),
and also of (77) and (89) shortly. Moreover, the obligatory indefinite interpretation aggbeiate noun
phrase in NP-Case-Q order cannot be accounted for by an adverlyaisanb NQs as will be also
discussed below.
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(72)  Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei]-o hidoku 3-nin  sikatta.

professor-Top student-Acc harshly Cl scolded

‘Prof. Suzuki harshly scolded three students.’

As Kakegawa (2003) notes, the associated noun phrase as in (69e) arah(@8)y have

indefinite readings (Kim 2002, Kang 2002 for Korean, and Simpson 2005 forARias

languages). In (74), the expressions obligatorily have definitepretations due to the

presence of personal pronouns within the noun phrases, and they are atimatical

regardless of the presence/absence of the demonstrativee ddtasshow the same fact:

definite expressions (i.e. pronominal noun phrases and noun phrases withe definit

interpretations) do not allow FNQs while indefinite common noun phrases do not prohibit it

Why does this contrast exist between indefinite common nouns and personal pronouns?

In the following subsections, | will offer arguments to defendowement analysis

of FNQ with new data as opposed to a(n) adverbial/non-movement anallgik, will

strengthen the DP hypothesis for Japanese.

2.4.3 Adverbial analysis of FNQs

In the previous subsection, we saw the difference in grammalfyabktween indefinite

noun phrases and definite noun phrases in terms of floating numerafigta(ENQs). |

will consider one possible semantic account for the differencee may claim that the
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ungrammaticality of the FNQs in (74) results from semamstrictions on its distributive

interpretation (which is based on adverbial/non-movement analysesacalled FNQS)

(Kobuchi-Philip 2003, 2007, Nakanishi 2004, to appear). As Nakanishi (2003) observes,

FNQs and non-FNQs behave differently in terms of distributivitgrpretations. More

particularly, the former are incompatible with verbal predisaienoting events that can

occur only once because of their distributive adverbial status of FM@seas NQs within

a nominal projection do not have such a restriction because NQs amdvesvial.

Consider the example in (75):

(75) a.[Kodomo]-ga kinou 3-nin  omotya-no  bouto-0 tukutta.

child-Nom yesterday Cl toy-Gen boat-Acc made

‘Three boys each made a toy boat.’

b. [3-nin-no  kodomo]-ga  kinou omotya-no bouto-o tukutta.

Cl-Gen child-Nom yesterday toy-Gen boat-Acc made

‘Three boys made a (single) toy boat.’

‘Three boys each made a toy boat.’

According to Nakanishi, the nominal expression with the FNQ canabloly a distributive

reading and thus cannot have a collective reading as the Englisthatron indicates in

(75a). Since NQs outside their host noun phrases function as distribdtieebs rather
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than actually float away from the associated noun phrases thegptdallow collective
readings in (75a)° On the other hand, in (75b) the noun phrase that has the NQ within the
associated noun phrase can have both a distributive and a collectiveyredue to its
diffence in categorial status.

Against this background, one may say that the ungrammaticalityeopronouns
with FNQs in (74), where the host pronominal noun phrases are assauittdde NQs
outside them, is caused by restrictions on adverbial status of FN@s.is, sentences with
the host pronominal noun phrases should only have collective readingsrferumknown
reasons (unlike in the case of common noun phrases) but these rem@nu®hibited
because FNQs only bear distributive readings as adverbs. Thisctcamfithese two
restrictions leads to the ungrammaticality in (74).

However, not all activity/event verbs with FNQs behave like thé ugkuru ‘to
make’ in (74) in terms of interpretation. Consider the following examples.

(76) a. Kodomo-ga kinou 3-nin (isshoni) 1-tu-no onaji keiki-o tabeta.
child-Nom yesterday Cl| (together) CI-Gen same cake-Axc at

‘Three children ate one same cake (together).’

33| wonder why FNQs should function as distributive adverbs and naflastive adverbs. One might
treat NQs as adverbs in the same was as d&Qa-NQs’ like 3-nin-de‘in a group of three’, though the
latter clearly creates a collective readings in (1).

(i) Kodomo-ga kinou 3-nin-de (kyouryokusite) hitotu-no omotya-no  bouto-o tukutta.
child-Nom vyesterday Cl-by cooperation one-Gen toy-Gen boatdec m
‘Three boys made one (single) toy boat (in cooperation).’

See Footnote 34.
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b. Kodomo-ga kinou 3-nid@ujini) 1-tu-noonaji uta-o utatta.

child-Nom vyesterday Cl simultaneously CI-Gen same song-Acc sang

‘Three children sang one same song (simultaneously).’

c. Kodomo-ga kinou  3-nind@ujini) 1-tu-no onaji eiga-o mita.

child-Nom yesterday Cl  simultaneously CI-Gen same movie-Aaheuht

‘Three children watched one same movie (simultaneously).’

‘Three children watched one same movie (simultaneously).’

d. Gakusei-ga tossani  3-nin (sokoni mukattelpujini) hasitta.

student-Nom suddenly CI there.totoward simultaneously ran

‘Three students suddenly (simultaneously) ran (toward that direction).’

These sentences with the NQs outside the associated noun pheasesced to have

collective readings by insertion of the adverdshoni‘together’, doujini ‘simultaneously’

and the nominal modifieonaji ‘same’ before the object noun phrase, and they are still

perfectly grammatical. That is, they can have collectivdingadespite of the FNQs. Thus,

NQs outside their host noun phrases do not always function as distributive adverlst)(at lea

in some cases.

Furthermore, the sentences wsikaru ‘to scold’ | employ in (69e) and (72) readily

also allow both collective readings and distributive readings in (69’e) and (72")
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(69’) e.3-nin Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei]-o doyjini/kokoni) sikatta.

Cl professor-Top student-Acc simultaneously/individually scolded

‘Prof. Suzuki scolded three students together (simultaneously/individually).’

(72’) Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei]-o  hidoBtnin (doujini/kokoni) sikatta.

professor-Top student-Acc harshly CI (simultaneously/individually) scolded

‘Prof. Suzuki harshly scolded three students (simultaneously/individually).’

Even when these sentences are forced to have collective eddinguse of the adverb

doujini ‘'simultaneously’, they are still grammatical. This shohat the NQs outside their

host noun phrases need not be distributive adverbs in every case asaisethéth the verb

sikaru ‘scold’ 3

More importantly, insertion of adverbs forcing distributive or coilectreadings

still does not save the ungrammaticality of the expressionthatipersonal pronoun as the

NQ’s hose noun in (77):

3 When the sentence in (75a) is forced to have a collective reading, it is alp@stihatical in (i).

0] (kyouryokusite) [Kodomo]-ga  kinou  3-nin hitotu-no omotya-no bouto-o
tukutta.
cooporation child-Nom yesterday Cl one-gen toy-Gen boat-Acc
tukutta
made

‘Three boys (in cooporation) made one single toy boat.’
If the sentence with the FNQ were allowed to have a distribugading, it should be ungrammatical,
contrary to fact.
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(77)  (*3-nin) Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) watasitati]-o

Cl professor-Top those/the us-Acc
(doujini/kokoni) (*3-nin)  sikatta.
(simultaneously/individually) CI scolded

When the associated noun phrase involves the personal pronoun, the FNQtmeakes
expression ungrammatical, regardless of the forced distributivellective interpretations.
Thus, an analysis of FNQ as adverbs fails to account the ungtealihaof (77) as well
as that of (74) above. Note that personal pronouns themselves allodidiatiutive and
collective readings in (78) below, and thus the presence of pers@mduns themselves
are not related to distributive/corrective readings.
(78) a. Watasitati-wa (sorezore) fune-o tukurimasita.

we-Top each ship-Acc made

‘We (each) build a ship.’

b. Watasitati-wa (isshoni) fune-o tukurimasita.
we-Top together ship-Acc made

‘We build a ship together.’
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In the following subsection, | will present a movement analysiENgs to account

for the ungrammatical expressions in (7).

2.4.4 Movement analysis of FNQs

In the prevous subsection, it was shown that a(n) adverbial/non-movamegsis of
FNQs cannot account for the fact that NQs outside the host noureplrasnot be
associated with the noun phrases when they involve personal pronouns. Uubseistisn,
| will present a movement analysis for the ungrammaticalityFBiQs in (74) as a
preparation of the argument in 2.4.5.

In the linguistic literature, there are two distinctive wagspursue derivational
approaches to FNQs (Fujita 1994 for review). One approach is thaéntifier (Q) gets
moved away from its host noun phrase (Kayne 1975 for French, Kamio 18i{7 1880
for Japanese, McCawley 1988 for English, among others). Another abpsahat an NP
floats outside the associated noun phrase leaving a quantifier (Spdeiche 1988 for
English and French, Shlonsky 1991 for Hebrew, Kitahara 1993 for Japanese, atimers).

Between the two approaches, | choose the former approach imdtksbased on

two assumptions: (i) a noun phrase forms a predication relation with a NQ in (O)uflc

% In the following, | will examine the examples in (74) but not the on€’7) in terms of specificity
effects. Yet, the same analysis is applied to the example in (77).
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1999, Watanabe 2006, Park 2008):and (ii) the subject in nominal predication
constructions does not move (den Dikken 2006) as illustrated if{’(79).

(79)  [prea PNP [prear NQ]]

In this structure, the NP is the subject and the NQ is the ptedicNote that | treat
numerals and classifiers as forming a basic constituent larglthat | do not assume
separate functional structures for numerals and classifech as Classifier Phrase,
Numeral Phrase, or FP within noun phrases (Tang 1990, Corver 1998, Muromatsui 1998, L
1999, Cheng and Sybesma 1999, Borer 2005, among others), because no nassérat-c

languages allow numerals to appear (at least linearlyyatepafrom classifiers within or

% This first assumption of NQs as predicates comes from the argsinby McClure (1999) and
Watanabe (2006) that the associated noun phrases and NQs form constituentaes ias§).
() a. [xcphon o san satu]]
book 3 CI
(McClure 1999:273)
b. kumphon [san t; satu]] (Watanabe 2006:254)
The one common property of the underlying structures of the noun plridisd¢Qs in (ia,b) illustrates
that the combination of the NQ and the numeral form a constituerthough | do not assume that
classifiers or numerals are the head of phrases, | adoptuk¢€land Watanabe’s structure in that
common nouns form constituents with the combination of numeral classifieder the nominal
predication hypothesis. See Park (2008) for classifiers as the dfemgbirase whose Spec has numerals
under nominal predication constructions.
3" The second assumption stems from den Dikken's (2006: Chapter 4.4) atg@oasider the
following examples.
(i) a. The biggest problem is/*are the children.
b. The best candidate is me/her/him.
(den Dikken 2006: 117)
In (ia), the subjecthildren cannot enter into an agreement relation with the auxiliary vetérins of
number. Instead, the inverted predicate establishes an agreelagon with the verb. Similarly, in (ib)
the pronominal subject cannot be assigned/checked nominative Case, amdsult, they surface with
default accusative case. According to den Dikken, the subjectpioase of a predicate-inversion
construction is ‘frozen’ and thus the subject becomes unableablisstan Agree relationships with
predicates.
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outside the associated noun phrases (Cinque 2005). They always fornuentsstin
syntax.

Given the structure of (79) along with the two assumptions on thergoinsts, |
assume that only predicative NQs are able to get moved in FNQ constraét{863>2
(80) NQ-... [xp... [pred PNP [preati]]]%°

Against this background, | will provide evidence for a derivational adctmuthe
ungrammaticality of pronominal constructions with the account of uhgrammatical
examples in (74) in the following subsections and ultimately suppefP hypothesis for

Japanese.

2.4.5 Specificity effects

In English, extractability from noun phrases is graded accordingpminal type (Fiengo
and Higginbotham 1981, Stowell 1989, En¢ 1991, Schitze 1995, Campbell 1996, Kennan

2003, Boskou 2005); the full paradigm was originally noted in Chomsky (1973):

(81) a. Whedid you see [a picture ¢f? (Eng¢ 1991)
b. Whq did you see [three pictures tjf? (Campbell 1996)
c. ?Wha@did you [Bill's picture oft;]? (Campbell 1996)
d. *Whg did you see [the picture §f? (Eng¢ 1991)

3| will examine two different types of movement of NQs withie Bissociated noun phrases in Chapter
3 and Chapter 4.
39 1 will argue the categorial status of XP of (80) in 4.4.3227272.
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e. *Who did Mary steal [that picture of [e]]? (Fiengo and Higginbotham 1981)

f. *Who did Fred read [the story about [e]]? (Fiengp ligginbotham 1981)

g. *Who did Mary steal [that picture §f? (Eng 1991)
Wh-words cannot get moved outside the definite noun phrases. Undep thgpbthesis,
the structure of the ungrammatical nominal expressions in (81) is as follows:

(82) *[wh; [ppdemonstrative/definite article [.ti...]]

Based on the analogy with wh-phrases that have the feature [P (see in
3.3.1), Campbell (1996) analyzes English demonstratives as having phasygmtactic
feature [+Th] that heads the definite article in D and thus ocmuigs in DP (Szabolcsi
1994, Longobardi 1994, Brugé 1996, Campos 2005 among others for a D-fealysesana
Campbell argues that demonstratives and a null Operator in Spef dfinction like
referential/specificity ‘operators’ and proposes the structime@88) and (39), repeated
below, under a nominal predicate hypothesis in which a referentiaidRes a Predicate
Phrase (PredP) (Holmberg 1993, den Dikken 1998, Furuya 2004).

(38) a. the boy

b. [op Null Operator §y the pregp pro  boy ]

(Campbell 1996:165)

(39) a. those boys
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b. [pp those | (null head D) #reqp pro boys] |
(Campbell 996:167)
(38b) and (39b) are the structures of the definite nominal expressibess e common
noun phrases are predicated of phes As for DP, a null Operator appears in Spec of DP
and the determiner occurs in D in (38b), whereas in (39b) a dentmesisalocated in
Spec of DP, which head involves a null D.

Against this background of these structures for specific/defimiten phrases,
according to Campbell, Spec of DP is needed as an escape hatubvéanent out of DP,
and definite DPs are well documented as islands (Stowell 1989,i GimdgLongobardi
1991, Szabolcsi 1994, Campbell 1996, Gavruseva 2000, Simpson 2005, B&Has)*°
The analysis of definite NPs as having a(n) operator/demawstmatSpec of DP predicts
that DPs should be islands for A-bar movement, (Kayne 1994 for BRAdzar position)*
The following is Campbell’s analysis for specificity effects.

(83) a.*[WH ... [pp null Operatorf the [ ... t]] (81d,)

b. *[WH; ... [pp demonstrativep{ D [ ... t]] (81e,h)

“0Den Dikken points to me that not all definite expressions show firételeess effect in English, as
shown below.
0] a. Whatdid he witness [the destructiontpf?

b. *What did he take [the picture &f]?
Thus, the argument of the specificity effects here supports the presence of DPxterthihat a definite
DP is an island for movement.
*L | will argue A-bar movement in Section 3 of Chapter 4 in detail.

96



In these structures, a null Operator in (83a) and a demawstnat(83b) in Specs of DP
block a wh-phrase from moving away from the host noun phrases. Themmagticality
of these specificity effects results from a violation of Mieimal Link Condition (MLC)
argued for by Chomsky (1995).

| will replicate Campbell’'s argument of the specificitifeets for English by using
the movement analysis of FNQs for Japanese in order to accouhé fangrammaticality
in (74), repeated below.
(74) a. (3-nin) Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono)  watasitati]-o hidoKsrnih) sikatta.

Cl professor-Top those/the us-Acc harshly Cl scolded

b. (*3-nin) Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) anatatati]-o hidoK&nfh) sikatta?

Cl professor-Top those/the you-Acc harshly Cl scolded
C. (*3-nin) Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono)  karera]-o hidoBen{h) sikatta.
Cl professor-Top those/the them-Acc harshly Cl  scolded

| claim that the ungrammaticality with the FNQs in (74) stdrom specificity effects and

propose the structures in (84) below.

(84) a.*[NQ ... [pp null Operator f [prep Watasitatit; ]]]...]

b. *INQ; ... [bp SONO ol [preqp Watasitatit; ]]] ...]
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Given the original position of NQs as predicates as in (79), thedd@wot float outside the
associated noun phrases across the presence of a null Operatay) En@4 demonstrative
in (84b). The movement of the FNQs violates the MLC and thus is ungaacal, as in
the case of the English examples in (83).

As for the structure of the expressions with the FNQs followirey associated
nouns in (74), | assume that the associated noun phrases are scrambled aeNQsatiter
the NQs float away from them in (85).

(85) a.*[[pbp sono l[predp Watasitatit; ]]];... [NQ ...t ...]]
b. * [ [op null Operator { [prep Watasitatit; ]1]; ... [NQi ... t...]]
While | do not go into a more detailed structure of the scrambiechanism in (85) in this
work, the cause of the ungrammaticality of these expressionsgdshatube the scrambling
operation(s), because the noun phrases with common nouns in place of paisooahs
in (72), (75), and (76) above are grammatical regardless of tieusgositions of the
FNQs in relation to the host noun phrases. In contrast, in (74), tla¢ioaraiof the loci of
the FNQs does not save the ungrammaticality, because the afatie® ungrammatical
FNQs is a violation of A-bar movement of the FNQs by skipping SpdaPotlue to the
presence of a null Operator or a demonstrative in that Spec, agaim,the case of the

English wh-phrases in (83).
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To summarize this subsection, | examined one variation of FNQs peitfonal
pronouns in the associated noun phrases and accounted for specifegty effthe FNQs
in terms of illegitimate A-bar movement, in parallel to thatmfphrases out of specific
noun phrases. If this argument is on the right track, one can make edietions.
Remember | proposed the structures for Japanese Pronoun-noun constraciié8y i
repeated below:

(43) a. pp null Operator f (null head D) degp pronoun  NP]]

b. [bp demonstrativey (null head D) dregp pronoun  NP]]

Given the structures in (43), Japanese definite common noun phrakes mutl
Operator or demonstratives (that hawes in subject position in place of personal
pronouns) are also expected to project the DP structures and tepgelficity effects in
(86).

(86) a.*NQ ... [op null Operator gregppro [NP t; ]]]*

b. *NQ ... [pp demonstrative pfegppro [NP t;]]]

The FNQs float away from the DPs that are filled by a npkm@tor or a demonstrative and

observe specificity effects. Interestingly, as for thacstre in (86a) its linear order is in

2| assume that the NP and the NQ form a predication relati@rena common noun phrase is the
subject and the NQ the predicate. This predication is syratgtimossible, although this predication
itself cannot appear in argument position because common noun phraseNQandare always
predicative by definition (see 2.2.3.3.1 for the condition of refelentiminals). | will consider the
structure of the combination of a common noun phrase and a NQ in ??? below.
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(87) below, because Japanese does not have articles (includirfigite @geticle) unlike

English

(87)*NQ ... NP (definite)

This prediction will be shown to be borne out in the following subsection.

2.4.5.1 FNQs and definite common noun phrases

| will demonstrate that Japanese common noun phrases that involveeddiBoourse

anaphoric interpretations (with/without a demonstrative) show spec#itects, due to the

presence of a null Operator (or a demonstrative) in Spec of DP.

(88)

First, let us look at the following common noun phrases with NQs within them.

A: Watasi-wa [[hannin 3-nipga nigeta] to kiita.

I-Top criminal ClI-Nom ran.away Comp heard

‘| heard that (the) three criminals ran away.’

a. Sonogo keisatu-wa  [(sono) hannin 3+Ain] tukamaeta.

Later police-Top  those/the criminal Cl-Acc caught

‘Later, the police caught those/the three criminals.’

Given the context in (88A), the noun phrase in the brackets in (8&a}¥ itef the same

individuals as previously introduced in (88A), regardless of the presdsence of the
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demonstrativesono in (88a) (cf.Tomioka 2003 for anaphoricity of Japanese bare noun
phrases).
In comparison with the example in (88a), the following examples are
ungrammaticaf?
(89) a.*3-nin sonogo keisatu-wa [hannint] -0 tukamaeta.
Cl later police-Top criminal-Acc  caught
‘(Intended) Later, the police caught those/the three criminals.’
b. *3-nin sonogo keisatu-wa [sono hannif]-o  tukamaeta.
Cl later police-Top those/the criminal-Acc caught
‘(Intended) Later, the police caught those/the three criminals.’
Given the same context in (88A), the noun phrases in the brackets ofh#86)
definite/discourse anaphoric interpretations and refer back tontheiduals previously
introduced as the English translations show in (88A). Those noun phrakedefinite
interpretations do not allow quantifiers to float outside themaiicthat the prediction of
(86), repeated below, is correct.
(86) a.*NQ ... [pbp null Operator gregppro [NP t;]]] (89a)

b.*NQ ... [pp demonstrative pfegepro [NP t;]]] (89b)

3 Like the examples in (74), some native speakers of Japanese &ppeaept the sentences in (89).
See Footnote 32 for a possible account.
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In (86), the presence of a null Operator or a demonstrative m@& @& blocks a NQ from
moving away from its host noun phrase; and otherwise the movementviblat®1LC. If
this is correct, the impossible definite/discourse anaphoric readinthe bracketed noun
phrases in (89) comes from specificity effects, like in treegaf a pronominal subject in
(84).

In this subsection, we have observed that NQs cannot move outside definite
associated noun phrases because the movement of NQs outside th&s thelainimal
Link Condition, due to the skipping of Spec of DP occupied by a null Opeoatar
demonstrative. The argument based on specificity effects suppoistihgpothesis for
Japanese as long as Spec of DP is the only the escape hatavéonent for definite noun
phrases as is assumed in the current hypothesis. This issue is treated in4Chapte

| will extend the current argument of specificity effeaisahother NQ construction
in (71b), repeated below in the following subsection.

(71) b. NP-Case (N)Q
This construction shows one common property as in the case of NQuctiosts (71€) in
that that it possesses an obligatory indefinite reading. lewdmine this construction, in

favor of the DP hypothesis in the following subsection.
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2.4.5.2 NP-Case-NQ sequences and indefinite noun phrases

Kamio (1977) observes that NP-Case-NQ sequences force (nongpecdefinite
interpretations. (See Tateishi 1989, Ishii 1991, Fujita 1994, Watanabe @&00&pbnese
relevant data, Kang 2002, Kim 2002 for Korean, Simpson 2005 for some E@st A
languages.)
Consider the following examples, citing from Watanabe (2006:298):
(90) a.John-wa [piano 2-dai]-o kai-tagatta.
Top piano  CIl-Acc buy-wanted
‘John wanted to buy (the) two pianos.’
b. John-wa  [2-dai-no piano]-o kai-tagatta.
Top Cl-Gen-piano-Acc buy-wanted

‘John wanted to buy (the) two pianos.’

c. John-wa [piano-0 2-dai] kai-tagatta.
Top piano-Acc Cl buy-wanted
‘John wanted to buy (*the) two pianos.’
In (90), the obligatoriness of thee dicto(non-specific) indefinite reading can be seen in

the intentional context. The noun phrases in the brackets in (90adhhiguous between
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de dicto(non-specific) andle re (specific) readings: thde dictoreading says that John

would be happy with any two pianos as long as the instruments aespand thele re

reading says that there are two specific pianos that John teanisy. Unlike the ones in

(90a,b), the noun phrase in the bracket in (90c) must be interpreteddasdivéoreading,

as the English translation shows.

Kakegawa (2003:38) further offers the observation that the quantiiigre NP-

Case-NQ order cannot quantify the associated noun phrases once thehremes carry

demonstratives (Simpson 2005).

(91) John-ga [sono hon-o 3-satu] Kkatta.

Nom those/the book-Acc Cl  bought

‘John bought three copies of that/the book.’

“*John bought those three books.’

In (91), once the object noun phrase involves a demonstrative, the definitgpmaise

itself cannot be the host of the FNQ, as the English translations showadlriseeems that

a null element with an indefinite interpretation appears to funcsothe host of FNQ as

the English translation suggests. This obligatory indefinitenedheohost of NQs in

association with NQs in this construction is the same as thwpriatation of the host noun
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phrase in (90c). That is, these two sorts of data show thatsdbeiaed noun phrase in the

NP-Case-NQ order must be indefinite.

In the literature of NQ studies, there are two analyses oNEw€ase-NQ orders.

One analysis is that this sequence forms a constituent and thidha within the noun

phrase (Watanabe 2006). The other analysis is that NQ is not part of its host nearirphra

this construction (Vermeulen 2006).

In the following subsection, after reviewing these previous agalyof this

construction, | will account for the relation of this sequence tmalory indefiniteness

under a non-constituent approach and support the DP hypothesis.

2.4.5.3 Nominal constituent analysis

Watanabe (2006) assumes that a NP-Case-NQ sequence form a romstigient based

on its linearity. Watanabe also assumes that a Casedgaftuch is implicitly assumed to

be realized as case morphology in Japanese, projects its owiorahdtructure for

Japanese (Tateishi 1989, Lober 1994), called CaseP under DP.

Once Case projects its own phrase (CaseP) that contains adN{@ dost noun

phrase in (92a), the NQ moves to Spec of Quantifier Phrase (QB2bh and the QP

becomes a complement of D with case morphology such as the nominative Casegaarke

or the accusative Case markess its head (92c).
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(92) a. EaseeNP NQ Case] --projection of Case
b. [op NQi [caserNP ti  Casel]] --movement of NQ to QP
C. [op [caserNP ti -ga/o] [op NQ t]] --movement of CaseP to DP
According to Watanabe (2006:295-299), a Case-D agreement relatistalidished once
CaseP (or QP that includes CaseP within it) moves to DPhvelgi,eement is responsible
for non-specificity/indefinitenes¥. The information about specificity is associated with
the Case head as well as with D. Watanabe claims thadrthlgsis makes it possible to
treat specificity in Japanese and Turkish in a uniform fashiomgciEn¢'s (1991)
observation in (93).
(93) a. Ali bir piyaneyu kiralamak istiyor
Ali one piano-Acc rent wants
‘Ali wants to rent a (specific) certain piano.’

b. Ali bir piyano kiralamak istiyor

* The CaseP analysis of case morphology as its head is not unm@bblasnWatanabe (2006) notices.
In the same paper Watanabe argues that the quantificational sradkk@md—moare the D head (See
Appendix 2). If this is the case, examples as in (i), observed in Nishigauchi (1990) amosgcattat
be readily accounted for under Watanabe's assumption that CageBjeisted within DP or more
generally under the assumption that DP is the highest phrase of a noun phrase foe.Japanes
(i) a. dare-mo-ga kita
who-MO-Case came
‘Everyone came.’
b. dare-ka-ga kita
who-KA-Case came
‘Someone came.’
C. [»7[pp[ dare]-mo/ka ]-ga
The structure based on the linear order of the nominal expressioasinstiould be in (ic), where the
case morphology is attached to DP and CaseP with the case morpimlitghead is projected outside
the DP. In other cases as in (90c), however, CaseP is within DP.
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Ali one piano rent wants

‘Ali wants to rent a (nonspecific) certain piano.’

Watanabe (2006:299) says that this data shows that the informatioh sg®zificity is

carried by the Case head. It is, however, not clear how therindeéss of the Turkish

noun phrase that lacks a Case marker in (93b) is related tafiseh€@ad/CaseP under the

consideration of Watanabe’s argument for indefiniteness in theicgd82c). Beside the

problem mentioned in Footnote 44, the constituency assumption for the NNQase

sequence itself is questionable, as will be shown in the following subsection.

In the following subsection, | will give an alternative non-citnshcy analysis to

NP-Case-NQ sequences.

2.4.5.4 Non-constituent analysis

Vermeulen (2006) argues that the NQ in the NP-Case-NQ adwmitside the associated

noun phrase and does not stay within the noun phrase, based on the insertiombsf adve

(Fujita 1994 among others) and the treatment of coordination construclibadirst piece

of evidence involves the insertion of an adverb in the examples in t{@d&n(from

Vermeulen 2006:243, with some modifications).
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(94) a.Mary-ga  Bob-ni [banana (*kyou) 3-bon]-o ageta.

Nom to banana today Cl-Acc gave

‘Mary gave three bananas to Bob (*today).’

b. Mary-ga Bob-ni [banana-o (kyou) 3-bon] ageta.

Nom to banana-Acc  today Cl gave

‘Mary gave three bananas to Bob (today).’

In (94a), an adverb cannot be inserted between the associated nowntpatates not

carry a Case marker and the quantifier. On the other hand, in é¥hjlverb can appear

between the associated noun bearing a Case marker and the quamnh&epossibility of

adverbial insertion shows that the associated noun phrase and thiéieguanthe NP-

Case-NQ order do not constitute a constituent in (94b), unlike the combination in (94a).

Vermeulen’'s second argument for the non-constituency analysis @asS&NQ

sequences involves coordination constructions. Consider the following tw® gfai

examples in (95).

(95) a.Mary-ga [ingo 2-tu]-to [banana 3-bon]]-o  katta.

Nom apple Cl-and banana CI-Acc  bought

‘Mary bought two apples and three bananas.’
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b. Mary-ga  [fingo-0 2-tu]-to [banana 3-bon]]-o katta.
Nom apple-Acc Cl-and banana CI-Acc bought
In (95a,b), there is one difference in the presence of the objekéma The first conjunct
at the object position in (95a) does not possess the accusativen@se-o whereas the
one in (95b) carries the marker like the second conjunct. The noun Pphinaseth
examples appear to be alike due to their similar linearity and their shaa@ihgse
However, the next scrambling data, which are simplified exanfiges Vermeulen
(2006:424), show that the constituency idea is not correct.
(96) a.[[Ringo 2-tu]-to [banana 3-bon]]-o Mary-ga katta.
apple Cl-and banana Cl-Acc Nom bought
‘Mary bought two apples and three bananas.’
b. *[[Ringo-0  2-tu]-to [banana 3-bon]]-o Mary-ga katta.
apple-Acc  Cl-and banana Cl-Acc Nom bought
The following derivation in (97) is the illustrations of the scrambled par@&a6n (
(97) a. [NP-NQ-and NP-NQ]J-Cas€]... t; ...]
b. *INP-Case NQ-and NP-NQ-Casd].. t; ...]
The nominal coordination of the combinations of the associated noun phrasieand t

guantifier can be scrambled to the left periphery of the senter{6&a), whereas in (97b),
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the ostensible nominal coordination cannot be scrambled although the noibistya

counterpart is grammatical in (95b). Vermeulen (2006: 419) attributes

ungrammaticality of (96b) to the difference in the syntaciiegory of each conjunct in

(98):

(98) a. [NP NQ]J-Case

b. [NP]-Case...NQ

In (98a), the NQ and its host noun phrase attached by a Case farker constituent and

thus the conjunction consisting of the nominal expressions with thistustuds

grammatical in (97a). On the other hand, in (98b), the host noun plovasenot form a

nominal constituent with the NQ and thus the conjunction in (97b), whichstermsithe

expression with the non-constituent structure in (98b) and the onethg@tmominal

constituent structure in (98a), is ungrammatical. (I refer theéereto Vermeulen (2006) for

a more detailed structure of (98b).) If Vermeulen is corithet, NP-Case-QP sequence

does not form a nominal constituent. Following Vermeulen, | assumeth@ahon-

constituent structure in (98b) is correct for NP-Case-NQ segsienthat is, the NQ is

outside the associated NP-Case nominal constituent in the sequences.

Against this background of non-constituency for NP-Case-NQ sewjehedll

attempt to give movement and non-movement accounts for the NQs @finenses, and
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also syntactic accounts for their obligatory indefinite interpigeta, which will provide

support for the DP hypothesis for Japanese.

2.4.5.5 Failed analysis: Non-movement analysis

| will attempt to give an adverbial/non-movement analysis to NP-CasesjG@sces to see

whether it is workable to account for their obligatory indefinite readings.

Under an adverbial/non-movement analysis of FNQs, a collectivengeadiNP-

Case-NQ sequences should not be observable because the NQsbasivkstrdverbs are

located outside the associated noun phrases, as the adverbial analysisewasi i@ 4.3.

Consider the example in (99):

(99) John-wa piano-o 2-dai katta.

Top piano-Acc Cl  bought

‘John bought two pianos.’

If the NQ functions as an adverb, this sentence may only hawstridputive reading as in

2.4.3 above. In order to examine this point, | will employ adverbs te farcollective

reading in (100):

(100) John-wa piano-o (itidoni) 2-dai (itidoni) katta.

Top piano-Acc one.time Cl one.time bought

‘John bought two pianos (at once/at the same time).’
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Insertion of the adverb forces the sentence to have a colleetdding/one single event

reading, and yet does not make it ungrammatical. This exaamnddes not prove the

adverbial status of the NQ in the NP-Case-NQ sequence in (100k iportantly, even

if the FNQ in (100) functions as an adverb somehow, the adverbigissnaf a FNQ

seems to be unable to provide reasons for why the host noun should be indefinite.

In the next section, | will account for the obligatory indefinéss of NP-Case-NQ

orders in terms of a movement analysis. This argument, if tow#icalso support the DP

hypothesis for Japanese.

2.4.5.6 Movement analysis of NQs

In 2.4.5.1, | analyzed the Japanese specificity effects vitQg-of (71e): NQs originate

within the associated noun phrases and are unable to float awath&drast noun phrases

when the noun phrases have a demonstrative or a null Operator in S{dee. of

Definite/Discourse anaphoric readings come from a demonstratia null Operator. Put

differently, NQs can float away out of their host noun phrases only Wieenoun phrases

do not possess either element in Spec of DP. Putting these ®tbeiggioun phrases that

allow FNQs must be indefinite under the working hypothesis.

Let us go back to the example with an obligatorily indefinite pregation in (90c¢),

which is repeated below:
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(90) c.John-wa [piano-0 2-dai] kai-tagatta.
Top  piano-Acc Cl  buy-wanted
‘John wanted to buy (*the) two pianos.’
(Watanabe 2006:298)
The associated noun phrase in the NP-Case-NQ order cannot haveta deénpretation
in (90c). As previously argued, the N&dai is located outside the associated noun phrase
piano-a | argue that the obligatory indefinite interpretation of the ahj@un phrase in
(90c) comes from the impossibility of having a demonstrative or &0pdrator in DP, due
to the movement of the FNQ in the sequence. The following isopdiie derivation in
(101).
(101) a.[NQ ... ppti[o D ...[\eNP t]]]...]-Case ---floating of NQ
b.[...[opti[o D ... e NP ti]]]j-Case [NQ ...t ...]
---scrambling of the host DP
In (101a), an empty Spec of DP allows the NQ to move through theayost noun phrase
under the assumption that Spec of DP is the only the escapge fbatmovement for

definite noun phrasés. In the next step of (101b), the host NP scrambles across tf& NQ.

“5 | will examine this assumption in Chapter 4.

% Alternatively, an indefinite noun phrase may not project DP (Da2@®6 argues for Hebrew,
Boskovic 2005 for Serbo-Croatian). | disagree to non-DP arguments for Japemksinites. In
Chapter 4, NQ-NP constructions in (71d), which also observe oblgatdefinite readings, are
examined in terms of the DP hypothesis and shown that the constrywtijgrs DPs. If this is correct,
Japanese indefinites project DPs.
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If the current analysis of noun phrases with NQs in NP-Caseséfdiences is right, it

provides evidence for the DP hypothesis for Japanese

Note that the obligatory indefiniteness of (69e) (as well as dhd72)) above,

repeated below, is also readily accounted for in the same vein.

(69) e.3-nin Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei]-o  sikatta

Cl professor-Topstudent-Acc  scolded

This noun phrase in the bracket lacks an element such as a n@t@pera demonstrative

in Spec of DP to block the NQ from moving outside (Kim 2002 for a amaihalysis to

Korean, Simpson 2005 for East Asian languages, BoS§K05). Thus, the bracketed

noun phrase only has an indefinite reading.

2.4.6 Interim conclusion

In 2.4, | discussed for the DP hypothesis in terms of spegifeiects of floating numeral

qguantifiers (FNQs). Numeral quantifiers (NQs) can move afsay the host common

noun phrases when the nominals are indefinite. However, they cannabiteate their

hosts once the nominals are definite. This specificity effastaccounted for under the DP

hypothesis. Definite noun phrases have their Spec of DPs occupaedenyonstrative or a

null Operator and do not allow for floating NQs, whereas indefinite pbuiases make a
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Spec of DP available as a landing site so that NQs candimahrough it to the outside.

This presence/absence of materials in Spec of DP créa@sfihiteness and (non-)opacity.

2.5 Conclusion

In this Chapter, | refuted Fukui’'s NP hypothesis and argued for thénypothesis for

Japanese. In 2.1, we observed the five properties of Japanese nountphtadeswv that

personal pronouns and common noun phrases with definite/anaphoric readinge are a

terms of definiteness, positions of modifications and demonstratimds;eviewed Fukui’'s

NP hypothesis. | refuted the hypothesis by demonstratingdpahdse personal pronouns

do not always show the same distribution as common noun phrases in noollowtion

constructions. In particular, the combination of personal pronouns and common noun

offered the three new findings (that the combination of common nouns caysete): (i)

the accent unchanged; (ii) the possibility of the phrasal commdtii) the possibility of

partial modification, which cannot be accounted for by Fukui’'s NP hypistiier Japanese

that treats all nouns equally. These new findings through the examioéthe complex

noun phrases could not have been offered in the literature becausetdirigaie only

investigated simple noun phrases by comparing their distributidn(in)availability of

(in)definiteness, and/or adding modifiers. This is the motivationltf@tus on nominal

collocation constructions and examine them in this thesis.
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In 2.2, at first, | showed that Japanese Pronoun-noun constructions tappehave

like their English equivalents. However, further examination denaigstrthat the

personal pronouns in the Japanese constructions do not function as ‘de&rumliee in

the case of English (Postal 1969). The Japanese pronouns in these constructioatedre loc

in a lower position within the constructions and thus are allowed to appdhe left

periphery and switch the order with common noun phrases within tis¢r@ctions. (The

latter is examined in Chapter 3.) Yet, the two restrictionsqodarly on the distribution of

demonstratives were obserbed, which cannot be accounted for under an Niedigptie

obligatorily left periphery occurrence of demonstratives maphoric use; and (ii) the

impossibility of embedded demonstratives (both in anaphoric and deia)cwithin

nominal predication constructions. Once | reviewed semanticalhticaé treatments of

demonstrative (anaphoitic) descriptions and definite descriptions andolaserved the

various cross-linguistic distributions of demonstratives in relatio®P, | assumed that

Japanese Pronoun-noun constructions might project DPs. In particuamphied the

extant there analyses of definite noun phrases and adopted Cam{d®8B} analysis of

the DP hypothesis (based on the semantic analysis of re&mouin phrases) for Japanese

Pronoun-noun constructions as a working hypothesis.
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Once the possibility of the DP hypothesis was opened up in 2.2, ina2dlidd that

the DP hypothesis is supported for Japanese Pronoun-noun construgtsinsming that

they are prohibited from being present where (full) DPs ares-dmoguistically prohibited:

in vocative use and within nominal predication constructions.

In 2.4, | supported the DP hypothesis in terms of specificity sfféetsed on the

observations that NQs cannot float away from their host noun phrasesthd associated

noun phrases involve pronouns or when the noun phrases are definite, under the@ssumpti

that the Spec of DP is the only escape hatch for NQ movement the agsociated noun

phrase. If the arguments in this section are correct, not only Prowaumnconstructions

but also definite noun phrases project DPs for Japanese, beadeis®astrative or a null

Operator is projected in the Spec of DP for referentiality of noun phrases.

In the next Chapter, | will examine the internal structure of inahcollocation

constructions, and discuss when/how noun phrases (obligatorily) possessstiatives or

a null Operator in Spec of DP.
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3 Internal structure of Pronoun-noun constructions

In the previous chapter, | examined Japanese Pronoun-noun constructiohsvaed that

personal pronouns behave differently from combinations of two common notlnad they

form predication relations with common noun phrases within noun phrasess likeyuists

in English. Japanese personal pronouns in the constructions are, howeated iaca

lower position than DP, unlike their English equivalents. This alldarsonstratives to

appear in the left periphery of the constructions. Their poesen DP blocks numeral

guantifiers (NQs) from floating away from the host noun phrasesdpecificity effects).

Interestingly, Pronoun-noun constructions without demonstrativesnsytstally prevent

NQ predicates from floating outside their host noun phrases as beslguse a null

Operator in DP is present even when there is no overt demonstrative. This blodk@g of

is also shared with (bare) common noun phrases with definite/discamaghoric

interpretations. That is, definite common noun phrases show specdftatyts, unlike

indefinite common noun phrases, due to the presence of a null Operatatefmonstrative)

in Spec of DP. This element in Spec of DP (i.e. a demonstrativae null referential

operator) is to be directly related to definiteness that emalglen phrases to refer because

it is related to discourse referents.
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In this Chapter, | will further argue that definiteness iedin syntactic structures
for Japanese, and that this argues in favor of the presence foir D&anese. That is, |
offer more supporting evidence for the DP hypothesis by examinengternal structures
of Pronoun-noun constructions in detail. In particular, | will focus orfahewing (near)
minimal pair of the nominal expressions in the brackets in (1) and (2).

(1) a. [Watasitati sensei]-ga sekinin-o motimasu.
we professor-Nom responsibility-Acc  have
‘We professors have the responsibility’
b. [Anatagata sense]-ni situmonsimasu.
you(Pl) professor-to  ask
‘I have a question to ask you professors’
c. [Karera senseil]-ga kaigi-ni sankasita.
they professor-Nom meeting-to  attended
‘(*) Them professors attended the meeting.’
(2) a. [Sensei *0) watasitati]-ga sekinin-o motimasu.
professor- Gen we-Nom responsibility-Acc  have
‘(Lit.) *Professors’ us/we have the responsibility’

b. [Sensei*{no) anatagata]-ni situmonsimasu.

119



professor-Gen you(PI)-to ask

‘(Lit.) *(1) have a question to ask professors’ you’

c. [Sensei*{no) karera]-ga kaigi-ni sankasita.

professor-Gen they-Nom meeting-to  attended

“*Professors’ they/them attended the meeting.’

Japanese constructions seem to allow pronouns to switch the orderowithon noun

phrases in (2) as obserbed in 2.2.2. Note that the meanings of ttehéslvconstructions

preserve the meanings of the ‘non-switched’ constructions.

Besides the word order change, there is one more clear diffdretweeen the two

constructions. That is, while the ‘non-switched’ constructions canna tiee genitive

marker (or any other morpheme) (Furuya 2004), the ‘switched’ cmtistins obligatorily

call for its presence. Some questions arise about these coonsisuctWhat is the relation

between the members of the (near) minimal pairs of nominal epns® Are the

examples syntactically related to each other? Why dockedt constructions require the

genitive marker, unlike ‘non-switched’ constructions? Why do the Switched’

examples forbid the genitive marker? | will attempt to ginsweers to these questions in

the first half of this chapter. In the second half, | will extend the anatys$isther nominal

collocation constructions to support the DP hypothesis.
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The content of the current chapter is this. After reviewingdib&ibution of-no

observed in the Japanese linguistic literature3.1, | will attempt to apply previous

analyses of the genitive marker to Noun-Gen-pronoun constructidh.i | will conclude

that the previous analyses of the genitive marker in the Japangsistic literature cannot

give accounts to the quetsions and propose an alternative analythie &iatus of the NP

and the genitive marker. In 3.3, | will extend the analysis to otberinal collocation

constructions and show, with nobel data, that some restrictionseononstructions are

related to DP, particularly, a D feature, in favor of the DPoliyesis for Japanese. The

conclusion of this Chapter is in 3.4.

3.1 Observations of the genitive markers in the literature

Genitive markers cross-linguistically appear at various posittisn noun phrases (den

Dikken and Singhapreecha 2004). The Japanese suffixal genitive maskaso shows

considerable variations, typically functional variation. Partlyabee of its syntactic

richness and complexity, the syntax of Japanasehas been extensively studied in the

literature (Makino 1969, Okutsu 1974, Josephs 1976, Kamio 1983, Kitagawa and Ross

1982, Murasugi 1991, Watanabe 1996, Koike 1999, Ochi 2001, Wrona 2005 among others).

Not only attributive nominals but also many other nouns that appeawvéatinsta roles or

other types of semantic roles related to the head nouns and someaitgories are
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attached by the genitive marker within noun phrases (Kitagawa asgl F882, Martin

1975, Murasugi 1991, Koike 1999 among others).

In the following subsection, I will review the distribution-afoin theliterature and

show six distinct environments where it appears in Japanese 3.1.1-3le4purpose of

this review is to compare the marker in various environments tétlone in Noun-Gen-

pronoun constructions to find out the status of the marker in constructioneshése

examination of the constructions themselves in terms of the DP hypothesis.

3.1.1 NP-Gen-NP

In the following nominal examples, the subject and the object dighd noun are related

by the genitive markenoin (3a) and (3b) respectively.

3) a. yabanjin-no (tosi-no) hakai

barbarian-Gen town-Gen destruction

‘the barbarian’s destruction of the city’

b. tosi-no hakai

city-Gen destruction

‘the city’s destruction’

The left NPs in (3) correspond to arguments in that they functidgheasubject and the

object in a clause, though, unlike in the case of the sentence, thecatgdik@ NPs need
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not be obligatory present and the NPs lack nominative and accusasieaer@skers within
noun phrases (Murasugi 1991:22).
Time- and Place-NPs or adverbial NPs can modify the head noun serise of
Anderson’s (1983) extended possessive (Murasugi 1991).
4) a. asita-no paatii
tomorrow-Gen party
‘tomorrow’s party’
b. Toyo-no mati
Gen town
‘a town in Tokyo’
Besides these expressions, Japanese has a wider distribution than Englisks.
Attributive nominals and any other nouns that appear to have thesaerotgher types of
semantic roles related to the head nouns are attached by theegemitrker in the
following examples (Kitagawa and Ross 1982, Martin 1975, Murasugi 199ke K899

among othersy’

*" Besides nominals, PP can precede the head nouns via attachment of the gerigvénn(i):
(i) Tokyo-kara/made/e-no  densya
from/until/to/Gen train
‘a train from/up to/to Tokyo.’
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(5) a. men-no Syatu

cotton-Gen shirt

‘a cotton shirt’

b. matu-no ki
pine.tree-Gen tree
‘a pine tree.’
(6) a. nihongo-no gakusei

Japanese.language-Gen  student
‘a student who studies Japanese’
‘a student who majors in Japanese.’
‘a student in Japanese language class’
b. nihonjin-no gakusei
Japanese-Gen student
‘(a) Japanese student(s).’
‘students who are Japanese’
These examples involve the combinations of two noun phrases with theyemitrker.

The first noun phrases in these constructions semantically manaymot have various
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theta-roles related to the second nouns, and thus various kinds of nouns can precede another

nouns.

3.1.2 The genitive marker as a pronominal element

In the following examples, the genitive marker functions pdorm in (7):
(7) a. siro-no
white-one
‘the white one’
b. Arizona-kara-no
from-one
‘the one from Arizona’
c. hasitteiru-no
running-one
‘the one which is running’
(Murasugi 1991: 56)
The genitive marker is attached to the noun in (7a), to the postmosit(7b) and the verb
in (7c). The function of the marker in these examples is equivaf®@nein English. The
environments where the marker appears in (7) are different frerortes that we observed

in 3.1.2 in that the marker in 3.1.2 occurs only between two nounse ¢fethitive marker
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functions aspro-form in one way and functions as a connector between two nouns in
another, one might expect that one noun can be attached by the tmackerone as a
connector and the other aspeo-form: Noun-Gen-Gen [N-Gen-one]. Although the two
occurrences of the genitive marker is not acceptable in staddéedts,t some expressions
with such sequences appear to be grammatical in standarddi@ezertain people and
also in some dialects of Japanese (see also 3.1.3 below).
(8) a. [akai-no-no] hyousi
red-one-Gen front.page
‘the front page of the red one’
(Murasugi 1991: fn 31)
b. kore-wa [watasi-no-no] de-wa arimasen.
this-Top I-Gen-one is-Top not
‘This is not my one.’
(Murasugi 1991: 70, citing from Yuzawa 1980)
The successive sequences of the genitive markers in (8a,b) farerdiin the following
ways.
(9) a. [[adjectiveand-Gen]-NP =(8a) ---in morphology

a’. adjective-no-no-NP ---in phonology
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b. [pronoun-Gendne =(8b) ---in morphology

b’. pronoun-no-no ---in phonology
In (9a), the adjective modifies thpro-form -no, which is represented withne which is
combined with another noun by the genitive marker. In (9b), the pronouheatthy the

genitive marker is combined with the nominab.*®

3.1.3 The genitive marker as a complementizer-like element

In the following example;no can be replaced witkoto ‘fact’.
(10) Taro-wa [Ziro-ga tegami-o dasita-no/koto]-o0 sitteiru.

Top Nom letter-Acc posted NO/KOTO-Acc knows

‘Taro knows that Ziro sent the letter.’
Wrona (2005: 199-120) argues thab is the head C of CP, based on the subcategorization
facts observed in the following exampfés.
(11) a. Taro-wa [Ziro-ga biiru-o nomu-no/*koroJ-o mita.
Top Nom beer-Acc drink-NO/KOTO-Acc saw

‘Taro saw that Ziro was drinking beer.’

*8 Some dialects such as the Toyama dialect have different nnoegHer the genitive marker [no] and
the pro-form fa] (Murasugi 1991, 72, fn. 34).

9 cite the examples from Wrona (2005), where Wrona uses -NBeigloss of the genitive marker,
whereas | use Gen for it.
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b. [Otukisan-ni roketto-ga tuita*-no/koto]-o kangaeteiru.

moon-Dat rocket-Nom landed-NO/KOTO-Acc thinking

‘thinking about the fact that a rocket has landed on the moon.’

The determination of choices betweain and-koto depends on the matrix predicate verbs:

whereas in (11a) it is only possible to use, (11b) onlykoto can be used. These two

choices are different from the case in (10), where butrandkoto are possible (Makino

1969, Josephs 1976, Kuno 1973, but cf. Fukui and Sakai 2003). According to Wrona

(2005), this alternation betweemo andkotois possible only for a C head in the embedded

clause (i.e. a C head that is subcategorized for by a verb).

Similarly, in (12),-no appears at the end of the sentence, which is used only in

colloquial speech.

(12) a. Taro-ga kita  (no). (with rising intonation)

Nom came Gen

‘Did Taro come?’

‘(I am telling you) Taro came.’

b. Taro(-ga) (*no) (with rising intonation)
T-Nom  Gen.
‘Taro?’
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In (12a), the genitive marker as a sentential partiadatself is not a Q-morpheme because

the sentence can be interrogative or not depending on the intonatiarglesg of the

presence/absence of the marker. Note that the parilgannot be replaced wittotoin

(12a) unlike in the case of (10) above. This usenafis a sentential particle. In (12b), the

genitive marker is attached to the subject, which is part ahttemplete sentence in echo

guestion, and thus it is ungrammatical.

The observations in this subsection suggest that the useoa@s Comp here is

different from the previous twancs as a connector of two nouns and agptiegform of the

genitive marker. This gets support from some dialects of Japané#ile these three

functions are realized a®o0 in Standard Japanese, the Fukushima dialect (in Northern

Japan) possesses a three-way distinction in pronunciation of théveyemiarker: the

genitive markeria], the pro-form is realized asppN], and the complementizer as [no],

according to Wrona (2005:125), citing Hirayama et al. (1993).

Relating to these uses eafio, in child speech, the overgeneralization-ob is

observable.

(13) a.[ohana motteru]-no wanwan (relative clause) (child speech)

flowers holding-Gen doggy

‘ a doggy holding flowers’
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b. asoko-no doa-no simata]-no  oto  (relative clause) (child speech)

there-Gen door-Gen shut-Gen sound

‘the sound that the door shut down.’

c. [suppai]-no Zyuusu (adjective+noun) (child speech)
sour-Gen juice
‘sour juice’

(Murasugi 1991: Chapter 5)

These examples are ungrammatical in Modern Japanese unlessithes gnarker that is

attached to the expressions in the brackets is omitted in (13). vidgw@ld Japanese

shows a similar fact in (14).

(24) [[...yayemu]-no kokoro] (old Japanese)

stop-Gen feeling

‘the feeling that will end’

(Wrona 2005:133)

The aspect ofno shared by th@o-kotoconversion cases, the sentential particle cases, the

child speech cases, and the Old Japanese case is that theyatapressions that have

tense (in a relative clause or at the end of the main senteas®jurasugi (1991) and

Wrona (2005) point out. This suggests tmatin these cases may function as Comp.
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3.1.4 Nominative-Genitive conversion

Besides the above examples, the use-rad is observable in Nominative-Genitive

conversion constructions only in relative clauses and nominal comple(hiemézia 1976,

Miyagawa 1993, Watanabe 1996, Ochi 2001 among others).

(15) a.[Taroga/no katta] hon

Nom/Gen  bought book

‘the book Taro bought’

b. Taro-ga [Ziro-ga/no kita-no/koto]-o sitteiru.

Nom Nom/Gen came-NO/Fact-Acc  knew

‘Taro knows that Ziro came.’

Only the nominative-marked subject can undergo the conversion and thus uhesisy

that carry other markers cannot undergo the same operation in (16):

(16) a. [hon-o/*-no katta] hito

book-Acc/Gen bought person

‘the person who bought a book’

b. [Taro-ni/#-no atta] hito

Dat/Gen met  person

‘the person who met Taro’
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One might think that the noun phrase with the genitive marker in g¢hsald function as a
possessor rather than the argument of the kagth ‘bought’, as in (17).
(17) [Taro-no] pro katta] hon
Gen bought book
‘Taro’s book that he bought’
However, Ochi (2001) shows that the noun phrases with the genitive nigekethe
nominative Case-marked noun phrases remain within the relative clauses in (18):
(18) a.[Johrga [tenisu-ka sakkaaja dekiru] riyuu
Nom/Gen  tenisu-or soccer-Nom/Gen can reason
‘the reason that John can play tennis or soccer’
“* John’ reason that he can play tennis or soccer’
b. [Johnno  [tenisu-ka sakkaaga  dekiru] riyuu
Gen tenisu-or soccer-Nom can reason
‘the reason that John can play tennis or soccer’
c. [Johnga [tenisu-ka sakkaajo  dekiru] riyuu
Nom tenisu-or soccer-Gen  can reason

‘the reason that John can play tennis or soccer’
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d. [Johnno [tenisu-ka sakkaajo dekiru] riyuu
Gen tenisu-or soccer-Gen can reason
‘the reason that John can play tennis or soccer’
(Ochi 2001, 256-257)

Japanese allows multiple nominative constructions with stative ptedi@s in (18a).
Once they are embedded within relative clauses, the argumapteave genitive markers
in (18b, ¢, and d). In particular, in (18c), the subject carriesntiminative Casega
whereas the object carries the genitive marker. The objdtthéatgenitive marker cannot
function as a possessor staying outside the relative clausesbdba object is not related
with the head noun of the relative clause. This shows that phrabkethevgenitive maker
do not always function as possessors or modifiers that modify noun pbrdseke relative
clauses. There is no rule to confine this generalization orthetobject with the genitive
marker in relative clauses. The subject of relative clausas possesses the genitive
marker also stays within relative clauses.

Note that these conversions occur only within nominal environments. Compare

them with the following examples in (19):
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(19) a.*[Johnho [tenisu-ka sakkaaga  dekiru] (to omou)
Gen tennis-or soccer-Nom can  Comp think
‘(I think that) John can play tennis or soccer’
b. *[Johnga [tenisu-ka sakkaajo  dekiru] (to omou)
Nom tennis-or soccer-Gen can  Comp think
‘(I think that) John can play tennis or soccer’
c. *[Johnno [tenisu-ka sakkaajo  dekiru] (to omou)
Gen tennis-or soccer-Gen can  Comp think
‘(I think that) John can play tennis or soccer’
In (19), thega-no conversion cannot be observed in non-relative clausal environments.
This shows that the arguments can have eitfeeand fno in these environments.
The following list is the summary of our observations regardinglisteibution of
the genitive marker.
(20) a. NPao-NP
b. NP+o (aspro-form)
c. no-kotoconversion
d. [sentence final particleje

e. [[relative clause o] NP (only in child speech and Old Japanese)
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f. ga-no conversion

Having laid the distribution ofno by reviewing some major previous analyses, |
will now attempt to relate to these distributions -0b that that of-no in Noun-Gen-
pronoun constructions in (2) and show that the genitive marker in therwemiusts is
syntactically different from the genitive markers in the dne®0)>° The ultimate goal of
the analysis of the internal structure of Noun-Gen-pronoun constructipmorts the DP

hypothesis for Japanese.

3.2 Analyses of the genitive markefno

In the previous section, | summarized the distribution of the gemtiaéker observed in
the Japanese lingusitisc literature. In this section, IreMlew major previous analyses of
the marker and apply them to the genitive marker in Noun-Gen-praramstructions to
find its status. The previous studies of the marker can bedfiddssto three groups: a
phonological analysis, a lexical analysis likpra-form and/or a copula, and a realization
of some kind of a functional head such as Comp or D. Althoughréteafialysis has been
(implicitly or explicitly) accepted by many linguists, the phawtal analysis of the
genitive marker tied with the head-finality assumption, whigls $hat the genitive marker

does not have a projection in syntax, faces many difficultiesill discard this analysis.

*%In the following section, | will not consider the possibility of enitive marker as the one in tha-
no conversion constructions because it is clear that that is not loesause the marker cannot be
replaced with the nominative marker in the constructions in question.
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After | also reject a lexical analysis likepao-form for the genitive marker in Noun-Gen-

pronoun constructions, | will make the claim that the genitive maakea linker has a

position in syntax and pursue the third line (i.e. a realizatioa foinctional head). The

goal of this section is analyze the genitive marker in Noun@eneun constructions,

which function as a preliminary section in order to argue the raisins in terms of the

DP hypothesis.

In 3.2.1-3.2.5, after showing that the first four previous analyseofaitdount for

the status of the genitive marker, the fifth analysis idilgapplicable to it. In 3.2.6, | will

offer detailed syntactic offer to Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions,laticle to Pronoun-

noun constructions. My conclusion is that the NP in Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions is an

inverted predicate, which leads me to argue thais the realization of a functional head

in syntax.

3.2.1 Phonological rules for the genitive markefno

When two noun phrases are connected to form a constituent, the genitker ma is

generally required. As observed, the first noun phrases in NENBeatonstructions may

semantically have various theta-roles related to the second ntuesder to explain the

distribution of the genitive marker in Japanese along with the o@hiimese, Kitagawa and
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Ross (1982) assume a phonological rule of modifying marker (Mi@&yrtion in (21).
(See Murasugi 1991 for a similar rule based on the Case Filter.)
(21) MOD insertion rule:

[\e X NP]— [X MOD NP]
According to this rule, when some X modifies a NP, MOD -(@®. is inserted in
phonology (not in syntax). This rule explains the distributions of Japameand Chinese
-de

If this phonological rule is correct, it is applicable to the camsions in (9),

repeated below.

(9) a. [[adjectiveand-Gen]-NP =(8a) ---in morphology
a’. adjective-no-no-NP ---in phonology
b. [pronoun-Genpne =(8b) ---in morphology
b’. pronoun-no-no ---in phonology

Under the assumption that @ro-form of the genitive marker does not employ the
phonological rule in (21) for unknown reasons, the combination of the adjecti/¢he
first genitive marker as @ro-form, which is represented witbne in the structure, is
categorically a noun phrase in (9a), and thus that NP is connettednether noun phrase

with the genitive marker via the rule in (21). In (9b), the secondtige marker is gro-
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form, which is combined with the pronoun, again, by the application ofuleein (21).
The rule in (21) (partially) successfully accounts for theritistion of the marker except
that it cannot explain the inapplicability of the rule for ge-form of the genitive marker.
Note that the two successive occurrencesoin (9) are not possible in standard Japanese
(cf. some dialects of Japanese in 1.3 above), and one of the-nesshould be
phonologically omitted in the constructiotts The MOD insertion rule in (21) also covers
the distribution of the genitive markee in Mandarin Chinese. That is, the morpheme
appears between a prenominal element and the head noun in every case.

However, it is not case that the rule is applicable to alt#ses in Japanese. One
clear example is the fact thato does not appear when the modifier is a non-nominal
element as in (20e).
(20) e. [[ relative clausefo] NP (only in child speech and Old Japanese)
Kitagawa and Ross propose the following additional rule in (22).
(22) Nodeletion rule

[ne X-NONP] — [X NP]

where: (a) NP is not empty and

(b) X is a tensed element with [+V].

*1 Okutsu (1974) proposes a rule which reduces two successive one (see also Kamio 1983).
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This language-specific rule says thao is deleted if the prenominal element involved a
tensed verb and the modified nominal is not phonologically empty.
Behind these phonological rules, head-finality is implicitlyuassd. If the genitive

marker is the head of a phrase in syntax, the structures fasH@3Md be following in (24a)

or (24b):
(23) John-no hon
Gen book

(24) a. b.

7P ZP

John John
/ /
P ? ? P
Lon no no |hon

The order in (24a) is not correct though it captures head-firdlyNP-Gen. In (24b) the

status of the genitive marker is not clear in syntax. Onherestructure in (24) is given, as
long as a position for the genitive marker is assumed in symtaxpioblematic under the
head-finality assumption for Japanese in general. This isetson that Kitagawa and

Ross assume that the genitive marker should be visible only in phorasidgyot in syntax.
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The phonological rule for the genitive marker is readily appleato the

constructions in (2), because they consist of a common noun phrase asonalgaionoun

along with the genitive marker. Consider the linear order o€dmstructions in (2), which

is illustrated in the schemes of (25):

(25) a. common NP-pronoun ---in syntax

b. common NRenitive-pronoun ---in phonology (via the rule in (21))

If this is correct, it suggests that the common NP in Noun-Gen-praransiructions is a

modifier, according to the rule in (21). If the genitive marikethe constructions is not a

realization of a locus in syntax, however, some problems are raised.

The phonological rules foino under-/over-generate certain nominal examples. As

previously observed in (1), ‘non-switched’ Pronoun-noun constructions cannot Heve t

genitive marker between the pronouns and the common noun phrasestrahgg to say

that the preceding pronouns in the constructions carry a [+tendefeaire in the

constructions and thus that tHeO deletion rule in (22) is applied to those constructions.

If this were the case, what tense would they have? Moreovaerjllase observed in

Chapter 4, the fact that numeral classifiers preceding thenlost phrases “optionally”

have the genitive markers within the noun phrases also cannotph@echby these

phonological rules, either.
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Furthermore, the equal treatment of all preceding noun phrasescsrreit for the

following more complex examples:

(26) a.tomodati-no ™ Yuuko-tati gakusei

friend-Gen Pl student

‘Yuko and her company who are students and are my friends’

b. *tomodati-no Yuuko-tati * gakusei

friend-Gen Pl student

The notation “” indicates the presence of a pause in (26),ewtherdifference in position

of a pause makes the expression ungrammatical in (26b), unlikes inage of (26a),

according to my informants’ judgments (including mine).

| assume the following structures for the two expressions in l§age¢d on the

assumption that a pause reflects their constituency in (27).

(27) a.[NP-Gen [proper noun NP]] (=26a)

b. *[[NP-Gen proper noun] NP] (=26b)

If Japanese only projects NPs and the phonological rules for the/genarker are applied

to every noun phrases equally, both structures should be ungrammati@asd¢hey do

not respect the phonological rule in (21): the proper noun and the moshoightphrase

are not connected with the genitive marker, violating the rule, cgritrdact in the case of
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(27a). Thus, the phonological rule for the genitive marker is not Eaipjr correct>
Note that Other linguists assume a genitive-marked NP appear8mec of DP (Saito and
Murasugi 1990, Miyagawa 1993, Ochi 2001 for Japanese, Ilham 2005 for Turkigh). |
not review this kind of view here because it (implicitly or esigly) assumes that the
genitive marker is a phonological product via Case assignmerkiogea Phonological
Form (PF), which was shown not to be the case (at least)aftandse. | discard a
phonological analysis of the genitive marker that lacks a position in syntax.

Notice that in the current work | abandon not only the phonological asaifythe
genitive marker but also the head-finality assumption, partiguléor the study of the
genitive marker. Instead, | assume that the genitive marker lpsjection in syntax
(Koike 1999, den Dikken and Singhapreecha 2004), under the head-initiality@sm
for Japanese, along with Kayne (1994), Koike (1999), Murasugi (2000Kanodman

(2005).

2 Marcel den Dikken points out that unless it can be made sensitive syntactic bracketing- which

is not entirely unthinkable: there are, after all, phonological rthlas show sensitivity to syntactic
bracketing. However, the phonological rule sensitive to the syniaeticketing cannot account for the
inapplicability of the rule to the pro-form of the genitive markée tnavailability of the genitive
marker in Pronoun-noun constructions and the (seeming) optionality ofahemin NQ-(Gen)-NP
constructions. | will not pursue this line any longer.
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3.2.2 Is the genitive marker gro-form?

Is the genitiveno within Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions in (ra-form? The answer
seems to be negative. If the genitive marker in Noun-Gen-proomustructions of (2)
were apro-form like onein English, one might assign logically possible schemas as in (28):
(28) a. k noun [ one[pronoun]]

b. [[x noun ond [pronoun]]

In (28a), the pronoun-like genitive marker forms a constituent witto@aoun, and in (28b)

it builds a constituent with a common noun. If this were the casevs, they would be

syntactically and semantically problematic. For (28a)ptimeform functions as the subject
of the smaller constituent, whose entire phrase becomes a predicatemirtheHow can a

predication (the constituent formed by having the pronoun predicatedéokerve as a

predicate? Predications are fully saturated, and hence cannoédieaped of anything.

That is, probably, at the root of the problem in (Z8a).

Questions in the case of (28b) are whether (a) a personal pronoum@Rsa
predicate to begin with and (b) assuming for the sake of arguhrenhe answer to (a) is
positive, how the pronoun could takepeedication as its subject. Predications aren’t
usually subjects; to the extent that candidates for small ctalgects have been presented

in the literature (cf. e.gworkers about the pays just the sort of situation that the ad

>3 | owe Marcel den Dikken this argument.
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campaign was designed to aveidafir 1983), those always involve abstract noun phrases,
headed by things liksituation as the predicate, never pronodhsBecause the structures

in (28) are not possible, | will not further think of the possibibfya pro-form for the
genitive marker in the constructions in question. Hence, the gemitar&er in the

constructions is not a realization opw-form.

3.2.3 Is the genitive marker a complementizer?

Is the genitive marker in Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions a complemgi@aap)? The

marker is also unlikely to be Comp or a sentential particle inl{g@w, because (at least)

Modern Japanese does not allow the overt realization of Comp in relative clauses.

(29)  [comp[Rrelative clausdi /proi NP ... ]-no] [pronoup}

If the genitive marker is Comp, it is not clear why the Comgudheeeds to be present only

in the structure in (29) and not in other relative clause constructidviedern Japanese as

in the generalized structure of (20e). Moreover, some linguistsmes that Japanese

relative clauses are IP (not CP) that attach to noun phrases (Murasugi 1991, 2000).
Murasugi (1991, 2000) argue that Japanese relative clauses do nct Gjeut IP

because they do not involve movement and thus do not exhibit island effects in (30):

** | owe Marcel den Dikken this argument.
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(30) [belor & g KkKiteiru youhukgl]-ga yogoreteiru] singi
wear suit-Nom dirty gentlemen
‘the gentleman who [the suit that he is wearing] is dirty
(Murasugi 2000:218)
In this examplesinsi ‘gentleman’ is ‘relativized’ out of a complex NP. If the Jaane
‘relative clause’ necessarily involves movement, the exarsptauld be ruled out by
Subjacency, according to Murasugi. Furthermore, the fact thatetdaction on the
‘relativization’ of adjuncts for Japanese is tighter than foglish in (31a,b) comes not
from restrictions on movement but from a non-movement analysis.
(31) a. *[[ Mary-ga [John-ga ¢ kaetta to] omotteiru riyut]
Nom Nom return Comp think reason
‘the reason [that Mary thinks [that John teft
(Murasugi 2000:2138)
b. [the reasar{(for which) John thinks [that Mary was firegl
(Murasugi 2000:21%9)
Murasugi argues that the reason that this Japanese exanpigrasnmatical stems from

the property ok in (31a). The empty elemeeais not a trace left by movement but stands

> The example with all brackets and notations is cited from Murasugi’s paper.
*® The example with all brackets is cited from Murasugi's paper.
>’ The example with all brackets is cited from Murasugi's paper.
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for apro. Itis thepro that has the restriction that theo should be an argument and cannot
be an adjunct. Since it is an adjunct in (31a), the example is umgitécal. Hence,
Murasugi concludes that this example indicates that Japandstvé&eclauses’ are not
derived by movement (cf. Watanabe 1992). Because Japanese relatises are not
derived by movement, they only project IP (not CP).
(32) [pelr -.]1Ine NP]]
(Murasugi 2000:22%F)

If an IP analysis of relative clauses as proposed by Mgrasweorrect, there is no

locus for the genitive marker qua complementizer. Thus, the NP hatbenitive marker

in Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions is not a relative clause, either.

3.2.4 Is the genitive marker a realization of D?

Koike (1999) argues for the status of the genitive marker asliaaton of the functional
category D, and attempts to unify a variety of uses of theigemitarker and proposes that

the genitive marker sits in D.

(33) [bpXP [ no [ne XPI]]

Since Japanese appears to be able to add an unlimited number of noun phrases with the help

of the genitive markemo on the surface, Koike assumes recursion of DP in (34).

%8| slightly simplify Murasugi’s structure.
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(34) [pXP [ no...[opXP [ no [xe XP]I]]

A motivation for Koike’s (1999:91) argument of DP recursion is based offotlosving

Greek fact in (35a) and Spanish phi-feature agreement property in (35b).

(35) ato meghalo to ghermanikoto piano

Def big Def German Def piano

‘the big German piano’

b.l-a-s nifa-s lista-s

Def-F-PI girl-F-PI  smart-F-PI

‘the smatrt girls’

In (35a),to ‘the’ appears before every lexical element regardless ahiegorial, syntactic

status, and in (35b) the gender agreemantand the plural markes also appear all the

lexical elements. Koike argues that the (seemingly) unlinatexdirrences of the genitive

marker on noun phrases within Japanese noun phrases arise in theaganas the Greek

determiner on every element of noun phrases and as Spanish phi-fgat@ment. The

treatment of the genitive markero as the realization of D is problematic, however.

The first problem for Koike’s analysis eho as D is that the Spanish feature

agreement cannot be completely assimilated to Japanesevgyandrker-no on noun

phrases. That is, the genitive marker cannot be a realizatiorploffaature agreement
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because the genitive marker is unrelated to any kinds of phi-fedtwrmber-, gender-, or
person-features). If the genitive marker is related to -®J[+#Eature as in Turkish (Ilham
2005) or in Hebrew (Damon 2006), why is it the case that genitivketiaommon noun
phrases are insensitive to (in)definiteness, unlike in (35a) (asd ial Hebrew)?

Furthermore, the Greek facts are not standardly analyzed ascDRion, unlike Koike’s

(implicit) assumption. Rather they are generally analyzeal reslization of D feature on
the elements of one noun phrase and not the case of DP recursioAlégigdou and

Wilder 1998, Androutsopoulou 2003).

Moreover, why are the head nouns unable to have the genitive marker in the
following examples in (36) below, unlike in the agreement cases in (35a,b) above?
(36) a. [Watasitatio kuro-no kaban (*no)]-o nakusita.

we-Gen black-Gen bag-Gen-Acc lost
‘(1) lost our black bag.’
b. Kore-wa [watasro kurono  kaban (*po)] desu.
this-Top my-Gen black-Gen bag-Gen Cop
‘This is my black bag.’
In (36), the first two elements need the genitive marker butheolast noun, whether the

entire noun phrase appear in argument position or in predicate position. This distribution of
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the genitive marker (in comparison to the multiple realizatioth@fGreek definite marker

in (35a)) suggests that the genitive markey may not be an agreement realization of a

syntactic feature.

If the Japanese genitive marker were a realization of Datgnhs would become

more complicated, rather than more simply accountable for. Corik&lstructure of the

bracketed noun phrase in (36) would be as follows.

(37) [pbp watasitati § -no [pp kuro p-no [ kaban]]]]]

The personal pronoun and the nominal expredsioa ‘black’ sit in the Spec of DP in (37)

under Koike’s hypothesis. On the other hand, the same personal proncedimye

another noun in Pronoun-noun constructions cannot be marked with the geitker as

in (38).

(38) [watasitati (*-no) senseil]-ga sekinin-o motimasu

we Gen professor-Nom responsibility-Acc  have

‘We professors have the responsibility’

Because the personal pronoun in (38) cannot have the genitive markey,at may not

sit in the Spec of DP. If the pronoun is still located in the $pé&aP, it is not clear why

the genitive marker cannot appear in (38). If the personal pronoumdbappear in the

Spec of DP in (38) unlike in the case of (37), where is it® @ight say that because the
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pronominal expression in (37) is a possessive construction, the genitrkernas D
appears whereas the expression in (38) is not and thus the geratker s not required.
If this were the case, it is not clear whether this restriction is not apf@ito the embedded
NP in (37), whose expression does not have a possessive readinghaliheugenitive
marker is present. Koike’s hypothesis of the Japanese genitikemas D based on the
Greek and Spanish examples in (37) does not perfectly fit the esmamphus, | reject
Koike’s analysis of the genitive marker as D proposed for Japawoesephrases with the

genitive marker?

3.2.5 Is the genitive marker the realization of a copula?

Some linguists assume that the genitive marker (in some) gasg® inflectional form of a
copula (Martin 1975, Nakahara 2002, den Dikken and Singhapreecha 2004)haifdaka
(2002) observes the distribution of copula in which she includes the gendiker in (39c¢)

and makes a list in (40).

%9 Although | reject Koike's hypothesis of the genitive marker abiB analysis of the genitive marker
as D may not be completely wrong once demonstratives, which haveutsgerd to be located in the
Spec of DP in the current work, are morphologically decomposed (Kuno 198% WRirb, Shibatani
1990).
0] a. ko-no ‘this’

b. so-no ‘that/the’

c.a-no ‘that’
Japanese demonstratives are decomposed into two morphologies imcg).KOike’'s hypothesis is
applied to (i), we arrive at (ii).
(i) [ppko/so/a[p -no| ....]]]
This analysis can readily be consistent to the current argumedaibenese demonstratives are located
in the Spec of DP with the slight modification. However, | éedhis possibility open for further
research on demonstratives in the future.

150



(39) a. Tanaka-si-wa bengata.
Mr.-Top  lawyer Cop
‘Mr. Tanaka is a lawyer.’
b. bengosho Tanaka-si
lawyer-Gen Mr.
‘Mr. Tanaka, who is a lawyer
c. sizukana heya
quiet-NA  room

‘a quiet room/a room which is quiet

(40) Japanese copula inflection

plain forms glosses
da is’
na is’
no is’

(Nakahara 2002: 4-5)
Although Nakahara does not observe Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions, they

semantically form predication relations in that common noun phi@segredicated of
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pronouns. Thus, the genitive marker in the constructions functions as a ¢(dgmuiDikken

2006).

Even if the genitive marker in Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions functiors as

copula, which | support in the current work, it is not still clear about Sesyartactic issues

in relation to Pronoun-noun constructions. What is the syntactigsstdtthe genitive

marker? What is the relation between Pronoun-noun constructions and@ém-pronoun

constructions? Is one construction derived from the other between Pronoun-noun

constructions and Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions? Are they independent of each other?

In the next subsection, | will offer answers to these questions.

3.2.6 Movement analysis for Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions

Before analyzing Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions in relation to Pronoun-noun

constructions, | will review one characteristic property on movenoénpredication

constructions and demonstrate that the Japanese nominal constructourestion also

exhibit the same property. This analysis of predicate-invesgores as a preliminary in

order to argue the constructions in terms of the DP hypothesis

Den Dikken (2006:78, emphasis is his) distinguishes two types of copulanses,

following Moro (1990, 1997):

(41) Two types of copular sentences

152



a.canonicalcopular sentences (SUBJEGE-PREDICATE)

b. inverse copular sentences (PREDICABE-SUBJECT)
Let us look at some examples citing from den Dikken (2006):
(42) a. Imogen considers Brian (to be) the best candidate.

b. Imogen considers the best candidate *(to be) Brian.

(den Dikken 2006:1, based on Moro’s 1993 original observation)

In (42a,b), the two sentences are a (near) minimal pair, in wihéchao noun phrases in
the small clause are switched, besides the obligatoriness aiothdar in (42b). Den
Dikken argues thathe best candidateaises via A-movement and derives the necessary
presence of the copula in (42b) from the locality theory based on @da895, Chapter
3) in terms of domain-extending head movement. That is, the senterid2b) is an
inverse copular sentence, unlike the canonical copular sentence if°(42a).

In order to show the distinction between canonical copular sentendegvanse
copular sentences consider the following predication examples:
(43) a. Whose arrest do you thirikyas the biggest upset? (ibid. 72)

b. How big an upset do you think Brian’s arrest Wgs |

® The optional copula in (42a),ralator and the obligatory copula in (42b) idimker in den Dikken's
terms.
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The above copular sentences in the embedded sentences are caopuieal sentences,
where both the subject and the predicate can undergo A-bar movebretiie other hand,
A-bar movement both of the subject and of the predicate is prohibité@ inext inverse
copular sentence:
(44) a.* Whose arrest do you think the biggest upsef{tjfas

b. * How big an upset do you thin§ jvas Brian’s arrest?
Den Dikken argues that the difference between canonical copulanses and inverse
copular sentences comes from a restriction on further movementvansé copular
sentences. Inverted predicates as well as subjects in inverse copuiléenses cannot
undergo A-bar movement (see den Dikken 2006 for further detailed argument).

| will reproduce the argument of inverse predicates for Japaswgehed’ Noun-
pronoun constructions in favor of the movement analysis. Kayne (1998) moihade
English focus particleseyen, only appear in a functional head fairly high up the structure
and that they attract the focused constituent up into their spposition in overt syntax.
y 61

Likewise, Futagi (2004:73) argues that Japanese expressions attgckaake ‘only

move to a higher position called Particle Phrase (PartP) igiFutarms (which is Focus

®The equivalent obnly in Japanese islakeor yuuitu....-dake The former is used in this subsection,
and the latter is used for a constituency test in 4.1.2.1 below.
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Phrase (FocP) in the current work) and that the moved phrases dlaxaywider scopes in

clauses.

(45) a.Taro-wa  Hanako-tdake asob-eru

T-Top H-with-only okat-can

‘The only person Taro can play with is Hanako (he cannot play with others).’

Scope: only>can, *can>only

(Futagi 2004:104)

b. [t [Focpipartphanako-to-dake [vogr [veti asobe ]]] ru]

In (45b), the entire postposition phrase attached by the focus @artmles to Spec of

PartP. Since PartP is higher than Mod(al) Phrase (ModPJpthis phrase obligatorily

takes wide scope.

Departing from Futagi’'s analysis of the particle within nourapés that requires a

dual status of the particle, | attempt to a unified analysih@flapanese focus particle

dake‘only’ as realization of a focus feature by applying Kayneaialgsis of the English

focus particle (and Futagi’'s analysis of the particle witHauges) to Japanese nominal

constructions with the focus particle. | assume the following tsireidor noun phrases

attached by the focus particle in (46).

(46)  [Focr ZR-dake [roc-nO ... [xp ti ]I
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When a phrase ZP is base-generated within XP and carritxctiseparticledake it needs
to overtly undergo overt focus movement to Spec of FocP, which heeadlimed as the
genitive markerno.®® Note that this genitive marker in the head of FocP is diffdrent
position from that of the ‘switched’ Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions.

Against the background of the focus overt movement analysis of phvilsedake

‘only’, let us consider the following two types of genitivesied noun phrases attached by

-dake‘only’.
(47) a.[Sensei-@ake)-no watasitati]-ga sekinin-o motimasu.
professor- Gen we-Nom responsibility-Acc  have

‘(Lit.) Only professors’ us/we have the responsibility’
b. [Sensei-(take)-no anatagata]-ni situmonsimasu.
professor-Gen you(Pl) -to ask
‘(Lit.) I have a question to ask only professors’ you’
c. [Sensei-(Hake)-no karera]-ga kaigi-ni sankasita
professor-Gen they-Nom meeting-to attended

“*Only professors’ they/them attended the meeting.’

52| speculate that the realization of the head of FocP agethive marker seems parallel that of the D
head in (ii) of Footnote 59. It appears that the head of functional phsétsén noun phrases needs to
be realized as the genitive marker when their Specs are filled with NPP$and Japanese.
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(48) a. syasinkaake-no satuei
photographer-only-Gen  photograph
‘only photographers’ photographing’

b. syasinka-niyoru  aslake-no satuei
photographer-by leg-only-Gen photograph
‘only legs’ photographing by a photographer’

Cc. 2-jikandake-no  paatti

hour-only-Gen party
‘a party only for two hours’

d. kokodake-no hanasi
here-only-Gen talk
‘a talk only here’

e. kottondake-no  fuku
cotton-only-Gen  cloth

‘a cloth that is made only from cotton’

f. nihonjin-dake-no  gakusei

Japanese-only-Gen students

‘students who consist only of Japanese’
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g. [kono sensei-(tati/-gatalakeno hon]

this  professor-Pl-only-Gen book

() the books about the professor(s) only

(ii) the books possessed by the professor(s) only

(iif) the books written by the professor(s) only

(iv) the books to the professor(s) only
In (47), the noun phrases in Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions cannot pleenfiicus
particle-dake‘only’ while the prenominal noun phrases in (48) do not reject the lgartic
propose that the ungrammaticality of the former stems from movement.

(49)  *[roceNP-dake[roc' -NO ... [nump T [prear Pronoun t; 1]]

bt |

©
In (49), a pronoun and a noun phrase underlyingly form a predicatiolomelatwhich the
predicate is inverted to the Spec of the next higher phrase, i.ebéduPmrase (NumP).
This inversion is grammatical, as in the case of the consingctiithout the focus particle
in (47). Because of the focus particle, further movement is resjuiThe focus-marked
phrase is required to be raised to Spec of FocP. However, this Famesment is

ungrammatical, parallel to the English wh-extraction example@4b) above. That is,
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inverted predicates cannot undergo A-bar movement. If this is tattemoun phrases in
Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions are inverted predciates.

Notice that the inversion of the nominal predicates generates thé/ganarker.
Additionally, along with the genitive marker resulting from thedprate-inversion, the
genitive marker should also be overtly realized in the head of Fo®®), according the
structure for nominal focus movement in (46). Thus, the inverse nomiadicate in
nominal predication constructions should carry two genitive markers as in (50).

(50)  * [rocp NP-dake [roc —NO... [nump t'i  -NO  [pregppronoun t JJ11%°
In Modern Standard Japanese, however, sequences of two genitikersnare

phonologically prohibited, as previously observed in 3.1, and thus one of thgehitive

83 Futagi also observes and discusses the behavior of the focatepaittiin noun phrases. Look at the
following examples.
(i) a. yakamasii (*-no) ongaku
noisy-Gen music
‘music that is noisy’
b. kireina (*-no) heya
clean-Gen room
‘a room that is clean
Attributive adjectives do not require the genitive marker and tteisnsertion of the marker results in
ungrammaticality in (i). Compare it to the following exampleadhitd by the focus particle with the
above examples.
(ii) a. yakamasidake-no ongaku
noisy only-Gen music
‘music that is only noisy (not interesting, not beautiful, etc.)’
a'. *yakamasiidake = ongaku
noisy only-Gen music
b. kireinadake-no heya
clean-only-Gen room
‘a room that is only clean (not comfortable, not elegant, etc.)’
b’. *kireina-dake heya
clean-only room
(Futagi 2004: 73)
In these examples, the adjectives carry the focus particle, unékadjectives in (i). Once they take the
marker, the prenominal adjectives also need the genitive markéneandes without the particle causes
ungrammatical in (ii).

159



markers is (phonologically) omitted in (49) in line with Okutsu (197)gh the structure
in (49) is still ungrammatical, due to the violation of further nmget of the inverted
predicate).
Importantly, the same restriction on inverted predicates is wdisgerin clauses in
(51):
(51) a. (Sonotoki) watasitati-wa gakuseigheke desita.
that.time we-Top student-being-only  was
‘We were only students (and not other occupations) (at the time).’
b. Anatagata-wa gakusei-iake desu ka.
you (PI)-Top student-being-only Cop Q
‘Are you only professors (and not other occupations)?’
c. Sonotoki-wa sono karera-wa gakusedake desita ka.
that.time-Top those/the they-Top student-being-only were Q
‘(Lit.) Were those/the they only students (and not other occupations)?
In (51), the focus particle is attached to the predicate nomaralsthe sentences are
grammatical. However, the inverted predicates with the focuglpart clauses (as well as
in nominal predications) undergo further movement in (52), which causes the

ungrammaticality.
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(52) a. (Sonotoki) *gakusei-ndake-wa watasitati desita

that.time  student-being-only-being-Gen-Top we was
b. *Gakusei-nadake-wa anatagata desu Kka.
student-being-only-Top you (Pl) Cop Q
C. *Gakusei-nadake-wa karera desita ka.
that.time- being-only- Top they were Q

If this is correct, Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions are derived framoBn-noun

constructions via predicate inversion of the predicate NP. The\genitrker is a linker

copula via head-movement of Pred in PredP.

3.2.7 Interim conclusion

In this section, | examined the status of the genitive markertenadun in Noun-Gen-

pronoun constructions. In the Japanese linguistic literature, the sfathe genitive

marker has been studied in various ways. If the phonologicamiaatof the genitive

marker had been applicable to the genitive marker in Noun-Gen-pronouructiass, the

status of NP in the constructions would have been considered to be art &djlagawa

and Ross 1982). However, | argued that this analysis cannot cdpueenpirical facts

including the constructions in questions. The genitive marker is pai-Borm, either, in

terms of its semantics. It is not a realization of a foneti category such as the head of

161



CP or of DP, either. | showed that the marker is that of antet/eopula by replicating
den Dikken’s argument of inverted predicates for Noun-Gen-pronounrgoinss. That
is, based on the impossibility of the attachment of the focukean&o the first common
noun phrase (due to a ban on A-bar-movement of the inverted predicatgjed shat the
NPs before the pronouns result from predicate-inversion. | assuiminehldP moves to
Spec of the next higher phr8§eand the genitive marker is the realization of that phrase in
(53).
(53)  a.pregppronoun preg Pred noun] ] ---predication established

b. [n\ump NP [num NQ [prearPronount; t]]]] --- movement of the Pred head, and

---movement of the predicate

Once having established the predicate-inversion analysis for-@eunrpronoun
constructions, in the next section, | will apply the current arsalygssome other nominal
collocation constructions, and show that the inversion is not freelycapfai within noun

phrases, due to the presence of DP.

3.3 Inversion and intervention within nominal predication constructiors

In the previous section, | showed that the common noun phrase undergdesatp-

inversion across the pronominal subject in Noun-Gen-pronoun constrgictiOne may

8 | will argue on some properties of NumP in the next section.
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expect that numeral quantifiers (NQs) as predicates behave saithe way as common
noun phrase predicates within pronominal collocation constructions, bebtayseppear
(relatively) freely in the vicinity of common noun phrases as weervbs their basic
behaviors in the previous chapfér.in particular, NQs and other quantifiers can appear
prenominally accompanying the genitive marker as in (69c) and ([R#0O€hapter 2,
repeated in (55a,b) below, besides the fact that they cardpreoemon NPs in (69a) and
(70a) in Chapter 2, repeated in (54a,b).
(54) a. Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei 3-nin]-o sikatta.
professor-Top student Cl-Acc scolded
‘Prof. Suzuki scolded three students.’
b. Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei suumei/oozelo sikatta.
professor-Top student some/many-Acc scolded
‘Prof. Suzuki scolded some/many students.’
(55) a. Suzuki sensei-wa 3-hin-no gakusei]-o sikatta.
professor-Top Cl-Gen student-Acc  scolded

‘Prof. Suzuki scolded three students.’

% Moreover, Zweig (2005) argues that a numeral phrase is cross-licgiljstominal, (even when they
behave like adjectives). It may be true in Japanese, bec&ssedusist of numerals and classifiers and
classifiers employ the same Chinese letters as nouns (BgW@aDB6). For instancenin is a classifier to
be used to count people and also the Chinese letter for it isrtteeashito ‘people’. 3-nin-no hitois
literally translatable into ‘3 people’s people’, which means &tpeople’. The nominal status of NQs is
reasonable.
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b. Suzuki sensei-wa sfilumei/oozeino gakuseil-o  sikatta.
professor-Top some/many-Gen student-Acc  scolded
‘Prof. Suzuki scolded some/many students.’
In these examples, NQs and other quantifiers precede and follown@o NPs. In
particular, when they follow NPs the genitive marker is not pteise(54). In contrast, in
(55), the marker is present with the quantifiers NPs preceding.
NQs can also follow pronouns as observed in (73) in Chapter 2, repeated as in (56):
(56) a. Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) watasBatin]-o sikatta.
professor-Top those/the us Cl-Acc scolded
‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) us three.’
b. Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) anat@atin]-o sikatta no?
professor-Top those/the you(pl) Cl-Acc scolded Q
‘(Lit.) Did Prof. Suzuki scold (those/the) you three?’
c. Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) kar&ain]-o sikatta.
professor-Top those/the them Cl-Acc scolded
‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) them three.’
Thus, it is expected that the NQ predicates can get inverteds dhmpronominal subjects

in pronominal predication constructions. However, thisighe case in (57):
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(57) a.*Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono3-nin-no watasitati]-o sikatta.
professor-Top those/the  CI-Gen  us-Acc scolded
‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) us three.’
b. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) 3-nin-no anatatati]-o sikatta no?
professor-Top those/the CI-Gen you(pl)-Acc scolded Q
‘(Lit.) Did Prof. Suzuki scold (those/the) you three?”’
c. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) 3-nin-no kareral-o sikatta.
professor-Top  those/the Cl-Gen them-Acc scolded
‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (*those/the) them three.’
In (57), regardless of the presence/absence of a demonstragveaising of the NQ
predicates across the pronominal subjects makes the expressicermmiatjcal, unlike in
the case of common noun phrases as in (55) above.
This ungrammaticality of raising is not unique to NQ predicates, eliexy
Consider the following examplé&8.
(58) a. (?) anatagata sensei-gata
you(Pl) professor-Pl

‘you professors’

 The combination of the plural first person pronoun and a plural common noure @ppear to
ungrammatical, though Furuya does not mention. | do not know the reasonsirapdissibility and
leave it for future research.
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b. anatagata  sensei-tati
you(PI) professor-PI
‘you professors’
c. anatatati sensei-gata
you(Pl) professor-Pl
‘you professors’
d. karera  geijutuka-tati
they artist-PI
‘(*) they/them artists’
(Furuya 2004)
Furuya (2004) observes that the predicate noun phrases in the dorstmery have plural
markers. Interestingly, once the plural predicative noun phrasesvamed, the plural
expressions turn out to be ungrammatical in (59), unlike in the cdsar®foun phrase
predicates as in (2), which is repeated below.
(59) a. *sensei-tati-no anatagata
professor-Gen  you(PI)
b. *sensei-gata-no  anatagata

professor-PI-Gen you(PI)
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c. * geijutuka-tati-no karera

artist-Pl-Gen they

(2) a. [sensei *no) watasitati]-ga sekinin-o motimasu.

professor- Gen we-Nom responsibility-Acc  have

‘(Lit.) *Professors’ us/we have the responsibility’

b. [sense*(no) anatagatal-ni situmonsimasu

professor-Gen  you(PI)-to ask

‘(Lit.) *(1) have a question to ask professors’ you’

c. [sensei*{no) karera]-ga kaigi-ni sankasita

professor-Gen they -Nom  meeting-to  attended

“*Professors’ they/them attended the meeting.’

Note that not all plural nouns are rejected when they precedenatinerphrases, however.

Look at the following examples.

(60) a. sensdrti/gata-no tukue

Professor-PIl-Gen desk

‘(the) professors’ desks/ (the desks for (the) professors)’
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b. kodometati-(e)-no tabemono
child-Pl-to-Gen food
‘(the) food for (the) children’
c. kodomdati-no  byooin
child-PI-Gen hospital
‘the/a hospital for (the) children’
In (60), the first noun phrases with the genitive marker can havauhs morpheme and
the expressions are still grammatical, unlike in the caskeoinverted predicates in (59).
This suggests that the restriction on plurality is not applicabkdl tprenominal common
noun phrases, but only to inverted predicates within nominal predication constructions.
A similar observation relating to the plurality restrictiorofered by Koike (1999).
Bloch (1970: 61-62 ft. 45, cited by Koike 1999) observes the following nouneghbeas
have two readings.
(61) isya-no ofi’
doctor-Gen  uncle
‘the/a doctor’s uncle’ (Possessor reading)

‘my uncle, who is a doctof® (Copular reading)

%71t should be noted that the woudii is always relational and means ‘someone’s uncle(s)’, not just
‘uncle(s)’.
8| cite the example from Koike (1999) for the translations of &) (62), though the readings are not
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In (61), oji always has a relational reading and possesses two readiegs & possessor
reading and the other is a copular reading. In the former, taes relational noun can be
definite and indefinite depending on contexts. In the latter, casé¢he other hand, it
should be definite like proper nouns (Cheng and Sybesma 1999 for Chinese).

Let us look further at the Koike’s observation in (62), which cleegflects the

different readings of the relational noun phrase:

(62) [isya-tati]-no oji(-tati)
doctor-Pl-gen uncle-PI
‘(the) doctors’ uncle(s)’ (Possessive reading)
*my uncles, who are doctors’ (Copular reading)

Once the first nounsya ‘doctor carries the plural marker, that noun phrase loses the
copular reading while the possessor reading is still possik{é2). This shows the same
fact that plural nominal predicates cannot precede the subject.

| offer one more piece of data relevant to Noun-Gen-pronoun constrsictProper
nouns can also follow personal pronouns in (63), as well as they eaadpr common

nouns and form predications with common noun phrases (Furuya 2004).

appositive or relative clause readings.
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(63) karera Tanaka-san-tati

they Mr.-PlI

‘(Lit.) they Mr. Tanaka and his company/they Mr. Tanakas’

However, plural proper nouns cannot undergo predicate-inversion in (64), bidewQ

and plural common noun phrase predicates above.

(64) *Tanaka-san-tati-no karera

Mr.-Pl-Gen  they

‘(Lit.) they Mr. Tanaka and his company/they Mr. Tanakas’

One difference among the cases above is that proper nouns caueatepthe pronominal

subject in (64), even when it does not possess a plural morpheme in (63b)itwhn

follow the pronoun in (65a):

(65) a. watasitati Tanaka

we

‘(Lit.) we Tanakas’

b. *Tanaka-no watasitati

Gen we

‘(Lit.) Tanakas’ we’

Our observations are summarized as follows:
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(66) Generalization for nominal predicate-inversion:

Only bare common noun phrase predicates can get inverted with

pronominal/proper noun subjects.

In addition to NQs, plural noun phrases and proper nouns are cannot bedrpredicates

unlike bare common noun phrase when the subjects are personal pronowmsinal

predication constructions. | translate the generalization into the stiuoiy&Y):

(67) a.[..[nump NR-nO [pregp pronoun t 1]

b. *[...[Nnump NQ-NO [pregp pronoun t; ]]]

C. *[...[nump NP-P}-n0 [pregp pronoun t; ]]]

d. *[...[nump Proper noun (-PBno [pregp pronoun t; ]]

To summarize this beginning of the second half of the current chagbeiended

the movement analysis to the four distinct nominal collocation conitnsaand showed

that there are certain constrains on the constructions, some af whi be shown to be

caused by DP in this section.

In 3.3.1, | will set up theoretical assumptions for argument of gaeglinversion

within noun phrases. In 3.3.2-3.3.5, | will argue that under an Agree operabeieature

checking observes intervention effects in certain cases.
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3.3.1 Assumptions

| will lay out the assumptions regarding features that plgyomant roles. In particular, |

will assume EPP, D features and (un)interpretability of featusince Abney (1987) and

Szabolcsi (1987, 1994) propose the DP hypothesis, the presence ofui@($atique to

DP has been proposed (Bruge 1996, Campbell 1996, Danon 2006, En¢ 1991, Longobardi

1994, 2001, Szabolcsi 1994, Campos 2005 among others). Szabolcsi (1994:220-221),

based on Hungarian data and interpretations of noun phrases, propofes tutsists of

[xdef(inite)] and [xspec(ific)] features (cf. En¢ 1991) and tihaise features determine the

choice of determiners, their definiteness and specificity irge@pons: a [+def, +spec]

feature and a [-def, +spec] features select the obligatory presgence of a definite article

whereas a [-spec] feature or a [+spec] feature alonetsedlee absence of a definite

determiner. As was observed in Chapter 2, En¢ (1991) offers an tateraaalysis for

specificity interpretations, in terms of indices, which semamtchanism is translated by

Campbell (1996) into syntax and adopted in the current work.

Campbell (1996) argues that English demonstratives have a morphasyfettctre

[+Th] that the definite articléhe in D heads and thus occurs only in DP, on the analogy

with wh-phrases that have the feature [+Wh] in CP. Partigul&ampbell argues that
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demonstratives (as well as a null Operator in DP) are [+Thijatgpreand proposes the
following criterion.
(68) Th-Criterion

A [+Th] determiner has a [+Th] specifier, and a [+Th] operajoecifies a [+Th]

determiner. (Campbell 1996:167)
This is similar to the Wh-criterion, according to which Wh-opmsabccur in Specs of all
and only [+Wh] Comp positions (May 1985, Rizzi 1990). He notes that thexrother
similarity between the two cases: in neither case both Sp¥® &ind X can be overt in
English at the same time. Adopting the core idea, | assuma feature uniquely related
to D calledD-featureis similar to a [wh] feature in that the D head (like C in CP of a clause)
and some nominal elements such as pronouns, proper nouns and demonstrativiee (as
case of wh-words) possess the relevant feature, and may resddhgh This D serves as
the referential anchor of noun phrases in that it requires elemihtsterpretable features
thatare related to referentialty that enable noun phrases to refer ageahatien of C of CP
to elements in CP such as wh-phrases (Grewendorf 2001).

Following Campbell’s insight, | also assume that a D with[3] [feature possesses

an uninterpretable EPP featfitand thus that Spec of DP needs to be occupied by an

%9 Chomsky (1995: Chapter 4) defines EPP as a ‘strong D feature’.
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element either via movement or insertion (BoSko2005, Campos 2005, Davies and

Dubinsky 2003, lhram 2005 among others).

Given these assumptions, | will analyze the ungrammatical cotistrsign (57) in

the following subsections.

3.3.2 Restriction on Num

In this subsection, | will examine *NP-PI-Gen-pronoun constructior{§4a) and give an

account for the question of why the plural nominal predicate carlpoet &dr an inversion

operation, unlike its singular/bare equivalent. The analysis on NangPrase between

PredP and DP) in this subsection does not directly support the @fhkgis (cf. Kurafuiji

2004) but builds a basis for the argument in the following subsectidh3d, which

maintains the DP hypothesis for Japanese.

Let us look at the structures in (67a, c), repeated below.

67) a.[... kump NR-nO [preaqp pronoun t ]

C. *[...[nump  NP-P}no  [pregp pronoun t; 1]]

The bare/singular NP in (67a) undergoes predicate-inversion and tlaé [gRirin (67¢)

cannot. One might consider that the plural morpheme and the gendtrikernsompete for

the Num head in (67c), as is shown below.

(69) *[NumP NP [\Jum’ Pl, ho [PredP pronoun t; ]]
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In (69), the plural morpheme and the genitive marker appear in ldlong with the
movement of NP to Spec of NumP. If this is the case, howeverewbmuld the plural
morpheme of predicate nouns in Pronoun-noun constructions of (58), repeated leelow, b
located?
(58) a. (?) anatagata sensei-gata
you(Pl) professor-PI
‘you professors’
b. anatagata sensei-tati
you(PI) professor-PI
‘you professors’
C. anatatati  sensei-gata
you(PI) professor-PI
‘you professors’
d. karera geijutuka-tati
they artist-PI

‘(*) they/them artists’

(Furuya 2004)
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The plural morphemes of the nominal predicates are attachedhtimal predicates. If the
plural morpheme attaching the common noun phrases were located in Nbm esftire
noun phrases as argued in (69), it is not clear of the positions fotheminal subject and
the nomina predicates. Thus, the structure in (69) is not correct.

Alternatively, one may relate a Japanese plural morphemede Rurafuji (2004)
argues. According to Kurafuji, Japanese plural morphdateas well as Chinesenen
create definiteness readings in addition to the semantics of igluraCommon noun
phrases attached by a plural morpheme have definite interpretations in (70):

(70) a. Kono ie-ni [kodomo]-wa i-masu ka.

this house-in child-Top exist-Pre Q

‘Is there a child in this house?’

b. Kono ie-ni [kodomo-tati]-wa i-masu ka.
this house-in child-PI-Top exist-Pre Q
‘Are the children in this house?’
(Kurafuji 2004:215)

The only difference between the noun phrases in the brackets is that the noun phraje in (70a
has a bare noun phrase whereas the one in (70b) involves the plural nerditemThe

presence of the plural morpheme creates the definite readihg nbun phrase in the latter
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example as the English translation shows, according to Kurafuje tNat the definition of
Kurafuji’s definiteness involves specificity (cf. En¢ 1991). Kurafigims that Japanese
plural markers cannot be used as a predicative NP in (71).
(71) Karera-wa  gakusei (*-tati/*-ra) desu.

they-Top student-PI Cop

‘They are (*the) students.’

(Kurafuji 2004:215)

Kurafuji aims to show that plural common noun phrases are definiteodbe presence of
the plural morphemes and thus cannot appear in predicate pdSitish.Kurafuji's
argument were correct, the ungrammatical structure in (67cyl dollbw from the size
restriction on nominal prediction constructions: *DP within another B&e (2.3.2).
However, if this were the case, the non-inverted nominal predicatiotreciens with
plural nominal predicates as in (58), should also be ungrammaticatingolhe size

restriction, contrary to fact.

" Furuya (2005) observes that Japanese common noun phrases with anplpfaéme in general
cannot denote properties whether they appear in argument position oim@basunlike bare common
noun phrases as in (ia).
0] a.Kodomo-wa 4% hetta

child-Top decreased

‘Children have decreased by 4%.’

b. *[Kodomo-ra/tati]-wa 4% hetta
child-PI-Top decreased

‘Children have decreased by 4%.’
In the subject positions, the plural expression cannot have a genermretdtion and instead denote
multiple individuals in (ib), which is (semantically) ungrammaliainlike in the case of the singular
nominal in (ia).
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Moreover, it is possible for a plural common noun phrase to appeardicaise
position in a clause as in (72):
(72) a. Atira-no katagata-wa sdnsei-tati/-gatd  desu.
over.there-Gen people-Top professor-Pl Cop
‘The people over there are professors.’
b. Atira-no katagata-wa sgénséj desu.
over.there-Gen people-Top professor Cop
‘The people over there are professors.’
In (72a), the predicate nominal agrees in number with the subjbeteas in (72b) the
predicate is a bare nominal. The former expression has an indibased interpretation
derived from the kind. The latter expression, on the other hand, refiwes professor kind
or a capacity reading. This difference between the two noun phrases i@ @disition is
observable also in Romance and Germanic languages (de Swart, Winter, aisd?D@a).
(73) a.Jan en Sofie zijn  [leraren].
and are professors

‘Jan and Sofie are professors.’
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b. Jan en Sofie zijn [leraar].
and are professor
‘Jan and Sofie are professors.’
(De Swart, Winter, and Zwarts 2007: 218-219)
In the Dutch examples in (73), the plural subjects are acceptéhldath a bare common
noun phrase predicate and a plural noun phrase predicate. These Dumtghesxare
similar to the Japanese examples in (71) and (72) in that both bar@mases and plural
noun phrases can be predicates of plural subjects in clauses.ofiehgnportant point here
is that the predicate noun phrases do not have definite/discourse anapieopretations
and the expressions are still grammatical, even when theyawached by a plural
morpheme. Because Kurafuji's argument of the impossibilityplafal expressions in
predicate positions is not empirically maintained, Kurafuji’'srdef analysis of Japanese
plural noun phrases is not adopted in this work.
Furuya (2004) argues that the singular Num head possesses an dfRRypr
(Chomsky 1999, 2000, see 4.3.3.2) while the plural Num head lacks this propéey.

argument by Furuya for the EPP property on a singular Num heatés on Kishimoto’s

" Nakanishi and Tomioka (2004) also argue that the Japanese plurat retikis not (semantically)
unrelated to definiteness. Note that they argue that Japaneserpbrgiemes are not able to be
attached to common noun phrases that have generic readings becauke tatotations of noun
phrases in plurality do not uniformly denote the same objects. Randaeskodomo‘child’ with the
plural markertati has the reading like ‘child/children and others’. This analysienspatible with the
ungrammaticality of the predicate plural noun phrases that cappetain predicate position that
possesses the generic reading.
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argument. Kishimoto entertains the argument for NumP with &nglata. According to
him, there is a class of nouns called ‘light’ nouns (sucbnas thing, body, plagdhat is
susceptible to overt N-raising in a way similar to the seroalhyi‘light verbs’,haveandbe
Just as a light verb can be raised to T with a [+finpek#ication, so a ‘light’ noun can be
raised to Num with a [-plural] specification in the following exdes (Kishimoto
2000:564).
(74) a. bp some fump[NP interestingp one/place/thing]]]]

a’.[op Someongsomeplacgsomething[ne interesting [ne ti J]]

b. [bp some fump [np interesting fip ones/places/thing]]]]

b’. * [ op Someongtsomeplacesomethings[ne interesting ip t; ]]]
Given the assumption that quantifiers sucts@®eare base-generated in DP, the singular
expressions are grammatical in (74a,a’) because the EPPefeatudum is successfully
satisfied: the Num head itself moves to D in the former (althddighimoto does not
discuss this case) and the ‘light’ nouns move to Spec of NumP iattee On the other
hand, when Num is [+plural], as in (74b,b’), Num does not have an EPP prepetigt
the light nouns cannot move to the NumP Spec in (74b’). The unnecessannenbve

makes the expression ungrammatical.

2 Kishimoto assumes that a noun ligeeryoneis construed as one word only in PF but not in the
syntax; and the quantifier part occurs in DP and the light noun in NumP.
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Once the argument that a singular Num possesses EPP hasdiablished,
according to Furuya (2004), the ungrammaticality of English samg&ronoun-noun
constructions (e.g.,|*patien) is readily accountable for under the nominal predication
hypothesis. An EPP feature on the singular Num remains uncheckethaked the
singular constructions ungrammatical because the subject in norpnedication
constructions does not move by definition (see 2.4.4 and den Dikken 200&)causd the
personal pronouns in the constructions are too ‘heavy’ to get raisddgbea position (i.e.
Spec of NumP) to check the relevant feature in Kishimoto’s sense iff (75).

(75) a. A patient
b. *[nump  [Num Num {-PI, +EPP} pepsubject {-PI}  NP]]

t v |

/ N\

In (75), the EPP on the Num with a [-plural] feature cannot be ctidokéhe subject and

remains unchecked. This causes the ungrammaticality.

As was observed in Chapter 2, English Pronoun-noun constructions and their

Japanese equivalents share some properties, one of which is tbahshections in both

languages have the number restriction in the same way. Thatral constructions are

grammatical while the singular counterparts are ungramatatic25) of Chapter 2, which

is repeated in (76):

3t is necessary to examine the concept of ‘heaviness’ more clearlif.Idane it for future research.
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(76) a.*watasi kanzya
I/me  patient
“*I/me patient’
b. *Yanata kanzya
you  patient
“you patient’
c. *kare kanzya
he patient
“*he/him patient’
Furuya (2004) proposes the following identical structure for theanmgyatical Japanese
singular Pronoun-noun constructions.

(77)  bume  kum {-Pl, +EPP}  Pregpwatasi {-PI} NP]]"
Y

/7 N\

If Furuya’s EPP analysis of Num and Kishimoto’s argument avimess/lightness

of noun phrases are correct, and also if it is assumed that NamiRil may also possess

™ Although Furuya (2004) does not consider the possibility of the prediédsemovement to Spec of

NumP in (77), that movement is perfectly grammatical in Jagai¢P-Gen-pronoun (singular). On the
other hand, the English equivalent is still ungrammatical. One pessiisbunt is that ‘heaviness’ of
noun phrases between Japanese and English might be different: Jdq@aeaseun phrases are ‘light’

and can move to Spec of NumP whereas English ‘light’ nouns are limited in numbers.
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EPP”it is readily extended to accounts for the nominal predicate-iovessructures in
(67a,c), which are repeated below.
(67) a.[... kump NB-nO [pregp pronoun t ]]]

C. *[...[nump  NP-PJ-n0 [pregp pronoun ti J]]
In (67a), the Japanese bare noun phrase predate gets raised to ISypeddiecause it is
‘light’ in Kishimoto’s sense, and thus the structure is gramrakatiOn the other hand, the
plural nominal predicate in (67c) is not ‘light’ (as in the Engpéiral case of (74b’) above)
and cannot get raised to Spec of NumP and the EPP on Num is left kewhas is
illustrated below®

(78)  [wump  [num{*Pl, +EPP} [ pregpWatasitati NP-PI]]]

\/

/\
Notice that the pronominal subject cannot get raised, either, betausalject in
nominal predication constructions is assumed not to get raised ioytidefin 2.4.4 or

because the pronominal subject is ‘heavy’ in Kishimoto’s sense in (79):

(79)  [nump kum{+PI, +EPP} [ preqpwatasitati  NP-PI]]]

ANV

S1n 4.3.3, | discuss this issue of the optionality of EPP on Num, et Bennis, Corver and den

Dikken (1998) into the examination of NQ-NP constructions.

’® After the step of the predicate-inversion operation in (82), D is inserted in (i)

0] [op D [nump Num {+PI, +EPP} {qpwatasitati NP-PI]]]

In this configuration, DP is a sister to NumP the EPP on Num, anBRRecannot get checked by D.
This structure is ungrammatical. Note that Chomsky (2000:19) profteges non-phrasal EPP feature,
like that of T, is obligatory, while phrasal EPP features are optional.
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In this subsection, | examined the nature of NumP, and argued tinatwith a
[+plural] feature may or may not possess an EPP property. WHerstnot possess EPP,
the predicate nominal in the constructions does not get raisedheQGother hand, when
Num has EPP, the predicate is inverted to Spec of NumP. ThisoRMRUm can be
checked by only ‘light’ nominal predicates (i.e. bare noun phrasagredicate-inversion
operation. The argument on NumP in this subsection is not diredtied to the DP
hypothesis and yet builds a basis for the analysis of the ungarainNQ-Gen-pronoun

constructions for the hypothesis in the next subsection.

3.3.3 *NQ-Gen-pronoun constructions

In 3.1, | have argued for existence of a [+D] feature, whicassumed to behave like a

[+wh] feature on the analogy of C in CP and wh-phrases (Grewendorf.2001dhis

subsection, | will detail how a D feature is relevant to nomgmadication constructions

and also give an account to the ungrammatical constructions (N@iGeoun)

constructions in (57), which | repeat below.

(57) a. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono3-nin-no watasitati]-o sikatta.
professor-Top those/the  CI-Gen  us-Acc scolded

‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) us three.’
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b. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) 3-nin-no anatatati]-o sikatta no?
professor-Top those/the CIl-Gen you(pl)-Acc scolded Q
‘(Lit.) Did Prof. Suzuki scold (those/the) you three?”’
c. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) 3-nin-no kareral-o sikatta.
professor-Top  those/the Cl-Gen them-Acc scolded
‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (*those/the) them three.’
| assume that non-predicative elements (or non-common noun phrases3sppss]
features in Japanese. In particular, personal pronouns in the nomifatatoh
constructions possess an uninterpretable D feature (i.ex]}*Dnce a person feature is
relevant to D (Campos 2005), besides the assumption that the D headrenstdatives
have an EPP property in 3.3.1 above.
Given these assumptions, let us look at checking operations of a Defeattoin
nominal collocation constructions (see Furuya 2004 for a checking &snalfyshon-
predicate-inverse Pronoun-noun constructions).

(80) Derivation ofNoun-Gen-pronoun constructions

Stepl: predicate-inversion

[nump NP-Gen - pregppronoun {+Ding}  t]]
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Step 2: insertion of D, checking of {+R}
[o DEPP, 4Oin} [nume NP-Gen prearpronoun {bin} 411
Step 3: insertion of Dem or Op, checking of EPP
ber Dem/null Operator [D }ﬁPP} Nump NP-Gen [pronoun t;]]]
In (88), in Step 1 after forming a predication relation, the nig starts with predicate-
inversion: a bare noun phrase gets raised to Spec of NumP due t®@RhenENum as
argued in 3.3.2. Along with the phrasal movement, the Pred head gets radvedt
which is realized as the genitive marker. At this stage, #i&;,{] feature on the
pronominal subject is not checked yet. In Step 2, the D heatsested. The D head
possesses a [+R)] feature and thus checks against the pronominal subject forldvame
feature. That head also involves an EPP feature, which is chetkedsertion of a
demonstrative or a null Operator in Spec of DP. Because allardldeatures are
successfully checked and eliminated, the derivation in (80) ismkege’’ If this analysis
is on the right track, the obligatory presence of a demonstrative uall Operator
(indirectly) results from the presence of the pronominal subjetteimominal predication

constructions, whether the common noun phrase predicate gets raisedRooNnpt (see

"] assume that insertion is more economical than movemerdrdém to check an EPP feature on D,
rather than moving a predicative NQ from Spec of NumP to Spb® pinsertion of a demonstrative or
a null Operator to Spec of DP is more economical. Moreover, iharether economical movement of
a NQ to Spec of DP than its movement to DP through the SpéenolP, as will be observed in Chapter
4.
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Furuya 2004 for the analysis of non-inverted Pronoun-noun constructioms is] the

existence of the pronominal subject calls for the presence ofvighCa relevant feature to

check the relevant feature. This D happens to possess an EPRypitope Because of

this feature, insertion of a demonstrative or a null Operator is required.

| will apply the same analysis to the ungrammatical NQ-@emoun construction

in (81).. Consider the derivation in (81):

(81) Derivation of *NQ-Gen-pronoun constructions

Stepl: predicate-inversion
[numpNQi-Gen - [pronoun{+Dn}  t]]
Step 2: insertion of D, checking of {+R}
[op D{EPP +B [numpNQ-Gen [pronoun{+}2$m} 4111
Step 3: insertion of Dem or Operator, checking of EPP
[bp Dem/null Operator [D{¢PP} Nump NQi-Gen [pronoun t;]]]
One surface difference between the nominal inverse-predicateustiwstrin (80) and the
construction in (81) is that the former possesses a bare common noua pledisate
whereas the latter involves a NQ predicate. In Step 1, a NQ wedepgedicate-inversion
and get moved across the pronominal subject to Spec of NumP, whieeadtss realized

as the genitive marker. In Step 2, D is inserted and checks g{f&ature against the
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pronominal subject, which also has the relevant feature. In ordentplete the derivation
due to the existence of the EPP on D, a demonstrative or a nulit@pisr inserted into
Spec of DP. Since no uninterpretable feature is left unchecketen 3in (81), the
derivation should be grammatical, contrary to fact. What makes dérevation
ungrammatical in (81)? If the predicate-inversion follows framE®P reason on Num,
Step 1 is considered to be fine in (81) (as in the case of (80)) EHFRechecking on D in
Step 3 should also be unproblematic as in the case of®(8D}his line of consideration is
correct, one speculates that Step 2 should be problematic. i time case, why would
Step 2 be problematic?

Let us consider the following English examples in (82) to answer that question.
(82) a. *the a student

b. * this a boy
| assign the following structures in (83) to the expressions i)y (&&ed on Campbell’s
nominal predication constructions for definite noun phrases in 2.3.3.1.
(83) a.*pp [p the a pregppro student]]

b. *[pp this [a Preqppro student]]
If all the determiners were merged in D and numerals coulddteup in the structure in

(83a), the two Ds could compete for the same position —“doubly-filleittdd” f(Campbell

8 | will examine properties of DP more in detail in Chapter 4.
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1996). However, in (83b), the demonstrative and the singular in@efiniicle do not

compete for the same position (under the current assumption that dettiesiappear in

Spec of DP when they are at left periphery in Chapter 2),t bsitstill ungrammatical. |

assume that there are features unique to D once determineegarged as realization of

feature bundles at the specific position. More specifically, theddl is realized dke or a,

depending on the value of a [tD] feature, from Zamparrel2806: 920) insight of a

binary D feature.

With this approach in mind, the co-occurrence restrictions asactthis a boyare

naturally explained. Consider the derivation of (84).

(84) Derivation of this a pro student

Stepl: Insertion of the indefinite article in D

[op @{-Dsin} [ pro{+D.in¢ studenf

Step 2: Insertion ahis; failing of checking {+Di.} on pro

[Dp this {+D+int} [ a {-D +int} [ pro {+D —int} Studen]]]

In (84), in Step 1, insertion of the indefinite article into D caruhack the [+0,] on the

subject pro. This potential element mismatches with the subject, howevehe T

uninterpretable feature on the subject cannot be checked by the plyteldsdst element

because this mismatch in feature rules out the expressidtepr2 further derivation does
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not save the crashed derivation at earlier steps, due to thealw®sent in D. That is, this

Agree relation between the element in Spec of DP and the pronasninjact cannot be

established, due tDefective Intervention ConstrairiSigubsson 2006) The Defective

Intervention Constraint is a ‘representing’ locality condition, which foithi an

establishment of an Agree relation when a closer but inactiveigfealenes between a

probe and another goal in the configuration in (85).

(85) *a>B>y

In (85), a is a Probey a Goal, and3 an intervener. Given the Defective Intervention

Constraint,f andy matchesu (but B is inactive), so that matching is blocked. Only the

head of the chain blocks matching under the Minimal Link Condition. Howhiss

assumption of the binary feature [£D] unique to D along with thieddee Intervention

Constraint related to the ungrammatical NQ-Gen-pronoun constructions in (57)7?

Cheng and Sybesma (1999:528) observe the fact that a NQ+NP ocdssardy

yields an indefinite interpretation in Chinese. This is also true of Japanese.

(86) Kinou Tanaka-sensei-wa [3-nin-no gakusei]-ni aimasita. Sosite

yesterday professor-Top Cl-Gen student-Dat met and

Kyou-mo Tanaka-sensei-wa [3-nin-no gakusei]-ni aimasita.

today-also professor-Top  Cl-Gen student-Dat met
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‘Prof. Tanaka met three students yesterday. And he met {tife®) students today,
too.’
In (86), the second occurrence of a NQ+NP sequence is the saime fast one and yet
cannot have a definite/anaphoric reading. According to Cheng desi8g, numerals (or
NQs) are associated with an existential quantificationaéf@@iesing 1992, Tsai 2001, but
Link 1983), which is responsible for indefiniteness. | interpret anstexial
guantificational force of numeral indefinites as a [-D] feature in (87):
(87) Numerals (quantifiers) possess a(n) (interpretable) [-D] &atur

Given the assumption for numeral indefinites in (87), let us look badkeo

derivation in (81), whose revised steps are as follows in (81).

(81) Derivation of* NQ-Gen-pronoun constructions

Stepl: predicate-inversion
[Num NQ{-D +intt  [preappronoun{+Din}  ti]]
Step 1 represents the predicate-inversion operation. The raiseih [SQec of NumP
carries {-D.ini}, whose feature mismatches with that of the pronominal subjdus clash
stops further steps of the derivation. Thus the NQ-Gen-pronoun coiwstrust
ungrammatical. Even if further steps are made in the deniven (81’), it cannot save the

ungrammaticality as follows.
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(81") Derivation of*NQ -Gen-pronoun constructions

Step 2: insertion of Operator

[op Operator [D{EPP,+0h} [NQ{-D +in} [pronoun {+D.in} ti ]]]
In this Step, a null Operator is inserted into Spec of DP. Tmeglt in Spec of DP enters
checking operations with the D head for E&#d a {D_,} feature on D.
(81") Step 3: checking of EPP, and a | feature on D as is illustrated below:

*[[ op DEM/OP{+ D} [D{EAP #D.in} INQ{-D +in} [pronoun{+D.in} t]]]
In Step 3 of (81’) above, the closer potential goal [-D] on NQ bldlksAgree relation
between the Operator (goal) and the pronominal subject (probe). Thusheugh the
uninterpretable features on D are checked and deleted, another uatatdepfeature on
the pronoun remains unchecked because the Operator in Spec of DPgsodsesslevant
feature but it is not closest to the pronoun, i.e., due to the Deféatargention Constraint.
This uninterpretable feature on the pronoun remains unchecked and causes the
ungrammaticality in (88).

(88) [DP Dem {+Dint} [NQ{-D +ing [pronoun{+D.in} 1I]

| y |
\

If the current argument is on the right track, Japanese proj&ctsMreover, a D

feature is active in Japanese (cf. Fukui and Sakai 2003). This supports the DPdig/pothe
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In the following subsection, | will consider the fourth (ungramnadticonstruction

of the nominal predicate-inverse constructions in (67d), further in faivibre main claim

of the DP hypothesis.

3.3.4 Proper nouns and nominal predication constructions

In this subsection, | will give an analysis to the ungrammatoaistruction in (67d),

repeated below.

(67) d.*[...[nump proper noun (-PRNO [preqp pronoun ti ]

Proper nouns have been semantically and/or syntactically adaigainly in two

ways. One view is that proper nouns are generated as plain conouorphrases and

combine with definite determiner as distinguished definite degmmigErege 1892, Russell

1905, Burge 1973, Longobardi 1994, Anderson 2004, Matushansky 2006, Coates 2006

among others). This view is supported by languages in which naraggument positions

are always or often used with a definite article such askGrarious dialects of German

and Italian, Northern Norwegian, Northern Swedish, Tagalog amdmyso(Matushansky

2006). It is also possible to observe the behaviors of proper nouns like conwmon

phrases in English in (89):

(89) a.Three Peterscalled for you last night

b. That woman ia real Clytemnestra
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c. Almost all Mohammadsare muslims.

(Bernett 2006:6)

d. the barber John

(Burton-Roberts 1975)

These facts show that proper nouns appear to bear a syneseinlbdance to common

nouns. By treating proper nouns like common nouns, this view (implantlxplicitly)

holds the idea that proper nouns have inherent contexts.

The opposing view on proper nouns is that proper nouns do not have inherent

context (Donnellan 1966, 1970, Kripki 1972, Segal 2001, Bernett 2006 among others) and

function as rigid designators. Donnellan (1966, 1970) argues that defistieptiens are

distinguished intoreferential useand attribute use A definite description is used

attributively in the assertion to state something about whomewehatever is the so-and-

so. The referential use is that a definite description is a tool to pick out whom or what he i

talking about and states something about the person or thing. Segal2@0i)s the two

uses of definite descriptions to proper nouns. Proper nouns are usedtastsan (90) or

as in meta-linguistic use in (91).

(90)  (X) (x satisfies *Aristotle’ iff x = Aristotle)

(91) a. (x) (x satisfies ‘Aristotieiff x = Aristotle; (the philosopher))
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b. (x) (x satisfies ‘Aristotlg’ iff x = Aristotle , (the magnate))

Segal (2001:551)
In (90), the proper noun is used as a rigid designator. In (91),dperpnouns are treated
by a sort of ‘quasi-descriptive theory’ of names (Segal 2001: 551). Segal dlainpsdper
nouns do not behave like common nouns in that they are able to appearamiiaiuse
without any support of an article unlike common noun phrases, whichtrigng piece of
evidence for proper nouns as axioms.

Japanese proper nouns are like personal pronouns in that they acticathta
located in a lower position than DP and function as the subjects ohalopredication
relations in (92).

(92) a. (sono)Yuuko-tati gakusei
Pl  student
‘(Lit.) (those/the) Yuko and her company students
b. (sono) Tanaka-san-ra syain
Mr.-PlI employee
‘(Lit.) those/the Mr. Tanaka and his fellow employees’
In (92), the proper nouns form predication relations with common noungpéiksonal

pronouns. They allow the presence of demonstratives in the lgiheer. Moreover,
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when proper nouns are in the subject position, they allow the common noun phrase

predicates to get inverted in (93):
(93) a. gakusei-no  Yuuko-tati
student-Gen Pl
‘Yuko and her company students

b. syain-no Tanaka-san-ra

employee-Gen Mr.-PI
‘Mr. Tanaka and his fellow employees’

Furthermore, nominal predication constructions with proper nouns asukiject
also show the Defective Intervention Constraint. Consider the following egampl
(94) a. Tanaka(-san)-tati 3-nin

Mr.-PI Cl

‘Three Mr. Tanaka’'s’

‘Mr. Tanaka and two people’
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b. *3-nin-no Tanaka(-san)-tali
Cl-Gen Mr.-PI

The NQ can follow the pronoun in (94a) and yet cannot precede them, like in the ¢hses wi
pronominal subjects. The ungrammaticality in (94b) suggestsptioger nouns in the
subject position possess an uninterpretable feBfjure which remains unchecked due to
the presence of a NQ in (95) below, as in the case with the pronmubjatt in the case
of Step 3in (81).
(95)  *[lop Dem/Op{+Diin [ D{EFP, +7int INQ{-D inilproper noun D} 1 T
In the structure in (95), the proper noun in the subject position possesgemterpretable
D feature {+Din;} and cannot successfully check it due to the intervention of theteu/e
NQ, which makes the structure ungrammatical. These exampiesndizate that proper
nouns are located in a lower position within the noun phrases like the prah@uobjects
with a D feature in the constructions (Burnett 2006).

However, Japanese proper nouns also behave like common noun phrases in that

they are able to appear in the predicate position of nominal predicastructions in (63)

“Compared with the example in (94b), the inverse construction in (ib) is grammatical.
0] a. gakkou-wa [Tanaka(-san) 3-nin]-o  suisensita
school-Top Mr.  Cl-Acc recommended
‘The school recommended three (Mr.) Tanakas.’
b. 3-nin-no Tanaka(-san)
Cl-Gen Mr.
‘three Tanakas’
The behavior of a NQ in (ib) is that of a bare common noun phrasegrediHowever, a proper noun
predicate-inversion is ungrammatical in (94b). | have no accoonthd chameleon-like behavior of
proper nouns in (ib) in the current work and left open for future research.
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and (65a) above, all repeated below.
(63) karera Tanaka-san-tati
they Mr.-PlI
‘(Lit.) they Mr. Tanaka and his company/they Mr. Tanakas’
(65) a. watasitati Tanaka
we
‘(Lit.) we Tanakas’
In the above examples the proper nouns with/without the plural markaw firle personal
pronouns like common noun phrases in the nominal predication constructions.

The current feature-checking analysis also accounts for thengaticality of (63)
and (65a) above, where proper nouns appear in the predicate positionstutlre is as
follows under the assumption that there is no phase within a DP (cf. den Dikken 2006).
(96) [op DEM/OP{+Diing [D{EPy',+D7-4} [pronoun{+9.’im} proper noun {F)Zf.im} m
In (96), all uninterpretable features are checked and eliminatddthaus the structure
violates nothing.

One may expect that inversion of a proper noun predicate within a romina

predication construction be grammatical unlike a NQ predicateusedhe uninterpretable
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feature on the subject should be successfully checked becauseuairtban in the subject

position. However this is not correct in (64) and (65b), repeated below:

(64) *Tanaka-san-tati-no  karera

Mr.-Pl-Gen  they

‘(Lit.) Mr. Tanaka and his company’s they /Mr. Tanakas’ they’

(65) b.*Tanaka-no watasitati

Gen we

‘(Lit.) we Tanakas’

In (64), the proper noun carries the plural marketi and thus is considered to be too

‘heavy’ in Kishimoto’s sense to get inverted as plural common noungatedias argued in

3.3.2 above. The structure for (64) is as follows:

97)  [ump  [um {+Pl, +EPP}[pregpwatasitati  proper noun {+PI}]]]

\/

In (97), the movement of the proper noun is invalid and thus it cannot get nooSpdd of

NumP, where EPP on Num remains unchecked and causes the ungrammaticality.
Compared with the expression in (97), the proper noun predicate withoutithe pl

morpheme in (65b) ‘should be unrelated to ‘heaviness’ and is stillaommgatical. If

proper nouns were like common noun phrases as in the case of predicati®inve
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derivation for Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions, however, it would be prediaegroper

noun predicate be inverted, contrary to fact. This implies that propers are always

‘heavy’ and cannot get inverted whether they are singular or plunkke (singular/bare)

common noun phrases.

To summarize, | examined the chameleon-like properties of propes.noliney

appear both in the subject position like personal pronouns and in the predsittn like

common noun phrases within nominal predication constructions. One dspentakes

proper nouns different from common noun phrases (but is shared with pronouas}fand

same time similar to personal pronouns is that they carry aregprietable D feature and

require that feature to be checked. This requirement calldopresence of a D with a

relevant feature (and a demonstrative/null Operator) and thus madesr prouns in

argument positions definite.

If this argument is correct, it also supports the DP hypottiesidapanese. In the

next subsection, | will extend the current analysis to bare noumsgsr with

definite/anaphoric interpretations.

3.3.5 Definite bare noun phrases and DP

In 2.4.5.2, we observed that bare noun phrases with definite/anaphoric iateypseshow

specificity effects and thus do not allow NQ predicates tat fhavay outside the associated
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noun phrases in nominal collocation constructions (due to the presence oDaernaitor in

Spec of DP), like in the case of the constructions with pronominal subjects. Ttifggpe

effect for both constructions is evidence for DP. However, tisavae difference between

Pronoun-noun constructions and definite common noun phrase constructions within

nominal predication relations: the former do not allow NQ predidat@svert to NumP in

(57), repeated below, while the latter permit it as in (98).

(57) a.*Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) 3-nin-no watasitati]-o  sikatta.

professor-Top those/the  CI-Gen us-Acc scolded

‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) us three.’

b. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(son0)3-nin-no anatatati]-o  sikatta no?

professor-Top those/the CIl-Gen you(pl)-Acc scolded Q

‘(Lit.) Did Prof. Suzuki scold (those/the) you three?’

c. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) 3-nin-no karera]-o sikatta.

professor-Top  those/the Cl-Gen  them-Acc scolded

‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (*those/the) them three.’

(98) Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) 3-nin-no  gakusei]-o sikatta

professor-Top those/the Cl-Gen student-Acc  scolded

‘Prof. Suzuki scolded those/the 3 students.’
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In these examples, the NQs can precede the common noun phrasaswheyecannot

precede pronouns though both expressions have definite/discourse anaypqmietations.

Where does the difference in grammaticality stem from in (98)?

Under the assumption that common noun phrases cannot be the subject for

definite/discourse anaphoric nominal expressions in the current viloek,nominal

expression in questions in (98) possesg@® & the subject position in (99).

(99)  [preaPPro  [nump NQ-NO [preqp COMmon NPt ]]]

The PredP structure in (99) is similar to that of the exmess (100a), which analyses the

bracketed parts in (100b):

(100) a. Sonogo keisatu-wa  buji  [(sono) kai@ran-no

later police-Top  safely those/the them Cl-Gen

kodomo(-tati)]-o hogosita.

child-PI-Acc protected

‘(Lit.) *Later, they saved those/the them three children safely.’

b. [preappronoun  fump NQ-N0O [preqp cOMmon NPt ]]]

In (100b), this structure involves two predication relations: one is iprédicate position,

where the common noun phrase is the subject and the NQ is the inverted predicates whi

predicated of the subjepto within another predication relation.
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The next structure illustrates Agree relations within the structure of (100b)
(101) [lpp Dem/OP{+Din} [D{ZPP +Rn}{pronoun{+D 4} [ num NQ-Nof-D +in}

[prese COMmon NPt ]]]
The uninterpretable features of the subject pronoun and of the D headrneatAgree
relations. An EPP on D is also checked against a demonswata/aull Operator in Spec
of DP. No uninterpretable feature remains unchecked. Thus theustriic (101) is
grammatical. Likewise, Agree relations of the nominal examile a pro in the subject
position in (99) are illustrated in (102):
(102) pp Dem/OP{+Duing [ D{EPP, +Pni} [preapPro [+Dfh] [nume NQ-NO {-D vin}

[presrcommon NPt ]]]
In (102), all relevant uninterpretable features are checked harsdthe structure is also
grammatical. Note that the interpretable [-D] feature orptedicate NQ does not conflict
with the [+D] on the element in Spec of DP because there is neeAgperation or other
operation required and thus no violation is observed.

To summarize this subsection, | argued that movement of a peetiCaacross a
pronominal subject in nominal predicate constructions is illicitabse that predicate
functions as a defective intervener in the Agree relation bet@eand the subject in the

constructions. On the other hand, movement of a predicate N(s acra®mmon noun
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phrase subject (which cannot have a definite/discourse anaphoric reiadgnginmatical

because the NQ does not function as a defective intervener. If the currdimglaealysis

is on the right track, checking of a D feature on the subject of nanpredication

constructions in addition to the presence of DP is obligatory, which gspjporthe DP

analysis for Japanese.

3.4 Conclusion

In this Chapter | investigated the internal structure of Japahefmite/discourse anaphoric

noun phrases by examining Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions in relation to Rramoun

constructions, ultimately, in order to maintain the DP hypotheslss dhapter had two

parts: 3.1 and 3.2 on the one hand, and 3.3 on the other. In the first half, | accounted for the

internal strcutre of Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions in relation to Premmwm

ocnstructions. In 3.1, | reviewed the six uses of Japanssthathave been extensively

studies in the literature. In 3.2, | applied the previous five anabfsé® genitive marker

to the marker in Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions. In 3.2.1, | showed that theqgicaiol

rules for the genitive marker under-/over-generate certain nomxehples including

some nominal collocation constructions and are thus discarded. In 3&.%xical

analysis of the marker aspao also fails to account for the marker in the constructions in

guestions, mainly for semantic reasons. 3.2.3-3.2.4 cover the anaytbesraalization of
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Comp or D for the genitive marker. If the genitive marker wef@oep head, the NP
would be some kind of a relative clause. However, (at leastouekh Japanese, relative
clauses, which appear prenominally in Japanese, do not call foenie/g marker. If the
genitive marker in Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions is the realizafi@omp, it is not
clear why it requires the genitive marker as Comp to be phowralbgrealized in this case
and not in other relative clauses. Moreover, some linguists dingtielapanese relative
clauses are IP. If this is correct, no Comp Phrase (CpYpjscted for Japanese relative
clauses and the genitive marker should not be the realization of 68 ¢onstructions. If
the marker were D, instead, the noun phrases attached by anothernvtirabe genitive
marker would project DP. Japanese should allow multiple DP stradiemuse NP-Gen
may be recursive in prenominal positions. The motivations for thesiea of DP are,
however, weak in that the ‘spreading’ of a D feature within a noursgsiia Greek is not
analyzed as recursion of DP in standard analyses. Moreoverndt islear why every
occurrence of the genitive marker should be equally realizedraalization of a feature
agreement such as in the Spanish cases. The application offdbesmalyses of the
genitive marker in NQ-Gen-NP constructions do not successfullyuat for the status of
the marker. In 3.2.5, unlike the previous analyses, the analysis ofritieegenarker as a

copula is applicable to Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions in terms ofsidmiantics and
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thus adopted it to the constructions. However, the adoption of the copulaismdlthe

genitive marker in Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions does not explain taetsyistatus of

the genitive marker as well as the nouns in the constructiondationeto Pronoun-noun

constructions. In 3.2.6, | employed den Dikken’s (2006) predicate-inversioysianahd

gave an account for Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions. In particulaimed that the NP

is a result of movement to Spec of NumP via a predicate-ioveogieration, supported by

the evidence of the impossible additional movement of the inverteticares with the

focus particle within nominal predication constructions. | concludetdftbf@is movement

analysis is correct, the genitive marker is the realizaifddum and the noun phrase in the

constructions moves to Spec of NumP. The application of the movamedgsis to Noun-

Gen-pronoun constructions accounted for the status of the noun phrasewdloribe

genitive marker in the constructionssince the examinations of both stgtusaad-in-hand.

Having established the predicate-inversion analysis for NourpBmTOUN

constructions, in the second half of this chapter, | extended the peeicarsion analysis

to further data and showed that the inversion faces some ressiainly bare common NP

predicates are allowed to invert and other noun phrases such amplumgbhrases, NQs

and proper nouns cannot. After having assumed the existence of [@ feaiyuely related

to D in 3.3.1, | examined the impossible inversion of plural common NP ptediand
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argued that because the predicate-inversion is sensitive to ‘hesivm&ishimoto’s (2000)

sense, plural nominal predicates are too ‘heavy’ to get raisdéde lsdre common noun

phrase predicates, and an EPP on Num remain unchecked in 3.3.2. Thistbauses

ungrammaticality. Even though this argument is not directlyvarfaf the DP hypothesis,

the argument of the inversion of the predicate to NumP builds the foagée following

argument in 3.3.3. In that subsection, | argued that inverted NQ pesdicatNumP

function as defective interveners when the pronouns in the subjecbpasiempt to enter

into an Agree relation with D for an uninterpretable [+D] featuBecause of the failure of

the Agree relation, the uninterpretable feature on the pronoun rearahscked, causing

the ungrammaticality. If the argument is correct, it provideslemce for the DP

hypothesis. In 3.3.4, | studied proper nouns in nominal predation constructions

Interestingly they can appear in the subject position like pdrgooaouns and in the

predicate position like common noun phrases in nominal predication construciiéren

they are in the subject position, proper nouns cannot have their NQ pesdiceadrt around

them, because the NQs functions as defective interveners of Pajatiens between Ds

and the proper nouns in the subject position like pronominal subjects. Ircgbeedi

positions, proper nouns can have a plural marker although it is not obligaténgther

they have a plural morpheme or not, proper nouns cannot undergo predicammvéhe
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impossible movement of proper noun predicates with and without a plural mepke

assimilated to that of the plural common noun phrase predicates inir8.that proper

nouns are ‘heavy’ to undergo predicate-inversion. The contributitmso$ubsection also

holds the DP hypothesis for Japanese. In 3.3.5, | focused on definitadosrghrases

with NQ predicates in definite NQ-Gen-NP constructions. Bare pbuses with definite

interpretations allow NQ predicates to invert across the conmoon phrases (i.e. definite

NP-Gen-NP constructions), unlike the pronominal subjects in *NQfB@meun

constructions. The structure of definite bare noun phrases with N@Eerent from that

of *NQs-Gen-pronoun constructions in that the former possesses twogtia@direlations:

they have another predication relation in predicate position, wiigkisis of a common

noun phrase and a NQ in predicate position. This predication relatedhdénot be

related to definiteness by definition and requires the presere@minoun or g@ro in the

subject position. This subject possesses D and needs checking whitierpretable

feature on it, which calls for a demonstrative or a null Operator, to bear dedsste

If the current argument based on the Agree operation is caledtiteness comes

from the element in Spec of DP, but not pronoungros in the subject position of nominal

predication constructions, an insight originally attributed to En¢ (12®d) Campbell

(1996). Importantly, the current argument shows that Japanese not ojeigtpDP but

208



also establishes an Agree relation for a D feature within noursgsidakahashi 2000).

This supports the DP hypothesis for Japanese.
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4 DP hypothesis and the left periphery of noun phrases

In the previous Chapter, | examined NQ-Gen-NP constructions anddatigatethe NQs
undergo predicate-inversion to Spec of NumP (particularly 32.6pok at one example
in (1), which is (69c) in Chapter 2, and its structure in (2) (whidhaessame structure in
(79) for the latter case in 2.4.4).
(1) Suzuki sensei-wa  3{nin-no gakuseil]-o  sikatta.
professor-Top Cl-Gen student-Acc  scolded
‘Prof. Suzuki scolded three students.’

(2) & pred PNP [prear NQ]]

b. [NumPNQi [num' -NO  [prea PNP i 1]
The bracketed noun phrase in (1) underlyingly involves a nominal prediaaiation in
(2a), where the predicate NQ undergoes predicate-inversion inal@hy with the raised
head realized as the genitive marker in NumP.

Japanese has another construction whose linear order is sonlat of (1). Look
at the following example in (3) and the scheme of the noun phrase abjdet position is

in (4).

8 | will offer further arguments of NQs in the current Chapter.
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3) Suzuki sensei-wa 3-nin  gakusei-0 sikatta.
professor-Top  Cl student-Acc scolded
‘Prof. Suzuki scolded 3 students.’
4) NQ-NP
The only difference between the bracketed noun phrases in (1) aagp@ars to be the
presence/absence of the genitive marker. Thus, one mighthe@asttuctures equally, as
Watanabe (2006) assunfésHowever, there is a clear difference in syntax between NQ-
Gen-NP constructions and NQ-NP constructions.
Look at the following examples in (5):
(5) a. [(Yakamasii) 5-nin-no gakusei]-ga kita.
noisy Cl-Gen student-Nom came
‘(The) five noisy students came.’
b. [(*Yakamasii) 5-nin gakusei]-ga kita.
noisy Cl  student-Nom came
(Fujita 1994:29-30)
The NQ-Gen-NP construction allows adjectival modification inléfieperiphery whereas

the NQ-NP construction cannot tolerate it. In the Japanesatuiteron NQs, the locus of

8 \Watanabe assumes that the genitive marker is phonologically pbesefies not have a position in
syntax (Kitagawa and Ross 1982). See 3.2.1 for the failer of the phar@okowlsysis for the genitive
marker.
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the NQ in NQ-NP constructions is particularly controversial. &bnguists argue that the

guantifier should be located outside the associated noun phrase (KamioKita8ara

1993, Kawashima 1993, 1998). Other linguists assume that it is withassbeiated noun

phrase (Watanabe 2006). The ungrammaticality of the example the adjectival

modifier in the left periphery in (5b) seems to support the formatysis because the

adjectival modifier attaches to the non-constituent combination ofNQe and the

associated noun phrase if the NQ is outside the associated noun plrasesnot form a

constituent with it.

However, if the NQ is located within the associated NP insteadmayepose a

guestion on the impossibility of adjectival modification in relatiorthle absence of the

genitive marker in (5b). Because the noun phrases in the bratiaets the same basic

semantics whether the genitive marker is present or not in (5a,b), ondetgsaa that the

ungrammaticality in the case of the presence of the @adjeenodification in (5b) is not

attributed to its semantics. Rather, | assume that the ungtamaliba stems from its

syntax and argue for the presence of DP in the constructions to stigpBP hypothesis.

That is, the NQ in the constructions is located within the assdciabun phrases as

Watanabe (2006) assumes. However, departing from Watanabe, | agiee tlocation of

the NQ within the associated noun phrases without the genitive msudiéerent from the
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one with the marker. In particular, | maintain that NQs not lattddy the genitive marker

are located in Spec of DP and argue that the impossibility oftadjenodification in the

left periphery follows from the general ban argued by Chon($886), in support of the

DP hypothesis for Japanese.

(6) Adjunction to the maximal projection of nominal arguments is disallowed.

(Chomsky 1986:6)

In 4.1, 1 will I will review non-constituent analyses for NQ-Néhstructions in the

literature and re-examine them. | will also offer evidencetli@ constituent analysis.

Once the constituent analysis is established, | will examirtleeiudistinctive properties of

NQ-NP constructions in 4.2. In 4.3, | will analyze the constructionagdplying three

extant analyses of noun phrases to the constructions. Palyiculaill argue that the NQ

in the constructions undergoes A-bar movement to Spec of DP, alonthreiéhpieces of

evidence to support this argument. The conclusion of this Chapter4igl.in If this

argument is correct, it will further sustain the DP hypothesis.

4.1 NQ-NP constructions

| will critically review arguments for the non-constituenafyses of NQ-NP constructions

in the literature in 4.1.1, and will attempt to offer a constituenlyaiseof the constructions

inin4.1.2.
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4.1.1 Previous analyses of NQ-NP constructions as non-constituents

| will review two arguments against the constituency amalgé NQ-NP constructions.
The first strong objection to the constituency analysis comem fomordination
constructions observed by Kamio (1983) in (7):
(7) * Taro-ga [3-satu hon-to 3-bon penj-o katta.

Nom Cl  book-and Cl pen-Acc bought

‘Taro bought three books and three pens.’

The fact that two NQ-NP constructions cannot be coordinated withained morpheme
to ‘and’ is compatible with the non-constituent analysis: once teeNIQ-NP construction
is outside the object noun phrase, the coordination of the two NQ-NRrustizhs is
impossible.

Although Kamio claims that the example is ungrammatical, migrinants and |
perfectly accepts it once the emphasis is added onto thé’NQse grammaticality of the
expression is distinctively clearer once emphasis is added onitfxhén (6) in the context
of the number list reading. Additionally, a pause between thedd@she associated noun

phrases makes it to sound more natural in (77):

82| agree with Kamio’s judgment in that the expression in the bracket is ungraairifatihas a neutral
reading without an emphasis on the NQs.
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(7) a.Taro-ga  3-saty hon-to 3-bon, pen]-o Kkatta.
Nom Cl book-and Cl pen-Acc bought
‘Taro boughthree books andhree pens.’
b. Taro-ga  3-bai, uisukii-to 2-hai, kakuteru]-o nonda.
Nom Cl  whiskey Cl cocktail-Acc  drank
‘Taro drankhree whiskeys andwo cocktails.’
In (77), the bold expressions indicate that they have emphasis arabriveas after the
NQs represent a pause. Because the coordination constructioneengimphasis reading
of the NQs in (7’) are grammaticiljt suggests that the NQs in NQ-NP constructions may
stay within the associated noun phrases in the coordination constructions.
Another objection to the constituent analysis observed by Kamio (1988¢sc

from the contrast in (8).

(8) a. *Taro-ga katta-no-wa [3-satu hon]-o da.
Nom bought-Gen-Top Cl  book-Acc Cop
b. Taro-ga katta-no-wa [3-satu-no hon]-o da.

Nom bought-Gen-Top Cl-Gen book-Acc  Cop

‘What Taro bought is three apples.’

8| do not know why the expressions with the emphatic reading are gtitam See Footnote 97
below.
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The pseudo-cleft test shows the difference in grammatichétyween NQ-NP and NQ-
Gen-NP constructions. According to Kamio, because the NQ ifbrdeket in (8a) is
outside the associated NP, the combination cannot appear in the predisdion, unlike
in the case of (85}
Fukushima (2003) points out, however, that pseudo-cleft constructions for Sapane
may not be useful for constituency (Kawashima 1994).
(9) a. Taro-no oyatu-ni-wa [ringo-o0 kyou 2-ko]-ga datou da.
Gen snack-for-Top apple-Acc today CI-Nom adequate Cop
‘As for Taro’s snack, two apples for today are adequate.’
b. *Taro-no oyatu-ni-wa  [ringo-0  2-kkyou]-ga datou da.
Gen snack-for-Top apple-Acc  Cl today-Nom  adequate Cop
(Fukushima 2003:316-317)
In (9a), the adverkyou‘today’ can appear between the associated noun phrase and the NQ.
On the other hand, in (9b) the expression is ungrammatical once tisb ddiows both
the associated noun phrase and the NQ. This suggests that éaparado-cleft
constructions allow some non-constituent constructions in predicateoposit this is the
case, the ungrammaticality of (8a) may or may not come itiofnon-)constituency. Thus,

the objection to the constituent analysis is weakened.

8 The expression becomes grammatical once an emphasis is put on the NQ in (8a).
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In the following subsection, | will offer strong evidence that N@s in NQ-NP
constructions are located within the associated noun phrases, wtabggisaaltimately

leads to support for the DP hypothesis.

4.1.2 Argument for NQs within the associated NPs

Watanabe (2006) argues that the fact that there are concoutffanénces among the
various NQ constructions does not rule out the possibility that theydarvationally
related. That is, it is not surprising to find some concomitanaséc differences (while

the basic meanings are the same) as long as they haverdiffierived structures, though
this idea has been abandoned by many Japanese linguists who es@msingctions with
NQs (Inoue 1978, Kawashima 1998, Kobuchi-Philip 2003; 2007, Nakanishi 2003).
Watanabe simply assumes that all the NQ constructions includingorpmeal NQ
constructions share the same underlying structures. In partibalassumes that the NQs

in NQ-NP constructions stay within the associated noun phrasegllkassmNQ-Gen-NP
constructions. To support Watanabe’s assumption, | will offer threeief evidence to

support the constituency analysis in this subsection.

% The basic meanings of the expressions are the same while sharelifference in terms of the
(un)availability of (in)definiteness readings, as will be shohortly (see also 2.4 for other distirubiton
of NQs and the analyses of them).
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4.1.2.1 C-command relation and insertion ofuuitu...dake‘only’

As Miyagawa (1989) observes, NQs cannot be associated to common noun phrases once PP

intervenes between the NQs and the noun phrases.

(10) a.John-wa  [2-tu-noO kouen-ni] itta.

Top Cl-Gen park-to went

‘John went to two parks.’

b. * John-wa [kouen-ni] 2-tu itta.

Top park-to Cl went

In (10a), the NQ is associated with the common noun phrase withinnP@0b), on the

other hand, once the NQ follows PP, NQs cannot be associated with coraorophrases.

That is, once NQs are outside PP while the host noun phrases are within PP ab&@gpr

are ungrammatical.

With this property in mind, let us look at the next example.

(11) John-wa [2-tu kouen-ni] itta.

Top Cl park-to went

‘John went to two parks.’

There are (at least) two possible structures assigneldetdwracketed phrase in (11) as

follows in (12).
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(12) a.pp [2-tu kouen] ni]
b. 2-tu pp [kouen] ni]
The structures in (12a,b) illustrate that the NQs in both strct@ommand the
associated noun phrases. Yet, there is a difference betweenahsriwtures: in the
former the NQ is within PP whereas the NQ in the latteutside the PP. | will show that
the structure in (12a) should be the correct one using the constituesicywith
yuuitu...dakeonly’.
The combination of a NQ and a noun phrase can be sandwicheguwitt...dake
‘only’ 3 whether the prenominal NQ is attached by the genitive markeotas shown in
(23):
(13) a.Yuuitu [5-nin gakuseifake-ga konakatta.
only Cl  student-only-Nom did.not.come
‘Only five students did not come.’
b. Yuuitu [5-nin-no gakuseifake-ga konakatta.
only Cl-Gen student-only-Nom did.not.come

‘Only five students did not come.’

8 yuuituin yuuitu...dakeonly’ is optional. In 2.6 of Chapter 3, expressions with the fqmarsicle—
dakeare examined.
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This focus particle cannot sandwich non-constituent combinations as i (e an
adverb is inserted within the noun phrase in the bracket, unlike in the case of (14b).
(14) a.*®uuitu [isoide gakuseildake-ga kita.
only  quickly student-only-Nom came
b. Yuuitu [gakusei]dake-ga isoide kita.
only student-only-Nom  quickly came
‘Only students came quickly.’
This fact clearly shows that the prenominal NQ without the genitharker in NQ-NP
constructions as in (13a) is located within the associated noun @wdbe NQ with the
genitive marker.
Against this background, let us apply the focus particle to the R M@s
preceding it in (15):
(15) a.John-wa yuuitu [2-tu kouen-nHdake itta.
Top only Cl park-to-only went
‘John went only to two parks.’
b. *John-wa 2-tu  yuuitu [kouenni]-dake itta.
Top CI only park-only-to went

The focus particlguuitu...dakesandwiches the PP with the NQ-NP construction in (15a),
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whereas in (15b) the focus particle sandwiches the PP includimgsbeiated noun except
the NQ. The former is grammatical whereas the last@ot because the particle does not
sandwich the constituent in the latter case. This difference in gramahtatstows that the
NQ stays within PP in (15a). That is, the NQ forms a constitwéhtthe associated NP

and should lie within it.

4.1.2.2 Insertion of adverb

The next supporting piece of evidence for the idea that the NQ M@ARP sequence lies
within the noun phrase comes from the insertion of adverb. Fujita (1994rit¥)
Vermeulen (2006) among others observe that adverbsyike ‘today’ cannot intervene
between a NQ and the associated noun phrase when the quantifier stays witli6)it i
(16) a. *[Gakuseikyou 5-nin]-ga kita.
student today CI-Nom came
‘(Indicated) Five students came today.’
b. * [5-nin-no kyou gakusei]-ga  kita.
Cl-Gen today student-Nom came

Likewise, the insertion of the adverb is impossible in (17).

(17) a.*5-nin kyou gakusei-ga kit&’

87 Once a pause is inserted before or &¥eu‘today’, then the expression in (17a) becomes improved.
Kitagawa and Kuroda (1992) notes the presence/absence of a pause didasbignstructions. The

221



Cl today student-Nom came
b.Kyou 5-nin gakusei-ga kita.
today Cl  student-Nom came
‘Five students came today.’
The adverbial insertion makes the expression ungrammatical in (it aapws that the NQ
is located within the construction like in the cases in (17b). Onttier hand, in (17b) the

adverb is outside the noun phrase and adverb insertion does not change the grammaticality.

4.1.2.3 Topicalization

The last piece of evidence for the constituency analysis of NG&¢@ences involves
Topicalization®® Japanese allows multiple occurrences of the topicalization mavien
(18), similar to multiple nominative markega constructions (Watanabe 1996).
(18) Kinou(-wa) kouen-de(-wa) watasi-wa okasi-wa tabenakatta.
yesterday-Top park-in-Top I-Top snack-Top did.not.eat
‘| did not eat snacks in the park yesterday.’

‘(Lit.) As for yesterday, as for in the park, as for snacks, | did not eat.’

fact that the insertion of a pause shows the difference in graafitgittells us that the constructions in
(17a) should involve two structures: one is the structure in whichN@hé within the associated noun
phrase so that the insertion of the adverb makes the expression mmagial) and the other is the
structure that involves a NQ.

8 | owe Marcel den Dikken for the insight of this test.
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In (18), all noun phrases including the object argument in theeclangs attached by the

topic marker.

The following example may imply that noun phrases within another nowsehr

appear to be also able to be attached by the topic marker.

(19) a.[John-kara-no  tegami]-wa kita

from-Gen letter-Nom came

‘A letter from John came.’

b. [John-kara]-wa [tegami]-wa kita

from-Top  letter-Nom  came

‘(Lit.) As for from John, a letter came.’

The fact that the PP is attached by the genitive marker sti@mwst forms a constituent

with the head noun in (19a). The PP can be attached by the tapiernma(19b). Based

on this data, one might assume that noun phrases within another nounselerast® be

able to get raised and be attached by the topic marker. Judovibe next example shows

that this is not the case.

(20) a. [John-kara-no tegami]-wa suterareta.

J-from-Gen letter-Top  was.thrown.away

‘A letter from John was thrown away.’
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b. *[John-kara]-wa [tegami]-wa suterareta.
J-from-Top letter-Top  was.thrown.away
The PP followed by the genitive marker in the brackets staysnwtihe noun phrase in
(20a). That PP cannot be attached by the topic marker in (20b), howihie shows that
an element within another noun phrase cannot get raised and caopithearker in place
of the genitive marker. Let us apply this rule to the NQ constructions in question.
Consider the following examples in (21):

(21) a.5-nin-no  gakusei-wa  yukkurito kita.

Cl-Gen student-Top slowly came
b. 5-nin gakusei-wa yukkurito kita.
Cl student-Top slowly came

‘Five students came slowly.’
c. *5-nin (-no)-wa gakusei-wa  yukkurito kita.
CI-ClI-Top  student-Top slowly came
Both NQs in NQ-Gen-NP and in NQ-NP constructions in (21a,b) cannotthavepic
markers in (21), which leads to the conclusion that the NQs in N@e&xBtructions are
placed within the associated noun phrases as in the case of NQ®-BemNNP

constructions.
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To sum up this subsection | showed that the NQs in NQ-NP construstiays

within the noun phrases like the ones in NQ-Gen-NP constructions.

After having established the constituency status of the NQs HNR@onstructions,

| assume that NQs in NQ-NP constructions are derived from an@e sunderlying

predication form for NQ-Gen-NP constructions in (2), repeated below.

(2) [Pred PNP [Pred’ NQ]]

Given the structure in (22) for NQ-NP constructions, in the folloveinlgsection |

will offer an account to the ungrammatical fact that the coosbns do not allow for

adjectival modification as observed in (5b), repeated below, in 4.3.

(5) b. [(*Yakamasii) 5-nin gakuseil-ga kita

noisy Cl student-Nom came

Furthermore, | will also attempt to specify the loci of NiQghe three constructions and

show that some loci of NQs are directly related to DP worfaf the DP hypothesis for

Japanese.

4.2 Additional distinctive properties of NQ-NP constructions

In the previous section, | showed that the NQs in NQ-NP constnscéire located within

the noun phrases, like in the case of NQ-Gen-NP constructions.s Isetttion, | will offer

two more distinctive properties of NQ-NP constructions that sepah@ constructions
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from NQ-Gen-NP constructions besides the unavailabity of adjeatiedification in (5b),
and will analyze properties of the left periphery of NQ-NP constructions
The first difference that NQ-NP and NQ-Gen-NP constructicasnot be
syntactically treated equally comes from the treatment of demonsstative
(22) a.*Kyou [sono 3-nin gakusei]-o  sikatta.
today those/the Cl student-Acc scolded
‘(Intended reading (Int.)) (he) scolded those three students today.’
b. [Sono 3-nin-no gakuseil]-o  sikatta.
those/the CI-Gen student-Acc  scolded
‘(He) scolded those/the three students.’
In (22a), the co-occurrence of the demonstrative and the NQ@ligbped in the NQ-NP
construction while, in (22b), that co-occurrence is grammaticathen NQ-Gen-NP
construction. This property of NQ-NP constructions is similah&ones with adjectival
modifiers in (5b). The ungrammaticality in (22a) should steamfits syntax but not from
its semantics due to the fact that the NQ-NP constructiothieasame basic semantics as
that of the grammatical NQ-Gen-NP construction in (22b). Thagsh&n grammaticality

via insertion of demonstratives suggests that NQ-NP constructiomsl@nonstratives are

syntactically ungrammatical, unlike in the case of NQ-Gen-NP consinscti
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The second property unique to NQ-NP constructions involves their {mjeeéss
interpretations. That is, NQ-NP constructions cannot have definiéepiatations as
observed in the Japanese linguistic literature (Kamio 1983, Watanabe 2006 among others
(23) a. NQ-NP: Ut definite descriptions

°k indefinite interpretations
b. NQ-Gen-NP: % definite descriptions
¢ indefinite interpretations
NQ-NP constructions do not allow definite interpretations, unlike N@-i&e
constructions. The difference in (un)availability of indefinitadieg also suggests that
NQ-NP constructions are syntactically different from NQ-®Bh€onstructions once their
syntax is assumed to feed semantics.

There is, however, one property that NQ-NP constructions shard\@-Gen-NP

constructions. Consider the following examples in (24):
(24) a. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono)3-nin watasitati]-o sikatta.

professor-Top those/the CI us-Acc scolded

‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) three us.’
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b. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(son0)3-nin anatatati]-o sikatta no?
professor-Top those/the ClI you(pl)-Acc scolded Q
‘(Lit.) Did Prof. Suzuki scold (those/the) three you?’
c. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) 3-nin  kareral]-o sikatta.
professor-Top those/the ClI them-Acc scolded
‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) three them.’
When the NQs precede the personal pronouns, the expressions are uniganmmg4)
whether a demonstrative appears in the left periphery or not. uhgimmmaticality is
shared with that of NQ-Gen-NP constructions, as observed in (57)apité&I3, which is
repeated in (25):
(25) a. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) 3-nin-no watasitati]-o sikatta.
professor-Top those/the  CI-Gen  us-Acc scolded
‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) us three.’
b. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) 3-nin-no  anatatati]-o  sikatta no?
professor-Top those/the CI-Gen you(pl)-Acc scolded Q

‘(Lit.) Did Prof. Suzuki scold (those/the) you three?”’
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c. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) 3-nin-no  karera]-o sikatta.
professor-Top  those/the Cl-Gen them-Acc scolded
‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (*those/the) them three.’
Once pronouns become subjects in nominal predication constructions, NQ@afeedi
cannot precede them, whether the genitive marker is present or nue tist it is
grammatical when NQ predicates follow pronominal subjectsnabe case of (73) of
Chapter 2, repeated below.
(26) a. Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) watasit&inin]-o sikatta.
professor-Top those/the us Cl-Acc scolded
‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) us three.’
b. Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) anatatnin]-o sikatta no?
professor-Top those/the you(pl) Cl-Acc scolded Q
‘(Lit.) Did Prof. Suzuki scold (those/the) you three?”’
c. Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) kar@rain]-o sikatta.
professor-Top those/the them Cl-Acc scolded
‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) them three.’
To sum up this section, we observed three properties of NQ-NPruwcisis

besides the impossibility of adjectival modification in their lpériphery: (i) NQ-NP
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constructions do not allow demonstratives in their left periphajyth@y should be always

indefinite; (iii) NQ predicates cannot precede pronominal subjeciche following

summarizes the observations on NQ-NP constructions.

(27) a.[ (*demonstratives/*adjective) [NQ NP]]

b. indefinite/*definite

c. *NQ-pronoun (cf. *NQ-Gen-pronoun)

Among the three properties of NQ-NP constructions, the last nmnga#ical property of

(27c¢) is shared by NQ-Gen-pronoun constructions.

In the following sections, | will analyze NQ-NP constructibggiving an account

to the properties in (27) in terms of the DP hypothesis, and support it for Japanese.

4.3 The locus of the NQs in NQ-NP constructions

| will account for the three properties of NQ-NP construction2®) (n this subsection. In

particular, | will apply three analyses of the nominal lefigieery argued for by Watanabe,

(2006) in 4.3.1, Cheng and Sybesma (1999) in 4.3.2, and Bennis, Corver and den Dikken

(1998) to the constructions in 4.3.3 once | briefly review their relevamtgpcand show

that one analysis is more readily applicable to the constructitmst.3.4, | will offer

further evidence for it, in favor of the DP hypothesis.
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4.3.1 Watanabe (2006)

Watanabe (2006) treats the structure for QP-NP constructions etudhwat of the QP-
Gen-NP constructions, assuming that the genitive marker is plsdraological realization
in PF but does not occupy a position in syntax, following Ross and Kiga¢gE982) in

(28)%°

(28)  Inumpigp NQ (-n0) [ne t 1%

Watanabe argues that NQs are originally located lower tharassociated notthand

move from behind the associated noun phrase to the front in (28).

Watanabe’s structure captures the correct word order foNR@enstructions and
NQ-Gen-NP constructions, and also the fact that NQs staynwili@ associated noun
phrases. It predicts that some phrasal elements such as detivassiaad adjectival
modifiers should be available for both constructions, because higheiusgsuon top of
NumP/QP are projected in (28). However, this prediction for NQ@d#3tructions is not
correct (while it is correct for NQ-Gen-NP constructioas) observed in (5b) and (22).
That is, the uniform treatment of NQ-NP and NQ-Gen-NP constngtis problematic
once the properties of NQ-NP constructions unique to the constructeogs/an in (27a,b),

repeated below.

8 See 3.2.1 for the review of the argument by Rose and Kitagawa (2882}he failure of the
Ehonological explanation of the genitive marker.

O Watanabe assumes QP on top of NP, which is NumP in our framework.

1| simplify the more complicated structure proposed by Watanabe.
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(27) a.[ (*demonstratives/*adjective) [NQ NP]]

b. indefinite/*definite

In the next subsection, | will review the proposal for Chinese dé@structions

made by Cheng and Sybesma (1999) and see whether it isaiplio Japanese NQ-NP

constructions.

4.3.2 Cheng and Sybesma (1999)

| will review Cheng and Sybesma’s (1999) main proposal first.8.2.1 and apply it to

Japanese NQ-NP construction in 4.3.2.2.

4.3.2.1 Review of Cheng and Sybesma’s (1999) proposal

Cheng and Sybesma (1999) conduct a microscopic examination of twos€luiiadects:

Mandarin and Cantonese. Both dialects allow prenominal NQs like Japanese. Ingparticul

in Cantonese, the combination of a classifier and a noun has a det@ipgetation in (29):

(29) a. Wufei jam-jyun [(*wun) tong] la.

drink-finish Cl soup Sfp

‘Wufei finished drinking the soup.’

(Cheng and Sybesma 1999:510)

232



b. [Zek gau] zungji sek juk.

Cl dog like eat meat

‘The dog likes to eat meat.” Not: ‘Dogs likes to eat meat.’

c. Ngo zungji tong [zek gau] waan.

I like with ClI dog play

‘I like to play with the dog.” Not: ‘I like to play with dogs.’

(ibid. 1999:511)

The noun phrases in the brackets only have definite singular readopyslless of their

positions in a clause. Assuming that classifiers in classilinguages have an

individualizing-singularizing function, Cheng and Sybesma link this fandb that of D.

According to their definition of D (which is not a standard defonitior D), D mediates

between the description provided by the NP and whatever specitig ianthe real world

the description is applied to—the deictic function. That is, D pessethe individualizing-

singularizing function (1999:518), like classifiers.

Cheng and Sybesma propose that the Chinese classifier head Hasctitn

performed by D in languages with articles, which is illustrated in (30):

(30) [cp CI [ NP]] (definite interpretations)

(ibid. 1999:518)
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Before Cheng and Sybesma (1999), Tang (1990) argues that ChiogestspDP in
(31b) based on the fact that demonstratives are projected on top obhalassifiers as in
(31a):

(31) a.zhe san ben shu
Dem three ClI book
‘there three books’

b. [op zhe fumpSan gp ben [NP shul]]]

If the DP hypothesis argued Tang and the CIP hypothesis abgu€tieng and Sybesma
are both correct, Chinese allows two structures for defingergiions: DP projected by a
demonstrative and CIP projected by a classifier in (32).

(32) a. pp demonstrative [...]]

b. [ce ClI [ NP]] (=30)

If this is the case, Universal Grammar allows various waysreate definite
descriptions: some languages use articles/determiners and otpesdas use the head of a
different phrase for the same function.

In the following subsection, | will attempt to apply the ClRistinre proposed by

Cheng and Sybesma to Japanese NQ-NP constructions.
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4.3.2.2 Application of CIP hypothesis to Japanese

As seen above, both Mandarin and Cantonese allow classifiers tbadtar® next to the

associated noun phrases without the presence of numerals, only when the interpatat

singular. In particular, Cantonese allows the constructions to hawgeal@fterpretations.

Under the assumption that a classifier is in the head of a pimrdke left periphery for

Cantonese, Cheng and Sybesma argue that CIP functions like DRifiese, an articleless

language. Japanese is also a classifier language and does not possiess ldedthinese.

However, Japanese does not allow the combination of a classifier rmnghawvithout the

presence of a numeral, unlike Chinese in (33):

(33) a. *[Hiki inu]-wa niki-ga suki. (cf. 29b)

Cl dog-Top meat-Nom like

b. *Watasi-wa [hiki inu]-to asobu-no-ga suki. (cf. 29c)

I-Top Cl  dog-with play-Gen-Nom like

The ungrammaticality of these examples suggests that the argumergryy &1d Sybesma

is not directly applicable to Japanese.

Even though the proposal of classifiers as determiners proposed by &meéng

Sybesma is not directly applicable for Japanese, one mayatséithpt to modify their

argument and continue examining whether certain modified arguroérmdsssifiers as
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determiner might be applicable to Japanese NQ-NP constructioagskedapanese does
have classifiers like Chinese. Consider one possible structurer windenominal
predication hypothesis in (34).
(34) e [cr CI [ NP Number]]]
One may assume that Japanese classifiers in the head of WPER® and require
numerals to sit in its Spec for NQ-NP constructions. Notethiimtmodified structure for
Japanese is different from Cheng and Sybesma’s structure ioegehin that they assume
that numerals are projected in the Spec of Numeral Phrase (N\emi@p of CIP (which
Spec is empty) as in the structurg30).
Given the above underlying structure in (34), let us look at the most
possible/simplest derivation of NQ-NP constructions under the CIP hypoth¢35):
(35) NQ-NP constructions
a. [prear NP prea Classifier Number]]  ----Predication relation is established
b. [cr Numbey [cr Classifier [[preapNP ti tj]]
---Insertion of a classifier takes places
---Predicate-inversion takes places
The NP and the Number form a predication relation in (35a). The &lupmbdicate gets

raised to Spec of CIP, along with the insertion of Classifithechead of CIP and the head
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of PredP movement to the head of CIP. Note that the head ofldel® not have the

genitive marker, because the classifier lexicalizes Cl after menieaof the Pred head.

If this is correct, this accounts for the property of Japanes®&R@onstructions in

(27a), repeated below.

(27) a.[ (*demonstratives/*adjective) [NQ NP]]

Under the application of the revised Cheng and Sybesma’syptihesis in (34) and (35)

to NQ-NP constructions, a more detailed structure of (28a) is as follows.

(36) [cip (*fdemonstratives/*adjectiverp Number | Classifier NP]]

Because the CIP functions like DP according to Cheng and SylseSiRahypothesis, one

may say that adjunction of demonstratives and adjectives to the thajirase CIP won't

be allowed, under the assumption that the left periphery of noun pli@sest allow for

adjunction (see (6)).

Furthermore, according to Cheng and Sybesma, numerals (or NQSsaoated

with an existential quantificational force (Diesing 1992, Tsai 2001 Limkt 1983), which

is responsible for indefiniteness. This explains the second promértiNQ-NP

constructions in (27b): numerals in Spec of CIP is the highest gositid functions as

operators for indefiniteness.

(27)  b. indefinite/*definite
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The third property of NQ-NP constructions in (28c), repeated belm $e be
also readily accountable for under the revised analysis of Chendgyresma’'s CIP
analysis in (34).

(27) c. *NQ-pronoun

Because numerals create indefiniteness whereas personal proreuei@ite, one may
say that the semantic conflict leads to the ungrammatiaalig®7c) (though it is not clear
why the combinations of a personal pronoun and a classifier in (@@rammatical if that
is the case for (27¢)).

If the application of the revised Cheng and Sybesma’s anakysiafanese is
correct, one may assume that Japanese allows two nominal constructions in (38).
(37) a. pbp demonstratives [ ...]]] (for definite expressions)

b. [cp Numbers § CI [ ... ]]] (for indefinite expressions)

The structure in (37a) is the working hypothesis in the thesighendtructure in (37b) is
the revision of the revised Cheng and Sybesma’s CIP hypothesis.

Given the two structures, | will apply the revised analysatdaanalysis for NQ-
Gen-NP constructions to account for the one of the properties obser{22b), repeated
below.

(23) b. NQ-Gen-NP: % definite descriptions

238



¢ indefinite interpretations

How is it possible for NQ-Gen-NP constructions to have indefiritel definite

interpretations under the revised analyses in in (37)?

In Chapter 3, | assumed that the subject NP and the predicateNNQefal

Classifier) of NQ-Gen-NP constructions underlyingly form adgprate relation in (38a)

below, and the predicate undergoes predicate-inversion along with the plcadolog

realization of the combination of Num and Pred.

(38) Indefinite NQ-Gen-NP constructions

a. [preap NP prea (null head)  NQ (Numeral+classifier) ]]

---Predication relation established

b. [\ump NQ (Numeral+classifier)[num -NO [preapNP ti ]]

---Predicate-inversion takes places

If this derivation is correct, one must discard the assumption NRNP

constructions and NQ-Gen-NP constructions share the same undestiyintyre even if

the nominal predication assumption is maintained for both: In (34) aboveh ughihe

structure for NQ-NP constructions, numerals alone move to Spec oar@iRlassifiers

independently sit in the head of CIP; and in (38) below, whictrustare for NQ-Gen-NP

constructions, the combination of a numeral and a classifier isdicate position and gets
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raised to Spec of NumP. If this is correct, it requiresedsffit structures for indefinite
constructions.

One wonders where the definiteness of Japanese NQ-Gen-NRictoss in (23b)
under the application of Cheng and Sybesma’s analysis comes @oepossible analysis
is that the constructions have a higher projection on top of NumP ind3®pegued in the
current work (i.e. a null Operator). If this is the case, Japanesn phrases have three
structures in (39):

(39) a. pbp demonstrative/null Operator [ ...]]] (for definite expressions)

b. [cp Number g Cl [ ... ]]] (for indefinite expressions of NQ-NP constructions)

C. [NumpPNQ [vum Genitive [ ... ]]]

(for indefinite expressions of NQ-Gen-NP constructions)
If this is on the right track, Japanese allows two structioresdefiniteness. One structure
CIP does not allow for adjectival modification as in (5b), repeatkEthvbhevhereas the other
structure NumP permit adjectival modification as in (5a), repeated below.
(5) a.[(Yakamasii) 5-nin-no gakusei]-ga kita.
noisy Cl-Gen student-Nom came

‘(The) five noisy students came.’
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b. [(*Yakamasii) 5-nin gakusei]-ga kita.

noisy Cl  student-Nom came

(Fujita 1994:29-30)

The modified application of Cheng and Sybesma’s analysis fondapaan descriptively

account for the (in)definiteness properties of NQ-NP constructiodsod NQ-Gen-NP

constructions, although more structures are required for Japanese noun phrases.

In the next subsection, | will apply an alternative simplealgsis to NQ-NP

constructions by employing Bennis, Corver and den Dikken’s (1998) proposal.

4.3.3 Bennis, Corver and den Dikken (1998)

| will review the relevant argument for the left periphery aft@h noun phrases offered by

Bennis, Corver and den Dikken (1998) in 4.3.3.1 and in 4.3.3.2, | will attempt to afply i

the Japanese constructions in question.

4.3.3.1 Review of Bennis, Corver and den Dikken (1998)

Bennis, Corver and den Dikken (1998) argue that some noun phrases obdeave A

movement as well as A-movement within noun phrases, as in clauseer the nominal

predication hypothesis, particularlyat, an underspecified quantifier, has a [+wh] feature,

and needs to move from a predicate position to Spec of DP and chée&tthre against D
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in interrogative constructions. This quantifier predicate shows kiwds of movement,

according to Bennis, Corver and den Dikken. | review this point in detail here.

Look at the following Dutch example.

(40) Wat voor (een) jongen(s)?

what for a boys

(Bennis, Corver and den Dikken 1998: 108; 110)

In (40), the presence of the indefinite article is optional. Thitch nominal expression

captures the parallelism of the following clausal expressig¢#lia) in that the two nominal

expressions are in predicate positions. Note that the elemerderandeenare set aside

in (40) for the moment.

(41) a. Wat zin dat?

what are that

b.[ wat [xp datt; ]

(ibid. 1998: 103)

Watis base-generated at predicate position, and overtly moves fronhdéor checking of

the [+wh] feature. Bennis, Corver and den Dikken claim thainithefinite quantifierwat

in (40) undergoes movement in the same vein.

Consider the following derivation for the expression in (40) witleeumin (42):
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(42) a.kp jongen(s) wat]

b. [xp wat [ voor[ jongen(s) ti ]]

In (42a) Jongen(s)boy(s)’ is underlyingly located in subject position and the indefini

guantifier wat sits in predicate position. In (42b), this quantifier predicate lgvgsts

moved across the subject to the front of the nominal expression.

Given the structures in (42), let us look more closely at theidocaf the landing

site of wat. Bennis, Corver and den Dikken argue that the prepositon ‘for’ is the

lexical reflex of the [+wh] feature of the D-head of that voa construction in (40), in

parallel withvoor as the head of CiR a clause in (43).

(43) a.een boek [Op voor in te kijken]

a book for into to look

‘a book to look into’

b. Dat is een man [Op voor in het oog te

that iSs a man for in the eye to

‘That is a man to keep an eye on.’

houden]

keep

(ibid. 1998:108)

In (43),voor is a prepositional complementizer with an interrogative foncefanctions as

a [+wh] operator head in infinitival constructions, in which thatuesoperator movement
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to Spec CP. Similarlyoorin (42b) fills the D-head whilevatis located in its Spec, under

the assumption that D and C are parallel (Kayne 1994, Szabolcsi 1994) in (44).

(44) [ppwat [ voor (een) jongen(s)]]?

what for a boys

(Bennis, Corver and den Dikken 1998: 108)

In (44), the indefinite quantifier occupies the Spec of DPvad sits in its head.

If this is correct, another question arises on the structure. Vighéhne indefinite

article in (40) located? Why is it optional? According to Ben@iorver and den Dikken,

the cue for the first question is based on two properties ddttbeture in (44). The first

property is that the presence of the indefinite article is eosiBve to the number

specification in the construction, unlike in other constructions as in (45).

(45) handen als (*een) kolenschoppen

hands like a coal shovels

(ibid. 1998: 97)

The plural noun phradeolenschoppenoes not allow the presence of the indefinite article

in (45) because the following noun is in plurality, whereas the plural jomgensin (44)

does not reject the indefinite article despite of the plurafithe following noun. This fact

suggests that the role of the indefinite determiner in (44) is different frormt{¥8).
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The second property of the construction in (44) comes from the asgimiia that
of English inverted predication constructions in (46), as observed in (42) in 3.2.6.
(46) a. Imogen considers Brian (to be) the best candidate.

b. Imogen considers the best candidate *(to be) Brian.
In (46), predicate-inversion leads to the obligatory presencecopalar element in the
surface string. While the infinitival copulze can be freely omitted in (46a), it cannot be
left out in the predicate-inversion counterpart of (46b), under thétiocanstraint of the
minimalist theory. The optionality parallelism between (46M) &4) comes out very
clearly in the following structure (ibid. 1998: 91, 110).
(47) a.[p [re the best candidatgr F (=be)+X [xp Brian [x t t]]] (46b)

b. [op wat [povoor e t'i [¢ F(=een) +X [xe jongen(s) & t  t]]] (46)
In both, predicate-inversion obtains and in both a perfectly meastglement shows up
(along with the phrasal movement), apparently for purely struateagbns only. That is,
the presence aen/bean the structures is the surface reflex of the presence of F.

Given the arguments for the loci for the preposittoor and the indefinite article
eenin the construction of (44), let us focus on the optionality of the imitefarticle.
Unlike the structure for the example with the indefinite articlé47b) above, the structure

for the example without the indefinite article is proposed in (48):
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(48) [ppwat [pvoor [pjongen(s) ¥ @ t ]l (ibid. 1998: 109)

The difference between (47b) and (48) is that the feature ehifer in X affects the

presence/absence of FP: the X-head with the relevant featgrgses the existence of FP

in (47) while the featureless X does not in (48). The summary is as follows.

(49) X in wat voor interrogatives can be of two types: X can be radically
featureless as in (48); and X can possess morphosyntactic ekeatur
phonologically realized in F.

This difference is also associated to the differenceatmovement. Under the assumption

that Spec of DP is A-bar position (Kayne 1994, den Dikken 1998yuaetifier predicate

moves to the A-bar position directly in (48) whereas it isschthirough Spec of FP (which
is assumed to be an A position) to the Spec of DP in (47b). Thusyrfiaee optionality of

eenin (42) is attributed to the following different structures irvk and (48) above,

repeated below.

(47) b.pe wat [pvoor e t'i [ F(=een) +X [xp jongen(s) f § ti]l]

(48) [ppwat [pvoor ke jongen(s) f @t ]]l]

Both structures involve nominal predications at the earliest dienvaln (47b)wat moves

to Spec of DP through Spec of FP whereas the quantifier maesstlyglito Spec of DP in

(48). In these derivations, Bennis, Corver and den Dikken see symimeatrgvement
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between the clausal and nominal domains: predicate movement to A-lzardpositions.

In particular, they take FP to be like IP in a clause and K&PQP in a clause. Likewise,

the movement of the quantifier to FP is considered to be A-movemetit@ode to DP as

A-bar-movement. This argument of the two types of movement of th&ifjerawithin

Dutch nominal predication constructions by Bennis, Corver and den Dikkerapéure the

behaviors of Japanese NQs.

In the next subsection, | will show that NQ predicates show the samtypes of

movement as the Dutctvat and apply Bennis, Corver and den Dikken’s analysis to

Japanese.

4.3.3.2 Application of A-bar movement analysis to Japanese

It is readily possible to assimilate the surface optionafity@ Dutch indefiniteeenin (42)

to Japanese two prenominal NQ constructions: NQ-Gen-NP antNMN@enstructions.

Under the nominal predication hypothesis, the NQs in all nominal cotistisl are

originally located in predicate position in (2), repeated below.

(2)  [pred PNP [prear NQI]

Given the structure in (2), the next derivation is of the NQ movetoghe Spec of

a higher phrase. First, | focus on the movement to FP in Bennis,rGoyelen Dikken’s

term (NumP in the current work). Note that FP/NumP appearfidoDtitch structures in
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(47b) but not in (48). According to Bennis, Corver and den Dikken, itse&sdsence

stems from the property of the head of XP (PredP in the curah) Wwefore it adjoins to

the head of FP: wheeenis projected in X, F (FP) is needed in (47b); and otheriss,

not required in (48). | take the (seeming) optionality of the gemitiaeker in comparison

of NQ-Gen-NP constructions and NQ-NP construction as the¢min relation to EPP on

Num. That is, | assimilate their argument of the “optional” gmes of FP/ NumP to the

property of Num that | argued in 3.3.2, where | claimed that Num enagay not have

EPP based on the optional predicate-inversion facts in Japalnesienominal collocation

constructions. Because noun phrases generally have features on nunalsstsne that

NumP is obligatorily present while the presence of EPP on Nwptisnal. When Num

has an EPP property, NQ predicates move to its Spec, along wrmathetion of its head

via the genitive marker, which generates NQ-Gen-NP congingcti This derivation is

illustrated in (50):

(50)  a. bred PNP [prea NQJ] (=2)
b. [nump [Num {+EPP} [preapNP  NQ]] ---Num with EPP projected
C. [NumPNGQ [num Gen pregpNP i ] ---Predicate-inversion

In the case of NQ-NP constructions, Num does not possess goréjieiety. In the

case of the lack of this feature, | assume that Spec of Numé&cisve. Since no element is
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required to move to Spec of NumP due to the lack of EPP on Num, theeyemirker is
not required to be present on Num, either. How can the NQ presligat moved across

the subjects in the constructions? This derivation for NQ-NP construction isoassfol

(51) @ brea PNP [prea NQ]] (=2)
b. [nump [preapPNP  NQ]] ---Num without EPP projected
C.[yr  [nump[preapPNP NQ]] ---X with EPP projected
d.[yvr NQ [nump[preapNP ti 1] ---NQ movement

| assume that the phrase YP on top of NumP has an EPP propertyractd she NQs in
the constructions. If the current argument is on the right track,inabnsomplex
constructions not only in Dutch but also in Japanese show two typesveimant within
the constructions: in one the predicate moves to Spec of NumP; and athtrethe
predicate moves to higher Spec of Num across NumP.

What is the status of YP in (51)? If the application of Bennmyv€& and den
Dikken’s analysis for Dutch is perfectly feasible for Japamesainal constructions with
NQs, YP is DP and its Spec is an A-bar position. On the other hamadPRP should be

an A-position and its Spec is an A position in the structures of (50) and (51).
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In the following subsection, | will examine the two types of NQvement in (50)

and (51) to see whether their movement shows properties of Abar Aaovement and

whether YP is DP.

4.3.4 Supporting evidence of the DP projection by NQ-NP constructions

| will offer three pieces of evidence to support the DP hypathisi Japanese in this

subsection. The first argument is directly related to A arfthAmovement within noun

phrases made by Bennis, Corver and den Dikken (1998) in 4.3.4.1. The sepondrdr

comes from the size restriction on nominal predications (see 2323.4.2. The third

argument involves unwanted movement to DP and the general ban on adjtmdtiomn

4.3.4.3. If the argument is correct, it will provide further evidenceaherDP hypothesis

for Japanese.

4.3.4.1 A- and A-bar distinction:otagai‘each other’

In this subsection, | will show independent evidence for the existeht&o types of

movement in Japanese noun phrases, by observing the recifotagdi) within noun

phrases. If this analysis is correct, it demonstrates hatistribution of the reciprocal is

the same as that of the distribution of the Dutch indefinite quamiifit in that they show

that the reciprocal has A- and A-bar movement within a noun phrase:typaeis

movement to Spec of the next higher phrase, NumP (FP in Bennis, Gomteden
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Dikken’s terms), whose head is phonologically realized with thetigennarker; and the
other type is movement directly to Spec of the highest phrase, probably, DP.

According to Herlofsky (1991:59), ‘(T)agai (or otagal...behaves in a manner
predicted by Principle (A) ... (A)lthoughtagai requires a clausemate antecedent, it does
not always function as a reciprocal. In Japanese, it is natyalwecessary fastagai to
indicate a mutual relationship in which the arguments affect ettwdr in the manner
designated by disjoint transitive verbs. There are also siyniarallel to actions or
emotions, termed the “respective” function, and “group solidarity”.’

Look at the three types of behaviors (Herlofsky 1991:54-55) in (52):

(52) a.Otagai-ni kyouryoku  suru. (Reciprocal function)
each-other cooperate do
‘They cooperate with each other.’
b. Otagai-ni  hitto-o 12-hon utta. (Respective function)
each-other hit-Acc Cl hit
‘They each had twelve hits apiece.’
c. Otagai-ni  ganbarimashou. (Group solidarity function)

each-other do-best-let’s

‘Let’s each (both) of us do our best’
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In (52), all the subjects in Herlofsky’s original data happen tprbg which function as
antecedents of the reciprocal. The use of the reciprocal neeamgual relationship in
(52a). In (52b), that reading is absent and, instead, the meanitg feapectively’ is
chosen. In (52c), the meaning of the reciprocal is similahd@oone in (52b), and yet
Herlofsky differentiates it from the rest as ‘a group solidarity’.

Interestingly, the reciprocal follows Principle A, regardlegsthe difference in
meaning (i.e. mutual or nonmutual). If it is not bound by an antecetiengxpression is
ungrammatical as in (53b,c):

(53) a. Gakusei-tati-wa  otagai-o nagutta.
student-PI-Top each.other-Acc punched

‘They punched each other.’

b. * Otagai-wa gakusei-tati-o nagutta.
each.other-Top  student-PIl-Acc punched

c. * Otagai-ga gakusei-tati-niyotte  nagurareta.
each.other-Nom  student-Pl-by punched

When the reciprocal is in the subject position by switching thenaent positions in (53b)
or by passivization in (53c), it loses the antecedent, and thusxpressions become

ungrammatical even though the reciprocals are located in A-positions.
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Compared with the examples in (53b,c), the following scrambling gheais
grammatical, although the antecedent does not precede the reciprocal in (54).
(54) Otagai-o gakusei-tati-wa nagutta.

each.other-Acc student-PI-Top punched

‘(Lit.) Each other, they punched.’
In (54), the reciprocal with the accusative Case maxkés scrambled across the subject.
This A-bar movement is grammatical. The difference in the (amgraticality between
(53b,c) and (54) is attributed to the A-/A-bar distinction. Thdtésause A-bar movement
allows for reconstruction, the reciprocal object raised via Adbm@vement can be
interpreted at the original object position, which is successfolgigned by the antecedent.
On the other hand, since A-movement does not reconstruct, hence urdicatity results
in (53b,c), as Saito (1992) argues with scrambling exaniples.

If this reconstruction analysis of the reciprocal to diagnoseAthA-bar distinction
is correct, the analysis can be extended to its behaviors within noun phrases.

Look at the following examples in (55):

%2 Saito’s data involves the bounding facts observed with Japanesbagaof wh-words. | extended
his proposal to the reciprocal data (cf. Mahajan 1990 for possibleovement of clause internal
scrambling for Hindu).
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(55) a. [Gakusei-tati otagai]-ga iken-o itta.
student-PI each-other-Nom opinion said
‘Students each said our own opinions.’
b. [Sensei-gata otagai]-ni iken-o ittemoraimasyou.
professor-PI each-Dat opinion-Acc say.should
‘Professors each should say opinions.’
c. Watasi-wa [[syain-tati otagai]-no kangae]-o sonchousimasu.
I-Top employee-Pl each-Gen idea-Acc respect
‘(Lit.) I respect opinions of employees each’
As observed in (55) above, the reciprocal appears after noun phrésiesnoiin phrases.

It can also precede noun phrases in (56).

(56) a. [Otagai gakusei-tati]-ga iken-o itta.
each student-PI-Nom opinion-Acc said
b. [Otagai sensei-gata]-ni iken-o ittemoraimasyou.
each-Gen professor-Pl-Dat opinion-Acc say.let
c. Watasi-wa [[otagai syain-tati]-no kangae]-o  sonchousimasu.
I-Top each-Gen employee-PIl-Gen idea-Acc respect

% As Marcel den Dikken points out, it is not clear whether the adets and the reciprocals form a
predication relation within noun phrases in (55).
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The pronominal reciprocals in (55) as well as in (56) do not haveanhtgadings but

‘individual’ readings when their antecedents are the noun phrases within thetdiracke

However, the pronominal reciprocal is not always accepted as in (57):

(57) a.*[Otagai-no gakusei-tati]-ga iken-o itta.
each-Gen student-PI-Nom opinion-Acc said
b. *[Otagai-no sensei-gata]-ni  iken-o ittemoraimasyou.
each-Gen professor-Pl-Dat  opinion-Acc say.let
c. *Watasi-wa [[otagai-no syain-tati]-no kangae]-o sonchousimas
I-Top each-Gen  employee-PI-Gen idea-Acc respect

Once the reciprocal before the head noun phrases is attaclibd bgnitive markerno

this results in ungrammatical expressions in (57). Althoughotlggnal location of the

reciprocal within the noun phrases is not clear within the noun phitiies reciprocal in

prenominal position is raised from the post nominal position acrossnteeedent noun

phrases, the (un)grammaticality follows from A-/A-bar distinction in &) (57). In (56),

the prenominal position of the reciprocal that is not attached by the gendnker is an A-

bar-position, and thus the expression is grammatical due to recdtiostrum (57), on the

other handptagai, which is attached by the genitive marker, undergoes A-moveriaitg.

violates Principle A and the expression is ungrammatical.
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These reciprocal examples suggest that Japanese nominal prediaatios input to

both A-and A-bar-movement, as in the case of Dutah This does not immediately mean

that the A-bar position is Spec of DP, though these Japanese datargratible with the

proposal made for Dutch by Bennis, Corver and den Dikken.

In the subsections to follow | will present another stronger podcevidence to

support the DP hypothesis for Japanese.

4.3.4.2 Size restriction 2

In Chapter 2, | argued that subconstituents of nominal predication coiwstsu(te. the

subject and the predicate) in nominal predication constructions canlagbethan DP in

(58), which is (68b) of 2.3.2.

(58)  *[op[predrl --- 1 [or]]

If NQ-NP constructions project DP, it is predicted that they caappear within nominal

predication constructions. This prediction is shown to be correct fioltbering examples

of (59):

(59) a.[Watasitati 5-nin *(-no) syain]-wa  isshoni ryokousita.

we Cl-Gen employee  together traveled

‘We five employees traveled together.’
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b. Kaisha-wa [anatagata 5-nin *(-no) oubosyal-o saiyousita.
company-Top you(Pl) Cl-Gen  applicant-Acc employed
‘The company employed you five applicants.’
c. Sensei-wa [karera 5-nin *(-no)  seito]-o0 sikatta.
professor-Top them Cl-Gen student-Acc  scolded
‘The professor scolded them five students.’
In these examples, the examples with the NQs preceding the noasephhat are not
attached by the genitive marker are ungrammatical. | assigfoltbesing structures in
(60) below for the bracketed noun phrases with and without the genitive marker in (59).
(60)  a. *[pp [preappronoun fp NQ NP]]
b. [op [preappronoun  fump NQ-Gen NPJ]
In (60a) the structure has a NQ-NP predicate and in (60b) it irv@dv&lQ-Gen-NP
predicate. | argue that the NQ-NP construction projects mPtlaus violates the size
restriction in (58), which leads to the ungrammaticality. Onatier hand, in (60b) the
NP-Gen-NP construction project a phrase smaller than DP, pyobabhP, and thus
respects the size restriction, it is not ungrammaticalhalf iis correct, it demonstrates that
NQ-NP constructions project DP and thus cannot appear in predicatierpasinominal

predication constructions, due to the size restriction.
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4.3.4.3 Impossible movement to DP

| have argued that Spec of DP for definite descriptions isuped either by a

demonstrative or a null Operator by demonstrating the blocking readef an element

outside the associated noun phrase in Chapter 2 and by showing andigtien between

the operator and an element in subject position within nominal predicatistructions in

Chapter 3. This suggests that no element can move to Spec ot@Bdan EPP feature

on D is already satisfied by a demonstrative or a null Oper&pimplementing this idea,

| will show that the NQs in definite expressions undergo unnegessasement to Spec of

DP, leading to ungrammaticality.

Let us look at the simple nominal collocation constructions in (26), repeated below:

(26) a. Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) watasita@inin]-o sikatta.

professor-Top those/the us Cl-Acc scolded

‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) us three.’

b. Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) anatatatiin]-o  sikatta no?

professor-Top those/the you(pl) Cl-Acc scolded Q

‘(Lit.) Did Prof. Suzuki scold (those/the) you three?’
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. Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) karégain]-o sikatta.

professor-Top those/the them Cl-Acc scolded

‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) them three.’

The NQ predicates cannot move to the left of the subjects inr@gated below,

however.

(24) a. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono)3-nin watasitati]-o sikatta.

professor-Top those/the CI us-Acc scolded

‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) three us.’

b. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono)3-nin anatatati]-o sikatta no?

professor-Top those/the ClI you(pl)-Acc scolded Q

‘(Lit.) Did Prof. Suzuki scold (those/the) three you?’

c. *Suzuki sensei-wa [(sono) 3-nin  karera]-o  sikatta.

professor-Top those/the ClI them-Acc scolded

‘(Lit.) Prof. Suzuki scolded (those/the) three them.’

In these examples, the expressions are ungrammatical whetberoastrative exists in the

left periphery or not. In contrast to these examples, the foltpwxamples with bare

common noun phrases in the subject positions are grammatical asls®menin (5b),

whose slight modified example is below in (61).
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(61) [5-nin gakusei]-ga kita.
Cl  student-Nom came
| argue that the difference between these two types of comstsigh (24) and (61) is
attributed to Spec of DP. That is, in the ungrammatical NQ-pronowstraotions in (24),
the Spec of DP is filled by a null Operator or a demonstratigetlaus the movement of
NQ to the Spec is not wanted. This makes the expression ungraaimaine structure of
the ungrammatical expressions is illustrated in (62):
(62) *[pp a null Operator/demonstrative NQnump ti ]]
This is also true in the case with a demonstrative followiqgs Nh (63), whose
structure is in (64).
(63) a. *Keisatu-wa buji  [3-nin kono karera]-o hogosita
police-Top safely Cl these them-Acc protected
b. *Keisatu-wa buji [3-nin kono karera]-o hogosita
police-Top safely Cl these them-Acc protected
(64) [pp (*NQi), demonstrative y[mp[ pronoun t; ]]]
In (64), the presence of a demonstrative does not require esitnard(s) (such as NQ in
this case) to appear in Spec of DP and thus the movement ofta Sigec DP causes the

ungrammaticality, as in the case of (62). That is, DP isalhoived to entertain multiple
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elements in it, due to the lack of a motivation of having exemehts in Spec of D¥.
This supports the hypothesis in (6), repeated below.
(6) Adjunction to the maximal projection of nominal arguments is disallowed.
(Chomsky 1986:6)

In the case of NQ-NP constructions as in (61) (unlike in the c&NQ-pronoun
constructions in (24),) their nominal expressions do not necessaltifpicthe presence of
a demonstrative or a null Operator (which obligatorily bearsastm definiteness as
argued in the previous chapters.) Thus, an NQ predicate in the norolltaaton
constructions can move to the left periphery in (65):
(65) [ppPNQ [wmp [N NP ti]]
The fact that NQ-NP constructions should be obligatorily indefiaiteccounted for by the
illustration in (65): Spec of DP is not filled with a demon#sor null Operator and thus
is able to be filled with NQ predicates.

Before closing, let us consider one more example in (5), repeated below.
(5) a. [(Yakamasii) 5-nin-no gakusei]-ga  kita.

noisy Cl-Gen student-Nom came

‘(The) five noisy students came.’

%In the following subsection, further examination on this issue is conducted.
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b. [(*Yakamasii) 5-nin gakusei]-ga kita.
noisy Cl  student-Nom came
(Fujita 1994:29-30)
In (5), the adjectives semantically modify the noun phrases andtheotNQs that
immediately precede them. If it is assumed that the adje@reesised across the NQs for
some reasons in both cases, the ungrammaticality of (5a) fdlomshe “doubly-filled D
filter” once the NQs in the constructions are in DP in (66):
(66)  *[pp adjective pp NQ NP]]
This also supports the hypothesis in (6), repeated below.
(6) Adjunction to the maximal projection of nominal arguments is disallowed.
(Chomsky 1986:6)
Why does DP not allow for adjunction? This comes from the uniitgred the
relation between argumenthood and D, specifically, for noun phrases with
definite/discourse anaphoric interpretations (Longobardi 1994). $ha&i serves as the
referential anchor of noun phrases in that it requires elemeétitsinterpretable features
that create referentialty. It enables noun phrases to refeticdlty/referentially and
referentiality is not recursively specified by having npsti DPs. If this is correct,

Japanese projects DPs and respects the general ban on DP.
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4.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, | investigated the left periphery of noun phrasesxéamining NQ-NP

constructions and argued that the NQs in the constructions are lacaBgec of DP.

Although this type of constructions appeared to be similar to dhaNQ-Gen-NP

constructions (see Chapter 3) as Watanabe (2006) treats theny egsshtax, | showed

that these two constructions are different in derivation. FiptJed that the NQs in NQ-

NP constructions are part of the noun phrases and form constituémttheviassociated

noun phrases in 4.1. After observing the three more characterisperpes of the

constructions in 4.2, in 4.3, | reviewed the three extant analyses tdfthgeriphery of

noun phrases and applied them to NQ-NP constructions in order to accoue for

properties of the constructions. In particular, following Bennis, Goanel den Dikken

(1998) | argued that the movement of NQs (to Spec of DP) in N@eNBtruction is an A-

bar movement to the highest phrase, probably DP (whereas predicataoimad the NQs

in NQ-Gen-NP constructions is the result of an A movement to &d@damP). In order to

support this A-bar movement analysis of NQs | offered the thgrerants to support the

main claim of the DP hypothesis for Japanese: (i) the re@potagai ‘each other’, (ii) the

size restriction, and (iii) the unnecessary movement to DP armhthen adjunction to DP.

If the current argument of the DP analysis is correct, th@s N present at the Spec of DP
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in Japanese, particularly, in NQ-NP constructions. This ana$ysist unique to Japanese,
however.
Look at Hebrew examples in (67).
(67) a.SloSet ha-sfarim
three Def-books
‘the three books’
b. *ha-SloSet sfarim
the three books
c. kol esrot alfey ha-anasim
every tens thousands the-men
‘all tens of thousands of men’
Danon (1996) argues that the NQs in (67) are i DR this is the case, the analysis of
Japanese NQs in DP is not unique to Japanese.
Dutch also allows NQs in DP in certain ca¥es.
(68) a. de drie studenten

the three students

% Shlonsky (1991) argues that universal quantifiers that precede theedafticle should be analyzed
as heading a QP which selects a DP complement. Perelt268ig) feanalyzes Shlonsky’'s QP analysis
under the DP hypothesis, in which quantifiers are in D for Hebrew.

% | owe the Dutch data to Marcel den Dikken.

264



b. *drie de studenten
three the students
c.al de studenten
all the students
d. alle drie de studenten
all three the students
In (68a,b), the numerals need to follow the determiner; otherwiseexpeession is
ungrammatical. In (68c,d), the unifersal quantifier and the numpezaéde the determiner.
Particularly, the numeral precedes the determiner when the waligeiantifier appears in
the left periphery in (68d). If the determiner always appattbe head of DP, the data
shows that numeral (as well as the universal quantifier) appeadpec of DB’ These
examples show that NQs can be in Spec of DP like in the @a$dQs in NQ-NP
constructions.
One note is that the current argument supports the argumehtpfet 2, where |
argued the specificity effects of NQs under the assumption et & DP is the only
escape hatch for movement. This assumption is supported if the current arugmmecis

The argument on the specificity effects was based on the obisesvéhat NQs (NQs)

" Den Dikken points out to me that the universal quantifier in th@éefphery has an emphatic reading.
This appears to be parallel to the reading of Japanese NégidBuctions in (7°). | will leave open the
detail of the analysis.

265



cannot generally move outside definite noun phrases, unlike in the cemskefiriite noun
phrases. The examples include nominal collocation constructions wibnpépronouns
and even bare noun phrases. The impossibility of NQ movementilitat to the left
periphery of the definite noun phrases in (69).

(69) [ *NQ [DPt’; [DP demonstrative/Operator [0 ]] ]

In (69), the NQ, which originates within the noun phrase, cannot bedraistside the
definite noun phrase due to the presence of a demonstrative or@peudtor in Spec of
DP. The raised NQ predicate violates “doubly-filled D filtbécause it needs to adjoins to
DP, on the way outside the noun phrase due to the presence of a ddmenstran
Operator in Spec of DP. If the current argument is on the tigbk, the analysis of
Japanese NQs in NQ-NP constructions supports the DP hypothedisefa@rticleless
language. Fukui’s non-closedness argument of Japanese nominal rargaima correct

and no parameterization on the ban on adjunction to DP is necessary.
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5 Conclusion
In the current work, | examined nominal collocation constructions angearfpr the
Determiner Phrase (DP) hypothesis for Japanese, a deterssnariguage. In Chapter 2,
| re-examined Fukui’s (1986) NP hypothesis that Japanese projdgtdlPs and thus that
Japanese does not close off noun phrases even when the noun phrases hase defini
interpretations (with/without demonstratives) and offered the angumhat the uniform
treatment of all noun phrases as NPs cannot capture the nlifsren behavior between
personal pronouns and common nouns in nominal collocation constructions in 2.1. In 2.2, |
examined Japanese Pronoun-noun constructions and showed that personal pronouns behave
differently from common nouns in that they form predication relatigitie common noun
phrases within noun phrases liks linguistsin English, on the basis of the four pieces of
evidence: the (im)possibility of nominal combinations, its pitch ricobange, partial
modification and the availability of a plural morpheme. At fidgtpanese Pronoun-noun
constructions appeared to behave like their English equivalents jrdmatuns function as
‘determiners’ (Postal 1969). However, further examination demoedtthat the personal
pronouns in the Japanese constructions do not function as ‘determineks’ inrilhe case
of English. Japanese pronouns in the constructions at hand are locatedvar position

within noun phrases and thus the nominal collocation constructions alloandgatives
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and adjectival modifiers to appear in the left periphery. In qdati, the fact that

demonstratives in anaphoric use must be present in the left penpaetaken to argue for

the presence of DP in Japanese once | reviewed semantic tresatoiedemonstrative

descriptions and definite descriptions, crosslinguistic distributionsymdctic analyses of

them in the literature. Once the possibility of the DP hypotheas opened up, in 2.3 |

demonstrated that the DP hypothesis is supported for Japanese Inoaotioeation

constructions by showing that they are prohibited from being preserewfull) DPs are

cross-linguistically prohibited: in vocative use and DP within arrodmger DP in which

predication relations are formed. In 2.4, | further supported theypéthesis in terms of

specificity effects. Based on the observation that the assddi®s cannot have definite

interpretations when NQs are outside their host noun phrases, | alguedQs cannot

move outside of DP when its Spec is filled by a demonstratigenaill Operator under the

assumption that the Spec of DP is the only escape hatch for Advament out of a noun

phrase.

The discussions in Chapter 3 were divided into two parts: the frstwas the

examination of Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions in comparison to Pronoun-noun

constructions; and the second part involved the examination of the Irggutdure of the

constructions in relation to the checking operations and the DP hypgothé&drst, |
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investigated the status of the genitive marker in the construcbgnseviewing its

distribution observed in the literature in 3.1. In 3.2, after applyingfitlee previous

analyses and showing that the first four of the analysesa able to capture the status of

the genitive marker in Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions, | adopted the capalgsis of

the genitive marker for Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions. However, thesiandoes not

account for the syntactic relation between Pronoun-noun constructionBlaamdGen-

pronoun constructions. | replicated den Dikken’'s (1998, 2006) nominal predication

analysis for Noun-Gen-pronoun constructions. In particular, | argbed the nouns

preceding the pronouns in the constructions undergo predicate-inversionbasithef the

discussion of impossibility of further movement of the inverted pegdinouns. Since the

genitive marker appears when the predicate NP undergoes A-mouensg@c of NumP, |

concluded that the genitive marker is the realization of Num.

Once having established the predicate-inversion analysis for-@eunrpronoun

constructions, in the second half of 3.3 | extended the movement analysither data

and showed that only bare common NP predicates are allowed to ancerthat the

inversion faces three restrictions: (i) plural NP predicatés NQ predicates and (iii)

proper noun predicates cannot be inverted when the subjects are pronomthal

constructions. As for the first case, | argued because predmedrsion is sensitive to
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‘heaviness’ in Kishimoto’s (2000) sense: only ‘light’ nominal predsatan undergo

predicate-inversion like ‘light’ verbs (i.e. auxiliary verbs). MRlifferently, noun phrases

with plural morphemes are too ‘heavy’ to undergo movement to SpégroP and EPP on

Num remains unchecked, which causes the ungrammaticality. orAthé case of the

impossible NQ predicate-inversion, the movement of NQ predicat®pdc of NumP itself

is not ungrammatical. Under the assumption of a feature uniquatgddb D (D feature),

inverted NQ predicates function as defective interveners in theeAgiation between D

and the pronominal subjects. More particularly, when the pronouns inlfeetsposition

attempt to enter into an Agree relation with D for an unintéapte [+D] feature, the

inverted NQs with the [-D] property in Spec of NumP are cltséine subjects than D and

intervene in the Agree relation. Because of the failure of theed relation of the

pronominal subjects with D, the uninterpretable feature on the pronoumseumahecked,

causing the ungrammaticality. If this argument is corréchiréctly provides evidence for

the DP hypothesis for Japanese. As for the third case of propas, they appear in the

subject position like personal pronouns and in the predicate position like asomoun

phrases. In the latter case, they cannot undergo predicate-invieesianse they are too

‘heavy’ to get raised to Spec of Num. In the former case pigicates cannot undergo

predicate-inversion because they function as interveners and thaties on the proper
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nouns remain unchecked, leading to the ungrammaticality. Tdusnant is also in favor

of the DP hypothesisin the last subsection of this Chapter, | answered the quegtipiNQ-

Gen-noun constructions are grammatical, unlike NQ-pronoun constictioes common noun

phrases in the subject position do not possess a D feature; arilehogerted NQ predicates do

not function as defective interveners.

In Chapter 4, | detailed the left periphery of nominal collocatmmstructions and

defended the assumption made in the discussion of specificityseifleChapter 2 that DP

does not allow for adjunction by examining NQ-NP constructions. bisténg first that

the NQs in the constructions remain within their associated nowasgsby offering the

three pieces of evidence, | subsequently applied the three extalyses of the left

periphery of noun phrases to Japanese NQ-NP constructions. Amohgetharnalyses, |

showed that the analysis of Bennis, Corver and den Dikken (1998) foh Buteadily

applied to the Japanese constructions without modifications and arguedafizatese

showed A- and A-bar movement within noun phrases, parallel to Dutgbartinular, NQs

in the constructions undergo A-bar movement to Spec of DP. When tbeoSpé is

filled by another element such as a demonstrative or a null ©pexEs cannot move into

the Spec of DP. Such movement would be redundant in this case side BFs already

checked by a demonstrative or a null Operator and no furtherrléequired. The fact
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that NQ-NP constructions do not allow for adjectival modifiers eviNQ-Gen-NP
constructions permit it was also accounted for by the DP hypstheslaimed that the ban

on adjectival adjunction follows from the ban on adjunction to DP. Thsomethat DP
does not allow for adjunction is that it serves as the referemaior of noun phrases in
that it requires elements with interpretable features tleatereferentialty. It enables noun
phrases to refer deictically/referentially, and referemyiad not recursively specified. If
this is correct, in turn, Japanese projects DPs and respedajereral ban on adjunction to
DP. If this is apparent, it shows the way that (semantichiterfiess is syntactically wired

in DP. The seemingly arguments against the DP hypothesiagandse due to the lack of
determiners have been nullified under the proposed nominal predicationhésippt
particularly, for definite noun phrases including personal pronouns and proper nounes. If t
current argument is correct, Japanese projects DP althougheterments in DP such as a
null Operator and/or a D head may be phonologicallyHiulhe difference in DP is cross-
linguistically reduced to morpho-phonological realizations of DP, kwhddfer from
language to language (Progov 1998 for Serbo-Croatian, Cinque 1999 for various
languages, Schmitt and Munn 1999 for Brazilian Portuguese, Danon 2006 for Hebkew, Par

2008 for Korean).

% Tateishi (1989) argues that Case markers in Japanese aagluneler the head-finality assumption.
If this is the case, then, the D head is head-final whileh#aal of a phrase which is realized as the
genitive marker is head-initial. | consider this possibilityhaf case morphology as D in Chapter 1 and
Appendix 1 and suggest that it probably is not tenable. See also Footnote 59.
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Appendix 1: Are Case markers D heads?

Some linguists argue that Case markers attached to argumeimiatsoproject functional

categories like D (Tateishi 1989, Lobel 1994, Kakegawa 2003). Thissets to show

that a Case marking may not a realization of D for Japanese.

Consider the nominal expressions in (1) and their structure in (2).

(2) [John]-ga [ringo]-0 tabeta.

Nom apple-Acc ate

‘John ate an apple.’

(2)  [op[o [Ne NP ] -ga/-0]]

Under the hypothesis of the case morphology as D, the nominativer@dser-ga and the

accusative Case markeo project their own projections (DPs) taking NPs as their

complements in (2). Tateishi (1989) connects the (optional) deletioms®d @arkers in

colloquial speech with D in relation to lexical government, basedhenfdct that the

accusative Case markes is droppable while the nominative Case marga does not

have the option (Saito 1985; Lobel 1994, but cf. Shibatani and Kageyama 1988, 453 for

relevant data) in (3):
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3) Ken{-ga/*@} Naomi {-o/ g} semeta.
Nom Acc blamed

‘Ken blamed Naom/’
Tateishi argues that the object marker is omissible, due toetpgrement of lexical
government by verbs whereas the subject cannot be omitted becalax thiethe lexical
government. If Tateishi's argument is correct, one may rétaease marker deletion of
object bare noun phrases to the distribution of bare noun phrases imthaededanguages.
In these languages, bare nouns are excluded from preverbal subjgchpbat admitted
in internal argument position (Longobardi 1994, 612-616). While Tateisyyisthesis is
attractive because of the ‘visibility’ of D, it is not empitlgaunproblematic, however.
One clear difference between the above omission of Japanesen@&se-and bare nouns
in Romance languages is that the former is not sensitive)ttefiniteness while the latter
is obligatorily indefinite.

More the presence/absence of Case markers is irrelevant dificgigeeffects,
unlike in the case of the presence/absence of the determiner iistE(8ke 2.4.5).

Consider the following two sets of examples in (4):
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4) a. Suzuki sensei-wa [karera 3-nin](-0) sikatta yo.

professor-Top them  Cl-Acc scolded Prt

‘Prof. professor scolded them three.’

b. *[3-nin];  Suzuki sensei-wa  [karer& ](-0) sikatta.
Cl professor-Top them-Acc scolded
(5) a. Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei 3-nin](-0) sikatta
professor-Top student Cl-Acc scolded

‘Prof. Suzuki scolded three students.’
b. [3-ninj} Suzuki sensei-wa [gakusei  t](-0) sikatta
Cl professor-Top student-Acc scolded

‘Prof. Suzuki scolded three students.’

In (4) and (5) the object may not obligatorily be attached byliect marker in colloquial

speech. In (4b), the numeral classifier (NQ) cannot be float fraraythe associated noun
phrase regardless of the presence/absence of the Case maieasnsin (5b) the NQ is
allowed to move outside the associated noun phrase independently of dre@tassence

of the Case marker. This fact is different from the follmyvEnglish examples in (6),

which are repeated from (81) of Chapter 2):

(6) a. Whedid you see [a picture of?
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b. *Whg did you see [the picture §f? (Eng 1991)

c. *Who did Fred read [the story about [e]]? (Fiengo and mhgthham 1981)
In (6b,c), wh-words cannot move outside the noun phrases when the EX[Trggsssess
the definite determiner unlike in the case of the indefinite rater in (6a). The
presence/absence of Case markers cannot capture specffetyg & (4) and (5). It is
clear that a case morphology is irrelevant to the obligatoriofeasdemonstrative or a null
Operator in Spec of DP.

One may say that a Japanese case morphology just guaranigesémee of D and
not the absence/presence of an element in Spec of DP in Japk@ebe in TP/IP of a
clause. If this is the case, however, why do Pronoun-noun constructiagataidly
require the presence of a demonstrative or a null Operator indbpze and thus block
NQs from floating outside the associated noun phrases? Undeassiuenption that
common noun phrases are always predicative in syntax (Szabolcsi 2987 Lbngobardi
1994; Campbell 1996), the nominal expressions following the personal pronouns in the
constructions do not control the presence of an element in Spec oftld#?, (besides a
case morphology). It is the pronouns that are correlated to thengee of demonstratives
or a null Operator. This distinctive correlation between thenehés in DPs and the

pronouns at a lower position in the constructions can be regarded tolghealterelation

276



between definite DPs and demonstratives at a lower position in Bpdossrved by Brugé
(1996) in (7):
(7) a.el libro este
the book this
b. *libro este
c. *un libro este
a book this
Brugé argues that demonstratives, which are inherently defiuieé relevant to DP even
when they appear postnominally in the same way as prenominallizathat the absence
of the definite determiner or the presence of the indefiniterdeter in DP is prohibited in
(7b,c) in comparison with the case with the definite determinéfah Following Bruge
and the main argument of Agree operation between pronouns in the gadsjgicin and D
in Chapter 3, | argue that the pronouns at a lower position in JapBn@seun-noun
constructions, which are also inherently definite, trigger the obliggboegence of a
demonstrative or a null Operator in DP, in favor of the DP hypothd&ihis is the case,
Japanese definite DPs and a case morphology are not correl@achtother. The case

morphology hypothesis as D is not tenable.
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Before closing up this section, | will attempt to give a ifdasanswer to the

guestion of whether the position of a case morphology exists in syesnoun-noun

constructions cannot occur in certain positions. One example iseaofasredicate

positions:

(8) *Watasi-wa bakamono-o [karera gakusei] to yonda.

I-Top fool-Acc them student Comp called

‘(Lit.) *I called fools them students.’

The predicate positions are generally not Case-assigning positioderédn 2004) and

thus the ungrammaticality of (8) may result from the lack ofGhse for the Pronoun-noun

construction in the bracket. This suggests that a full DP cappeatar where a Case is not

assigned.

Given the Case assumption, consider Pronoun-noun constructions in coordination

construction in (9) and Ellipsis constructions in (10):

(9) [Watasitati gakusei]-to karera sensei-ga hasitta.

we student-and them professors-Nom ran

‘Us students and them professors ran.’
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(10) A.Dare-ga kono geimu-o sitaino.

Who-Nom this  game-Acc want.do
‘Who wants to play this game?”’

a. [Karera kodomotati]
them children
‘them children’

b. Mosi [watasitati kodomo] janakereba, dare-ga kare-o
if we child are.not who-Nom him-Acc

‘Who's to take case of him if not us/*we children?”’

sewasuruno.

take.care

The first conjunct in Pronoun-noun constructions in (9), the construction ir), (d0a

answering form to the question in (10A), and the construction iauhject position of the

conditional clause in (10b) do not possess overt Case markers as Welse assigners and

these expressions are still grammatical. According to Seh{#@01), a default case

licenses DPs that otherwise violate the Case Filter in these colmstsumoss-linguistically.

| assume that the noun phrases of these examples in the beatlsfisthe Case theory by

receiving a default case. If this is correct, Pronoun-noun cotistra@ccur where a Case

is assigned/checked whereas they cannot appear where s @asessigned/checked, in
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support of DP hypothesis. Notice that a case morphology is absemt avbefault case is

assigned/checked. Apparently DPs do not always require a case morphology iselapane

To summarize, having established the DP hypothesis for JapaneseiriRrmmun

constructions in this work, | argued that they need Case licensinghtlvase morphology

is not (always) required by DPs in Japanese.
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Appendix 2: Is the quantificational particle a head D?
| will consider the possibility ofka attaching to indeterminate pronouns as D (Watanabe
1992, Takahashi 2002) and suggest that it may not be a case. Aftevirghbgbe
distribution of the particle in Section 1, | will examine the pmbt/ of quantificational

particle-kaas D in Section 2.

2.1 Indeterminate constructions and the particleka

Japanese indeterminate pronouns suaiaeasanddare are attached by the quantificational
particle-ka and combine with common noun phrases (1):
(2) a. Taro-wa [nani-ka henna mono]-o mita.
Top NANI-KA strange thing-Acc saw
‘Taro saw something strange.’
b. Taro-wa [dare-ka henna hito]-o mita.
Top DARE-KA strange person-Acc  saw
‘Taro saw someone strange.’
The constructions do not allow for adjectival modification in the left peripheryin (2)
(2) a. *Taro-wa [henna nani-ka monoj]-o mita.

Top strange NANI-KA  thing-Acc saw
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b. *Taro-wa [henna dare-ka hito]-o mita.

Top strange DARE-KA person-Acc saw

Moreover, the common noun phrase predicates within the constructions cannot get

raised across the indeterminate pronouns whether the genitive rrarkepresent/absent,

unlike in the case of Pronoun-noun constructions (see Chapter 3):

3) a. *John-wa [henna isi(-no) nani-ka]-o hirotta.

Top strange stone-Gen Nani-KA-Acc  picked.up

b. *[henna dansei(-no) dare-ka]-ga kita.

strange man-Gen DARE-KA-Nom came

Even when quantifiers are replaced with common noun phrases to foll¢®), ithey

cannot get raised across the indeterminate pronouns with the particle (5).

4) a. John-wa [nani-ka (henna mono) suu-ko]-o teniireta-to  itteita.

Top NANI-KA strange thing some-Cl-Acc gain-COMP  said

‘John said that he gained some number (of some strange objects).’

b. John-wa [dare-ka  (gakusei)  suu-nin]-ni  tegami-o kaita.

Top DARE-KA student some-Cl-to letter-Acc wrote

‘John wrote letters to some number (of some students).’
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(5) a. *John-wa [suu-ko(-no)  nani-ka (henna mono)]-o teniireta-to itteita.

Top some-Cl-Gen NANI-KA strange thing-Acc gain-COMP said

‘John said that he gained some number (of some strange objects).’

b. *John-wa [suu-nin(-no) dare-ka (gakusei)]-ni  tegami-o Kkaita.

Top some-Cl-Gen DARE-KA student-to letter-Acc wrote

‘John wrote letters to some number (of some students).’

While the quantifiers precede indeterminate pronouns with the geatitfial particle in

(4), they cannot be inverted in (5).

Indeterminate nominal constructions do not allow for demonstratives, either.

(6) A. John-wa [nani-ka (henna) isi]-o hirotta. Sosite...

Top NANI-KA strange stone-Acc  picked.up And...

‘| picked up some strange stone. And...’

a. *[Sono nani-ka henna isi]-o uti-ni motikaetta.
that/the  NANI-KA  strange stone-Acc  home-to taken

b. [Sono henna isi]-0 uti-ni motikaetta.
that/the strange stone-Acc home-to taken

‘| took that/the strange stone to the house.’
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In (6), the demonstrative cannot appear in the left periphery. These/aliens show that
indeterminate pronouns attached by the particdedo not allow for any kind of elements
in the periphery (unlike personal pronouns, which allow adjectival motidficaand
demonstratives but not quantificational expressions as shown in theyzevhapteres.)
The following is the summary of our observations.
(7 * [ adjectival modifier/ NQ/demonstrative [ indeterminate pronkai- ...]]]
Indeterminate constructions appear to respect the ban on nominakatgan8) (which is
(6) in Chapter 4).
(8) Adjunction to the maximal projection of nominal arguments is disallowed.
According to this ban, indeterminate in the constructions are theatihe highest position
so that their phrases do not allow for elements to appear lafttperiphery. This suggests
that they project DPs and that the highest phrase DP prevemengsefrom adjoining to it.
If this is the case, what is the exact structure in DR2sDt suggest that the particla is
in D as Watanabe (1992) and Takahashi (2002) assume?

In the following subsection, | will consider indeterminate collimraconstructions,

particularly, the status eka attaching to indeterminate pronouns.
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2.2 Is the quantificational particle-ka the D head?

According to Abney (1987) the English quantificational phrases ina(@)analyzed as
having the structures in (10), respectively (Kishimoto 2000).
(9) a. everyone

b. something

c. any book
(10) a. bp [pevery hpone]]

b. [op [osome i thing]]

C. [bp [p @ny e book]]

Watanabe (1992, 2004) posit the structures in (11) for Japanese various
guantificational expressions in (12). The following examples and tbteuctures,
originated in Watanabe (1992), are cited from Takahashi (2802).

(11) a. DAremo ‘everyone

b. nanika ‘something’

c. daREMO *‘anyone’
(12) a. bp [ne DAre] [omo]]

b. br [np dare] b ka]]

% The expression in (12a) is different from the one in (12c) intkeaintonation in the former appears
on the first sound, whereas in the latter the intonation falls detéast sound. | will not consider the
structure of (12c) here though the behaviorsnud appear to be the same as/similar to thoskaf See
Footnote 101.
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C. [br [ daRE] b MOJ]
Takahashi (2002:576)
Takahashi (2002: 576) notes that one important difference betwedislEand Japanese in
(10) and (12) is that the former selects complements headednbynon noun phrases
whereas the latter cannot; they must select the class ohalemi That is, according to
Takahashi’s analysis, the Japanese quantificational particleare Belective and thus only
indeterminate such agare and nani are complements of the D head, under the implicit
head-finality assumption for Japanese. According Takahashi (2002tb&1) head with
the particleska or -mo cannot take common noun phrases in (13):
(13) a *pe[ne hito] [ mo]]
person every
b. *[pop [\pmoONO] | ka]]
thing some
C. *[or [ne hon] b mo]]
book any Takahashi (2002:577)
(14) [pp [modification fyp indeterminate pronoun]] p[ka/mo]]
Under the head-finality assumption, the quantificational particiesins D taking

indeterminate pronouns as complements. Although the analysis irriéE4ot capture the
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similarity in structure between Japanese and English, isfage problems. The first
problem is that the fact Japanese indeterminate pronouns cannot @lovodifications
cannot be captured under the NP hypothesis for the indeterminer pronddhs, iunlike
personal pronouns (see Chapter 2).
(15) a.John-wa [(*henna) nani-ka]-o hirotta.
Top strange NANI-KA-Acc picked.tfs
b. [*Henna) dare-ka]-ga kita.
strange DARE-KA-Nom came

If indeterminates are the NP complements of D as Watanab@akadhashi assume, it is
not clear why they do not allow for modification in (15). Takahamigiues that a c-
command relation is required between indeterminate pronouns and théicptamtal
particles: the particleka in D needs to c-command the associated indeterminate pronouns.
However, the presence of modifiers does not violate the c-commaattbmelnd thus
modification should be allowed in (15). One might attribute the ungedioatity of (15)
to their semantics rather than their syntax. That is, someimMtRgling indeterminate
pronouns are not only syntactically but also semantically ‘indétetsi and thus they are

semantically incompatible with modification. If this is theseathe impossibility of

190 Note that the capital letters are used for theslation of indeterminates.
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modification in won’t be problematic. Even if this is the case, eweWNatanabe and
Takahashi’s analysis cannot account for the examples in (1) and (2)'&bove.

The combinations of indeterminate and quantificational particle inatd (2)
precede common noun phrases. If indeterminate pronouns projects DPshase iDPs
takes common noun phrase as complements, the following is the scheme in (16):
(16) *[pp [op[neindeterminate pronounpka]] NPs]]

The structure in (16) should be ungrammatical, due to the violation of the siasiogstA
DP does not permit a full-DP within a smaller noun phrase for Japanese (as &etjlish).
(See 2.3 and 4.3). Thus, that structure is not for the grammatarabpées in (1) and (2).

This suggests that the treatementkafas D is not correct.

%1 The indeterminate cannot combine with common nouns unlike the other inithetier expression in
(12a).
(i) * Taro-wa [DAremo henna hito]-o nagutta.

Top DARE-MO strange person-Acc punched

‘(Int.) Taro punched every strange person.’
Note also that Watanabe (2004) extends the analysis of the combinatiodetdrminates and the
guantificational particles to Japanese wh-phrases as in theotdare in the bracket in (iia), whose
analysis is in (iib):
(ii) a. [dare]-ga ringo-0  tabeta no.

Who-Nom apple-Acc ate Prt
‘Who ate an apple?’
b. ppdare § 2]
In (iib), the head of D is phonologically null and yet takes the quaatiifical phrasedare its
complement. However, Japanese wh-expressions cannot combine wittorcaroun phrases in (iii),
like the universal quantificational expression in (i) above.
(i) a. *[dare  henna hito]-ga ringo-o  tabeta no
DARE strange person-Nom apple-Acc ate  Prt
‘(Lit.) Who strange person ate apple?’
b. *[nani (henna) object]-ga sora-no tonda no

what strange object-Nom apple-Acc flew Prt

‘What (strange) object flew in the sky?’
This shows that not all indeterminates can be treated in the way in syntax. However, | leave the
analysis of these structures open for future research.
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If the quantificational particle is treated as D, another loomee result follows.
Look at the following examples in (17) and (18):
(17) a. Sensei-wa [gakusei nan-nin-kaj-o sikatta.
professor-Top student IKU-CI-KA-Acc scolded
‘The professor scolded some students.’
b. Ken-wa [ame iku-tu-ka]-o tabeta
Top candy IKU-CI-KA-Acc ate
‘John ate some candies.’
(18) a. Sono nan-nika-no gakusei
those/the  NAN-CI-KA-Gen  students
‘(Lit.) those/the some students’
b. Kono iku-tuka-no ame
these IKU-CI-KA-Gen candy
‘(Lit.) these some candies’
In (17), the quantificational particleka appears in the right periphery may or may not
attach to the entire noun phrase. On the other hand, in (18), the cbhomsinaf the
indeterminate pronoun, the classifier and the quantificational leagit moved across the

head nouns, which possess demonstratives in the left periphery. ifidierminate
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particle is the realization of D in these examples, the streictf the noun phrases in (18) is

as follows in (19):

(19) [ppdemonstrative xp NP [pp nannin b ka]]]]

A DP appears within a larger DP, which should be ungrammatical acpntr fact, like in

the case of (16) above. These examples demonstraté&disinot the head of D. What is

the status ofka? | assume that the particléa does not have a position in syntax but is a

realization of quantificational properties on indeterminate pronounghislis correct, the

schemes for indeterminate constructions in (1), (2), (15) and (18) are illdstrgg0).

(20) a. ppindeterminate pronoun-kg'[[ NP... ]]]] (cf. 16)

b. [op demonstrative xp NP indeterminate pronouns-ka ]]] (cf. 19)

In (20), the quantificational particles are treated as phonetic/phocalagalizations of

indeterminacy and do not have a position like D in syntax.
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Appendix 3: Abbreviations

Acc Accusative Case
Adj Adjective

Comp Complementizer
Dat Dative Case

Def Definite

DP Determiner Phrase
Dem Demonstrative
Gen Genitive Case

NP Noun Phrase
Intended Intended reading
Lit. Literal translation
Nom Nominative Case
Pl Plural

Prt Particle

Sfp Sentence final particle
Sg Singular

Top Topic marker

Q Question Indic
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